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The Ilonoruble Da,dd Law
State Rcprenlative
P.O. Box 30014
Larnins, Ml 489097514

Re: Richard "lUcky" Holland Cab RIchard Cann 41Mb. 09/GSA?- Est. d.o.d. 07/UI/OS
IlolIaBd aLa 1 do],
IlolIanil aLaS dub.

- Holland aL-a B dub.
holland ab A dab.

Dear Represefliative Law:

Thank you for contacting the OwiceofChildren’s Ombudsman OCO regarding Ricky Uolland
and his siblings. TheCCO is an independent state ageucywith authority to investigate cases
handled by the Dcpanmcnt ofHuman Scrviccs DHS, adoption agencia. and piivale d’ild-placing
agc,.cts. Our invatigatlons invthve childrcns protccIivc services CPS. foster care FC,
adoption services AS. andjuyenilejuslicc JJ.

The Chili]rcns Ombudsnitui Act provides forouroflice to notify thc oomplai’rnnt ofilw findings
and tecommetidations mad’, by the OCO and any EIiotIs aken by the Ombudsman and the OHS or
private child-placing agency. This report contains the OCOs findings icommcndaiions, mid the
OHS zcsponscs. However, the background sianimaiyolthe report a compilation ofease file
documents and oilier information obtained by lie OCO is not released to complainants.

As yoj can ace, information has bccn redacted from this closing report. Sin Icgislalon nit

not listed in Section? ofihe Child Protection Law, we are unable to provide you with
confidaitiat information contained in the Holland children’s CPS file. Additional
confideotial information has also b.a rcdactcd Iron, the findings arid rcromniendatious in
this closing rerori as required by the Children’s Ombodsnian Act Section 93 and the
Adoption Code, namely MCL 710.674 and MCI 710.6821. All ,tdactions from the
DIES responses ‘vercdone by lie DHS in accordance with the Adoption Code and
applicable state md federal laws.

Please note, however, that Section 7a ofthe Child Protection Law do allow for the release
ofeonlidential CPS information to a stariding, select or appropriations subcommittee dwing
closcd session. As pttviously agreed, our full 85+ page report background sunnmaly,
findings, recommendations, attachments. conclusion arid OHS responses will be released to
the committee once we receive the official request to appcor before the comtiiitlec. mc
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Children’s Ombudsmim Act md the Adoption Code require that infonnalion derived from a
mental health record or an adoption record be redacted horn lie fill report to the committee.

The Office orCI,ildr,ns On,budsman OCO initiated an iiivcttigation ofduis use to dctamine
whether jackson aid Ingliam County DHS complied with itlovont s1atuI n1cs, and policI in
handling coses concealing ihe Holland children. More socifically, the OCO invastigated:

- The Jackson County DFhS handling ofihe fosici-care cases concerning the
children prior to their adoption by the Hollands.

* mc Jackson County DHS handling of lie adoption cases corIctrning lie
diildrtn.

* The Jackson County DHS hnndlii.g ofthe Holland? Foster Home Licensing cc.

* The Jackson County CPS raporna tocomplainis received couccmingMr. and Mn.
Holland,

* ‘The lngham County CI’S raponsa to complaints received conceTiling Mr. and Mrs.
Holland.

Ourinvcstigotion included, amongothcr things, review oICPS and Fe case files from lngharn
County DHS and Jackson County DHS; adoption and foster home licensing files from Jackson
Co.rnty DHS am! docnrncnls conccrningothor foster childrcn placed in the Holland home. ‘The
OCO also reviewed relevant law enforcement reports from the Jackson Police Deparunent and the
lnghani County Slietjfls Office. The OCO attended pail oftho preliminary exont concen.ingthc
criminal case and reviewed relevant media reports concerning the ongoing criminal proceedings.
mc 0CC conducted inteitews with DHS adminiMsalion,CPS, fostacare, licensing, adoption, and
Ccnuul Office stalE The OCO also conducted interviews with the lngiam County Prosecuting
Attorneys Office, the highani Cotmtyshaiffs Office, attorney for Jackson and Villiainston
schools, service providers involved with the llollands, and various colkicrol sources.

We concluded our investigation and dcteunincd that Jackson County DLIS and higliam County
DHS did not fully couiply with applicable law, ml and policy during Iheirhandlinig ofihe CPS,
FC, adoption, and FIlL cas concaningthe Hollands.

Ma rult ofour invtigation, the OCO submitted the followingspeciflc findings am]
rcconuiiendaiions tojackson and lnzjiaw County OIlS. The dcpa*nenl’s response to eh finding
and recommendation arc also listed below.

CI’S Program

OCOCPS Binidinin Ia:
Regarding the CI’S response to the complaint, the OCO finds Jackson County CI’S did not
conduct a thorough and comprehensive field investigation, CI’S failed to:
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a Interview Ricky’s PoIicyCFP 713-I slata, The investigatIon ofeach complaint
lisa include contacts with c/ic complainant.. and other fnfonnaiiosalsourees..for
verification ofthe cecijra’ qthc camp/a/nc and clarification ofthe si/nation.

In the seven months prior to making the complaint, flue met with Rickyregiilaxly
mid could have pirnided CPS with relevant iriroimation needed to evaluate the complaint
allegations.’

* Conduct scauc irwtigation.11ic woikerdid notobscn,e Rictzys bedroom, hisbed, and
the do leash, amongothor delails in Ihe lioma that west relevant to cvaluatingthe
complaint allcgalion. Vlieru CI’S visited thc honc, here was no evidence that the CI’S
worker in acconiance with brauic interviewing protocol asked lUcky to show, dcribc,
or rocr tale what occwred to him.

Oils Reiponse to Flndln I.
Agree a part. We will respond bullet by bullet.

* The Jackson Coonty CI’S svo,kcr had contact with several sourcc that wun not documcnted
within the body of the invcsligation Swnmazy. The worker contacted the CI’S supervisor,
the Head Stan teacher from the Community Action Agency and the assigned FC "o,ke’
however, there conlacis were not documented. PolicyCFP 713-I do riot require that the
complaint soulce be contacted as pail of the CI’S invtigation. but rather says:

The inestlgation ofeach complaint is to Inc/ide contacts ‘lit/i the complainant. thefam
and other Infonsatlonal soutccs as needed. emphasis addedfor verification ofs/ic
accuracy ofs/ic complaint and clarification ofshe sitnaston. Inc child abrae case, contacts
ap tohe made ‘sit/i ap/iyslelan who may have cramfncd or treated the chdd.

The CI’S woTIccrdid not have tions related to the aecuracyor clarity ofthccomplaint.
l!owevcr, contcI with the niayhave rciqilted in additional infom,ation,

a The CPS and licensing workers did toniplete a mview of the aI1e scale. The wosken
tewcd the bedniom and the bed and found rio evidcncc that

The FC licensing supeivisor vciiI.ed that the
worters dismsal meir fundin&c from tite sceaeiftvcstiMtion with him. Doth the CI’S and
licensing workc’s indicated that they had viewed the and specifically the .

That said, additional ilivestigalive steps should have occurred when the child’sdisclosuro
was ii direct conflict with the caretaker’s denial. This ins,. i included

s, I that 12 that
Witile the CPS worker did not discount discl
the invertigatiori focused on whether or ,tm me

1 The worker should have also cxplore wheijier be was

‘That rn no C’S .aionor contscta mid. ttr the Invatig.tion Si,xwusiy .iw,cd On
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regardlcofwhcthctornotIherc was The investigalion should havc
included both allegations.

OCO CI’S lI.iJlit Ib:
The OCO flnds that Cl’s i’npropcnydiscowitcd Rickys
after Mr. mid Mn. Uollajid oficred explanations for Ricky’s

OIlS Re,ponsate fla4lne jh:
Agree hi pun. Sce DUS Raponsc Ic Finding la secood bullet.

OCO Cl’s Rtconim,.datloa In:
The OCO recoimnends DIIS dcvdop Cl’s policy to reflect Child Welfare Institute CWI training
that emphasizes the need lo conduct sceuc invallgotions, jyhen applicable during CPS
I rivesli gations.

CWI tnining currvutly cmphELcizcs 11w need for CI’S workers to observe the scciic where the
abuscfncglcct allegedly occurred observe any implcmeots alleged tohavc been involved, arid to
have rcnls and children recreate the scene ‘vlien appwp,iale.

CI’S policy does not specifically roqoire CPS to obsavethelocation scale where a alleged
injury occurred or the maimer in which the child was allcgcdly injured. Policy 5,mp!ysays that
woyken must sjt a childs mine ifthcallcgatiorts have a direct relationship to the home
clwironaTwrlt. However allegations may involve nbuse dial occtired in a location othcr than the
homecuviroiuuent. It maybe necessary to conduct scene investigations on a playgound, in a
pativuIarroorn, in thc waiting mom oladoctors office, a car outside, etc. depending upon the
allegations turd info,nialion obtains dudng the investigation. Policy should also requirc scejie

Ricky made
CI’S documcmeł to intonnattoit or evidence that Riety was acIng unhIulhIuI, had reason ‘0 lie, Was
coached, or lint his disclosures were not credible. Oihcrthan lie nra.ts’ dejijal, there was no
niornation or cvidcncc to rcfui’ Rickys

Urn explanation that Ricky nu have icived the I did not negate

CPS same4 10 beIcve that since the parcab
tlowtvcr.esrn reps ,j,,. I
tI,i, did wi ira-
obiaincd
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investigations to inchide seeking to obiajn and/or examine any implencnIs alleged to have been
Involved.

Oils Rcs popse to IktmmondntInn 12:
Disagree, as .ppIIed to this ease. In It case, lie CI’S worketi did conduct a scene nvtigaIion a’
the loealion the abuse was alleged to have occurred. However, the OHS Cr5 prognim office has
drifted policy that will be inccq’ornled into the CPS manual by 11/01106, consistent witbexisting
CWI niniug that instucts CPS worlceis to observe the scene of the aicgcd ,ibuseincglcct
regardlas ofwhethcr the scene is ri the house or outside of the borne ciwi.onment. Draft policy
also jasnels ho Cr5 worker to observe any objects ahloged 0 have been used a lie abuse, which
‘vonld include top, furniture, or other implemenls.

OCO CI’S Rtcami.se.d.tlnu It,:
The 0CC rccorruncnds DUS emphasize ‘Wougt policy, practice, and mining that before
discountinga child’s credible disclosuxvofabust orncJect, C?S must collect and document
evidencethat sufficitntlydiscrcdits thechild’s disclosure. Policy, practice, and Irainingsbould
emphasize:

* Denial ofw.ongdoijigby Iheparvnt is not a sufficient basis for discounting a child’s
disclosure ofabuse/neglect.

* The parent offering on alternative explanation for how the child was injured is not a
sufficient basis ror discreditiogachild’s disclosure ofobuse/negleci

that don not m-’e the* If one part ora child’s disclosure is weak, false, or unsu
rest of ho disclosure utith* For example, in this case,

_______________

bccaust * was unable to say Rir certain how many timen

* Re-interviewing child shoidd be encouraged 1ICPS believ it is necessary ID daily
statements made during a child’s previous disclosure,

DEIS Rcsra.etp Rcceni,ntr’.hIl lbs
Disagree, as applIed to this case. In this case, the CI’S and licensing wotlcer did not discount the
child’s statements rathertheyfocused on the cause of the and did not fully investigate the
allegations The worTers assessed the child’s disciosureirt
liiit ofthe other explunatioris offered bythe child, interviewed other sourc, views he

completed a home visit and inspected the and reviewed caso

That said, OHS CPS piogrum office hasdraftc4 policy that will be incorporated into the Cr9
manual by 9/01/06, staiing that parental denial ofan incident or the olTcting ofoji alteriiaiivt,
explanation, in tine ofilselC is not enough to deny an investigation. Before denying a CI’S
invatigation that includes a child’s disclosure ofabuscf.icglect, there should be evidence or
infonnation that he child disclosure was not crcdible,og., the child admitted being w,Inithfijl, the
child had reason to lie, the child was coached, the child provided different/multiple explanations. or
evidence uit’or timclin ntulcc it impossible fbr the alleged abuse or neglect to Itavc occurred.

Ii is to ci.
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OCO CPS Rcenmmeudatlon Ic:
The OCO recommei.h that DHS consider changing policy CPP 713-I torcqure CI’S to contact
mandaced reporters dazing a CI’S invcslig$tion, itthemaodatcd rcpoTlet is the rcpoflingsource
‘This would:

* Provide mosdated reporters wit], an opporlunily to clabomt&clmify complaint
allegations and concerns.

* E4ucate mandated rrponcrs about otlicr DHS child weilbrc progca.n staff to
whom concetlis can be rcponcdldiscussed, such as foster care, roster home
licensing, arid adoption stafl when complaint allcgoiio"s do not moot lie CI’S
definfliori ofchild’abusc neglect.

DI’S Response to Recommeridnilon Ic:
Agree. ito DHS Crs program office has drafted policy that wilt be incorpontod into thcCPS
manual by’ 1/01/06, requiring the CPS worker assigi.cd to nvtigatc acomplairu fitS by a
mandated reporter to re-conlact that mandated roportcrlo obtain additional information rt9szding
tue familyor to elazifyinfoni’nlion ,cccivcd in the complaint.

OCO CI’S Findin! 2:
mc oCo finds that with regard to the CI’S lid not complywith policyCfF
716-9 New Complaints When Child Is in Foster Care. ‘This policy requires lie CI’S worker a
‘iniliase afield in csligagion or a preliwimvy ine.uigaUon. Die/riding con’acr ‘tiM the assigned

service .a,rkcr. and. ifappropriate, the licensing worker .s*hin 24 1oun. In addition, IL, policy
rcquira the CI’S worker ta forward a copy oftlic completed CI’S inviIigaIion suimiiaryasid lie
,afctyasscssmcnt to the PC supervisorand lieeiisirtgwitbin two workingdays olcompletian ofilie
rcpoTt. There was no documentation to indicate that the CI’S worker contacted the EC woder, as
,Dquircd, nor was a copy of the cornplctcd investigation sunnazy and safety assessment found in
the FC ase fil as required.

OIlS Reiponse to FIudinc 2
Agree In part. med’S workerdid contact lIre liccnsingworker irm.cdiatcly to coordinate and
conduct ajoint irwestigauion; the CPS worker also discussed the one with the children’s PC worker,
alihouJ. lint contaci ‘snot docu’na.tcd. The CI’S wodcerdid not ronvard a copy ofthc completed
CPS lavaligalion Summary and Safety Assessment to the Fe supcwiso however the FC
supavisoralso supervised licensing ajid in that mle received, reicwS and signed the licensing
report.

OCO CI’S RecommendatIon 2:
The OCO recommends that DUS dclcrminc what prevented CPS from complying with policy CFF
716-9, which rcquir the CPS wurtcr o contact the assigned sendoc worker within 24 bours, and
to forward a copy oldie completed CPS Investigation Summary and - Safety Asscss.na’t to the
fostcrcare supervisorand licensing within two workingdays ofeompiction ofthe CPS
investigaton.
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fills Rcsljonse to R.cmntdatlpn 1:
Agree in part The CPS worker did comptywith the policy rc1uircmcnt to contact the foster ionic
licensing worker, b,i did not forward the Investigation Swrouaryor Safety Msessnwnt to the FC
supcnisor. because d.c worker wus unawaxe.ofthe policyrcquircmenl. To ensure nil workers are
awareofihe r*quircrnvnls ofCPP 7i6.9 Jackson ComttyCPS supcrvi,ozs trained siaffon poliay
CFP 116-9 at a 4/20/06 staffmcctinw I.’ addition, CPS supc,visors and the services plogium
manager have either aticuded or ire registered for mundatosy CPS supw&or training, which
includcsdiscussion ofthis policy.

mc DHS Field Openrions Adininisirotion has gcnctatcd an L-Lcttcr Sec DHS Altacluncut A for
strncwidc distribution dial reirtforc policy CFP 716-9 regarding ‘Alleging Abuse a’ Neglect by
Porcais or Or/Icr CorcioLers Wrwi the Child Is in Foster Care’ In ddiiion, the regional senices
specialists will review his policy with supervisors at Tcgional chIdxns sctviccs supervisor
meetings.

OCO CPS Findin! 3t Regarding the the
OCO finds hut logham County CI’S reached a disposition prior to conducling a comprehensive and
thorough, investigation in accordance with poIici outlined in Cli’ 713-I 73.3. 713-8. 713-9. and
716-2. Most significantly, CI’S did not reviow the ramity’shiscory. conduci inlet-views with
collateral sources witnessc ncighbon/Iricnds/cctendS family, and professionals who bad
contact with the children and family, and did not interview lie complaint source during the
I rwcstigaion.

Oils ReTwn to r.lkic :
Ajrcc. ilic CI’S worker conducted a home visit, irtlctvicwed
the well-belog oftlte younger children, but additional contacts thould hove occurred.

ned verified

0CC CPS RecenrnçndaIgn 3:
The OCO rcconiniends logliam County CPS review us handling of the coniplaint and
identify the steps it will take to ensurt assigncd complain’s are investigated tliorougjily and that
policies CFP 7131, ‘13-3, 713-8. 713-9. and 716-2 are consitcntly followed,

Tills Response to RanamoDdatlon 3:
Agree On 5/19/06, die Ingjtam County director net with lie acting CI’S supervisor, wIn signed
this investigation, to discuss/retew the applicable policies and reinforce the imponance of
appropdate supen,isoryovctsight. The lagliarn County CI’S worker that invertigated this complaint
has accepted employment outside ofthe Department olHuman Services.

I, S B, arid A, lnhnm CountycI’s tailed to lIe a pebttofl or lake any action
to p,otcct the ctt’ldrctL lngiiain County DI4S drafled petition aliegationsand consulted with the
ThgJ.au, County Proscanting AflomeysOflico on 9/26/05. CI’S did not file a petition. The
following was known 0 CPS by

OCO CYS Fl.illn dr
The OCO finds that after CI’S
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* CI’S had suflicient
based upon lie CBS definition of rhrcawned harm. All ‘he cliildrcn hi UK core of

the ilollant were cxtiemolyvi,lncrablc based upon their ages. None ofthe childrcn could
protect thansclves or cozunuaiczte what was happcaing in the tome. Only one dijid was
in school and none orthe rest was seen rcgolarly by any mandated reporters.

Ems Rnpoa.a to Fdb 1:
Disagree. lngham Coijaty CE’S did not dc1crmino thn a petition forjulis1liction and removal Was
‘Iccessary to onsurt the safety of the children. Rathcr. due to the complex nature ofthc Case,

111mm was di for use in consijltatjon with the lo,ecutors rmc and law enforreinent. As of
there was no

At tilt time, tic
dcpaxtmci’t diti not have sulflcient ejdeucc 0 support a prcpondcttnceofcvidenceofabosc or
neglect.

CI’S had infonnation that
olthe chitdren in the past, but CI’S did not have information thats’jpportcd cithera history of

orcuntot abuse or nczlccl in this family. The cxistmieeof"suspicionf, die age ofchildren nail/or
inadequate conmrnnition skills alcbildrea dots not oquatt to a preponderance ofcvidcncc of
abuse or no&cet under Micliigm,s Child Protection lAw or Dils policies As noted above, due to
the complexity of this case, Inglmni Coonty D}IS took the additional step ofprcparing a draft
petition and consulted with lie prosecutors office and law enforcement.

p_co CI’S Rocormmendatlnn 4
The OCO recommends that DIIS Caitmi Administration review proccdwts to determine what
prevented lnglti Coonly bitS front filing a petition and rtqutingcoisrtjtwisdiction and rc,iioval
to protect T, SI, and A. Fiiitig a petition tveukl have allowed lie connie delennirte wIetherone
ormorc ofthe petition allegations were rue and whct].crthe chlldrtn fell within MCI 712A.2b.

OIlS Respcn in R.nmrn.nd,tlna4a:
Disagree. lngjiam County bitS followed proper procedures for fihinga petition tith the lnghrin,
Family Coufl. The case decisions werenot made iii isolation; rath, the decisions irwolvod
consultation will’ law enforccii.cat and the prosecuting attorney’s office.

‘Thitara,edhirm bdctied as: Anworfrihn ID act whkpkcaa rhildth ass slot wheir COW ii alt!, Va
occicorfmaUy hliroiy Li- that pgsI ahtuvor ,i.glrcfll &bai*, Is MdIcarhy 4finin &hawor ahwni Mc
inclusion ofthcpu!chfdsafcJyLnucc. SntecticaIfawnfobecons!*rcdorcutoryqtW ogc4e*dd,
ndcaahilio?, i.ccessfrl ,rsshjtIot cfpan ,w. cc.
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OCO CPS Reeoqnn.eh&n 4h’
The OCO recommends tngham County Cr5 determine what prevented it from consulting with the
dcpanment’ Bureau ofLegni Affain ElLA to discuss legal options dint uId liavebeen pursued
to ensure the protection oft, 5, 0, and A.

DIES Rponse to R.enmrnend.tlom 81,:
Disagree. ln&iam County OHS worked with the Ingltam County Prosecutors Office and law
enforcement throughout this investigalion. lngham County DHS has a shong and longstanding
relationship with the Ingliam Countypiosecutor’s office. According to DHS practice. consultation
with the Duroau of t-cgal Affairs I3LA occurs when a locul officebclicvcs they are not being
adequalely rcprcnlcd bytheir exisling lepi counsel, This was not the siwatlon in this se.

OCO CI’S Racommr.d.tlpn It:
The ow recommends that in coch county lie dcpartncul be represciuled al even, ‘eating by a
lawyer who repr.zats the interests of he depoflmcnt.

Tins Respnce to RttamtTle.itl.tlnn Sc
Agree, in th’corj’. As noted iii the DHS rponso to theCCO’s 98-99Annual Rcpon
Rccommcndzulion, adequate legal rcprautation renai..s an issue xi sonic areas ofthe slate and is
one that is not easily addrsod, Ctitrently, legal representation in the vast majorityofMid’igaxu
counties is lie responsibility oflocal goveron,ctit. The piosecuting aitocuty in each county iS
responsible for representation in both civil and cnmrnal marten. Reimbursement for these
functions occurs thiouch county flint. Title ‘V-H funding is available to match county funds if the
proseculor contructs to represent DHS or DHS contmcton. The niajor impediment to inplemaiting
conincis in all counties is the rate ollederul Title IV-E reimbursement. Prosecutors have assaled
thai reimbursement is not sufficient to cover ihto conincting costs, much less their time, and
thetefore, salary costs.

OCOCPS Findin
In resjntse lo the 1

lie OCO finds Inghinni Countyci’s 4W not follow policy CEP 7134 rcquir rig the
depannient 0 secure a medical examinalion forT, Policy CFP 713.4 states iii pail. ‘the purpose of
a medico! ewiluation in cases ofsuspected child abuse orncgiect is to deserminafron. a medical
standpoint hon an alleged injury or condition -‘ -‘whether it could have

L_.vjidentai mcons. ‘ T

‘SS reea,vncndaftonhmv heitpr&oi&y uadc by ,wflom agatt a,dudjng mealy /996. Reponof the
uis,kIdCbild’cns Contis,io Rev. # 47;Jzait 3999, VnptedsalaDanme,,tWtkoithanJHuma,tSefllcci:
GuidetLnc, for Pi*Iic Pay aM Sxntc Legishuion Gostmin 1…UThSmOWC roe CI,iM.n Page r/I-S; ai.dklay 1OO fl

he ilkhlgaa Office cf Chiidrva Ombudjwan 2999 Aonsd Rqion. Rev, aI

resulted from other,

On or about
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Policyrequires a medical examination ilihe child is wider five ordcvclopmcntallydelaycd and the
parcnls explanatico orilic it$thcs is fbi believable ui-is suSpiCIOUS. At the lime oftbc complaints,
T was three years old and II]d Ho could not bo forensically inlcTviewcd,
communicate ctTcciivdy about what happciii,J to hi’nor

OCO CPS Findine Sb:
Duængihc invtigaiions of the mid complaints, lit OCO finds that InJiam
County CI’S did not intc,vicw Mi. nej’and ordocumcrn the reasons whynol as required by policy
Cfl’ 713.3. Although policy rcquircscrs to intcn,icw all gniflcani Suits prcnis dwüig lie
coovsc ota CI’S nvc,iigatien. here was no evidence thai CI’S intcTviowed Mr. Holland to ask

Oils Resince to FindbiSa,

_______

Agree Although a piodical exam was lot obtuinad for the I I complaint,
pliologaphcd the md providod hem to Cr5. On I I. thcCrS worKer Tonva,ul
line photomphs ion physician, who spcciallzcs in child abuse and r-- forcvaluaiion and
consultatio’i. The -i.wiian dctcrmincd

were taken
The same
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It was not until after a third complaint
that Mr. Holland was contacted.

OCO CI’S Reconimendaflot. Sa,
The 0CC reconunctids Inginmi CotmiyCPs identifyllic steps it will like to ensure that medical
examinations are secured in accordance with policycEp 7134.

DIES Response to Renniniendatlca Sr
Agree. lnghsm County DHS reviewed policy CFP 7l3.I. rcxding when to obtain medical
exams, with he CI’S wother who conducted the and CI’S investigations. The
laghani Countydircetor also reemphasized this policy with C2S supervisors, who then reviewed
this policywith dl CI’S wo&ers at 0tt04/20/06 staffmccting.

In addition. lngham County CI’S supctvisors ‘viii cnsui through titecasc reading process, that CI’S
wor&as obini" medical examinations as ruircd bypolicy. Inghojn County supervisors have
dcvclopcd ‘Case Confaencc Guides" to assist in reviewing all pertinent caseload issues with each
workedu,i’.g their indiidua1 case conferences and address issues ofpcrformancc. as well as
compliance with policy mid procedurt

Finally, the new SWSS-CPS compulersystenn tll prompt workc,s to seture a medical exam when
jafonnaijon in thccornplaint 5 consistent with those situalions in which a medical exam is required
i.e. scxoal abuse, serious phyival atusc. etc. In situations where a medicj1 exam is required, but
nol obtained, SWSS-CPS requires doajmentntiou, ofihe ,tason and supervisory approval prior to
cast disposition.

OCO CPS Rcconrnnendatin’ Sb
‘n.e oco recommervis ing].ani CouutyCPs identifythesteps it will lake to etlure workers
consistentlymake contact with a child’s parei.Is during an invcslization, as required by policy CR’
7 13-3.

OBS Response to Reconiniendatlou. Sb:
Ar.rce. lngjiam County DHS reviewed policy CFP 113-3 rcgardingcontacting a child’s parents.
The Ingham Couniydirecior also reemphasized this policywith CpS supavisors, who then
re,æewcd this policy with all CI’S workers at the 4/20/06 staff meeting.

Iii addition, lngliozn County CI’S supervisors will c.tsuut, ihmugh the case reading proctss that
CI’S workets conlactacl,ild5 parcnlsas ruired by policy. inghiam County sup’rvisors have
developed Case Conference Guides’ to assist supervisors in reviewing aI pertinent caseload issues
with each worker during their individuI case conferenccs and address issues otpertonuance, as
well as compliance ith po’icy and puicedures.

DI’S Reiboast to Hunline Shn
grct.

OCO CI’S Ftntltitr 6a



Contraryto po’icy CFP 713-9, the OCO finds that Inghan County CI’S did not complete acbild
Safc’yAsssment during its six-nionth invtigation fium 8/22105 to 3/O6. It is not apparit
whether CPS ass.ssed child safety, ideatilted safety lotion, or ardved at a safely decisions
rcgardingthc Holland children. The OCoacthowledgcs that CI’S play inloninlly a5st55 CIUIIJ
safety during an iiwesIiation withoul lo.naliy conipletingthc required Safety Assessment tool.
However, in his case, tJierc was no ctdaicc CPS formally or informallyassessed child salŁty,
ideutifted safety factors or applied a protecting interveations to reduce risk or ensure child safety.

Polieyrcquires CE’S tocomplete a SaldyAssessnient as caxly as possible in an irwcstigatioa, prier
to midst disposition and at other imporunt case decision points duringand aflcr on investigation.
According to OHS policy, the purpose olthe SoleLy Assasmeni is to:

* Asssa the present or i’nrnineot riskolliarn loallchildrtm in the niiIy.

- Ensure that major aspects ofdmga are considered in every invesilgation to asswechild
safety.

* Dctcnhiine whetheror not to initiate or iteintais a protective nlcncntion when daiga or
Jircat odangcr is identified.

Oils Resroncn to Fi,dinc Ga
Agree S pail. !ngha,n County CBS discussed and carefully sssessed child safctyon a regular basis
during this ir%vatigation. CPS protective interventioes were assessed boTh internally within OHS
and eIematly with the prosecutorsofliec. law caroccenent, inedil aid school pcnormel
throughout tIle investigalion, A review of the Invcstigalion Sun’ntaxy indicates that the CI’S wo,ker
doajmciitcd over 40 conversations with the CPS supcMsor and udtniniskators, with most
discussions focused on child safety. However, the required Safely Asssnient tool wascornpleted

two weeks alter the invatigation was completed.

OCO C - V

________ ______________

Afkr Cr5

___________ __________

OCO rinds that lngharn CountyCPS did not lake action to protect and clisuro lie saictyofi, S, B.

In eddiuion to the rationale outlined inOCO Finding 3. the I sho.ild have hurthvrniscd
the level ofeoncem forUm children in the care ofthe Hollarids and p.o.nptod the department to rile
a petition for courtju.isdiction and rnuovul based upon thseatoned harm. The children were
exiremely vulnerable. All were underage four, nortecould conimunicale effectively, mid all spoilt
the majority ofeach day in the care ofMr. and/or Mn. Holland.

OHS Response to flndia2 Gb:
Disagree. The lrtg.mi, County CPS worker worked diligently to assess mid ensure the saict oldie
chiidrcu, while completinga thoromith investigation. Regardingthc - complain!,

photognplied the nnd provided then to CE’S. On I 1. the CPS worker
forwarded these photognphs to a physicioi, who specializes in child abuse and neglect, for

W SIHTTh

______ __________
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cvahmt.rnt andrnrtcubatinn

Prior to this, Child saFety wudiscvsscd and carefully assessed on a
regularbasis. CI’S assessed safetyon an ongoing basis, both internally within DHS and ex’cnially
with lie prosecutors office, law cnfo.tanent, niedical wid school personnel throughout the
investigation. The Investigation Summasy documents that the CPS wonec was involved in ova 40
convasationswith thecI’S supervisor ujid county nanagatent, most oFwhicli focuscdon child
safay. Additionally, the Cr5 workacomplcted the following investigative contacts:

7 conweis with Jacksofi County Dils sinif,
‘4 contacts with mandated reporters in Jackson County,
6 home coils in Jackson CounWwith fonuer neighbors ofthc
2 meetings with docton 1mm Jackson County,
contacts and three mettings with school peisormel in lnghwn County.
centacis iii with Iormcr neighbors of the

II contacts will ruciiical penonnel and,
55 contacts and’’ meetings with law enforcement it lngnm County.

pco CI’S Rccprnçpdatlnn Gat
The OCO recommends lngham County CI’S assure completion of the Safety Assessment as
required dudng investigations. lfcrs infomially asssed child safety in this ease, the OCO
rcco.nmeuidsC?S idcnti how it:

* Dctcni,invd lint T, S. B, and Awere or were not at imminent Ask ofhann. especially ofter
CI’S was infonned by law enforcement that Kidcy was ikely dead and that the liollands
wore the focus ofthe ciiminal investigation

* Considvred major aspects ofdanger to the children and potentiat protecti ig interventions to
alleviatu the dangeT.

* Determined that protccting intervention was orwasni ‘lcc4saty.

OIlS RDonw tsRnnimadatku:
Agree. While CI’S investigates suspicions ofchild abuse and negIecl.CrS decision making is
bascd on facts and evidence, observations. stataneotsoffact, etc.. not pcnonal beliefs. The Ingham
County CI’S worker worked diiigcatly to tunis and ensure tire sitfetyofthc cliildrvn, while

3



completing thoroug. investigation. Regarding the corn lain’,
photognplicd the injwic and provided them to CPS. On the CI’S worker tOrwmdcd
these photographs too physician who ,pvciolizcs in child sbuso and r, forcvauauion and
consultation. The nhvsician dctcnn’ncd

Fnorto this, ciuld saletywasdiscosato ano cncnhIIy ossto on a
regularbasis. CPS assessed safetyon an ongoing basis, both internally within DIIS and ccttmally
with the prosecutors office, law calorcotnent, medical nd school pcnormcl throughout the
investigation The lnvtigation Sun’ma’y doct’nicnts that Ike CPS wetter was Involved in over 40
conversations with thcCPS supcrvisor and countymanagemenl, most owhiclt focvscd on chi!d
safety. Additionally. the CPS workcroompletcd lie lollowing inveslistivc contacts:

7 contacts with Jackson County DHS stalE
14 cOntacts with mandated reporters in Jackson County,
I home calls in Jackson County with Conner neighbors olthc
2 ncctiIls with doctors from Jackson County,
conlacls arid Uis meetings with school personnel in Ingharn County,

B contacts in ‘with fomrcrncigbborsofthc
II con!acts th medical personnel and,
55 contacts and II mectitigs with law enforcement in lnghan County.

That said, lngham County CI’S upcrvisors provided tnining to all CI’S wo,kcn cr1 4/14/06 and
4/1806 regarding policy govomingcompletion ofthcsafcty Assessneni ‘aol. CPS supcnisors
will ensure that CI’S worketi complete the Safety Assessment toot as required by policy, tluoughi
routine case reading and individual ease conferences.

OCO CPS Recommendation 6b:
TheOCO rccanmw..ds that lngham County DHS identify its rationale for not taking action ‘0
1w4ctt T, SB, and A after becoming aware that

Oils Response to RecommendatIon 6b:
Sce DIIS Response to Finding Gb.

County CI’S did not have a
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OCOCFS Fi.dIngl:
The OCO finds a need forimproved communication and collabontion among DHS and mondated
repoTicts in Jackson cad loghom Counties.

Sevenl mandated reporters who madccomplaitits to CPS concenling Riclcy expressed il,Srbcliel
that Cr5 did nd respond approp,iatcly. Several nandaiw] reporters cxpctssed concerns about Mrs.
Hollands treatmeat oraicky, but did not contact CPS.

mis Res. to flndlnn7t
Disagree, as applied to this case. DUS received three CI’S cornplainls fiom three
rcpOrlcrc. regarding disappearance - The three oomltints Were
madoover a four paiod nod the most reccot CI’S coniplaint was rcccived iii

Notably. bc complaint was regarding 1r s that had
occurred over six months Øor to the complaint date and was made due to ‘he

I Thereponingson
he OCO, seveni I ;reportcts expressed eoaccms
Iollowi,ls Cjdisappcaraace, but did not contact CI’S.

DOS agrees that n’ainiainlng positiveworking rclatiouship with ntandalcd roporicts is ascnt:aI to
ensuring child safety willtin a conmw.ity as no single entity can work alone to ctTectivclyprcvcnt
abuscor neglect and serve the families in the commurlily. BoUt Jacksonaod Ingham County DHS
have rong relationships with their communities and net diliga,tlyto mainiain thosc relalionships,
while building new ones. However, like all workingrelationships, the relationship between OilS
and their ocal communily patiners must he supported and encouraged. mc conimunitypailners
must continue to recozai7.e lie cdticoh role ofsharcd rponsibiIity in caswingcliild safcty.
Jackson and Itigliant County DOS will continue to woà to maintain sIrong conimitunity
relationships.

OCO CFS Recammenditton 7:
The OCO recornniaids DHS develop and implement a plan to improvethe ,tationship among DHS
and mandated reporters in their respective canimunili. Aolongother things, such a plan would:

* Educate niaiidatcd reponers on the indicators orabuse/negleci. theirobligation to report
suspected abuscinegject, and the process for making a report to CFS.

* Educate mandated reporters about the different cbild welfare proams within DIIS to
improve oppoflunities for communication and collaboration.

* ldeiitilf steps that mandated rcporlcrs an takewhco they am tissaiisfied with tIme CI’S
response to a complaint.

* Promote mandated reporters’ undersimiding orthe proceduxesuscd by DHS in isponse to
reporis or concerns.

* Outline efforts that DHS will make to improve reciprocal conmimication and rpccI
between the .Jcpattnient and mandated reponets.
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flits Response In Recommendatici. 1:
Dlsagrre, as applied to Ihis case. DUS agrees that mainiainingpositiveworking relationships with
ITiandated reporters is essential to Coslir ng child snrctywithu a community as no single catitycan
work alone 10 eflŁcIivtly prcvcnt abuse orneglect and scrvc the families in the conuminily Like all
worküig relationships, the relationship between DHS and thcfr local community paitnen must be
suppoiled and cnconnicd. fliecomrnunity pamlers must recognize the aiiical role ofsharcd
responsibility in ensuring child safely. DHS has taken the followingstcps. prior to receipt ofthis
OCOtqiod, to maintain mid illiprove relationships among DHS and mandaied reporlets.

Oils developed a Mandated Reporters Guide in May2005. This guide was dcvclopc4 with
the intent ofproviding basic inmatio’I Co all mmidatcd rcponcrs on the CI’S nocas,
including:

o Who mandated reporters are accordinglo the Child Protection Law
o The role ofmandatcd .rpor1ci
o How to report suspects child abusc1ncgiect
o Indicators olelilId nb.ssc/ne&ect
o Possible outcom ofCPS investigations
o ConItdcntiality issues in Cr5

This guide isaccsibleon the DHS public web6ile. Many ofow local oflicts share this
guide with theirmandated repottets to assist with educationoflocal and statewide
proced tires.

* DIES has implcuienteda toll-free line or mrtndalcd reporlers to call they aredissatisfied
with lie Cr5 rpona’ to acomplaint that they made.

* DHS central otlico petonnel fiom several aloes make presentations to mandated rq,QflcT
on a mgiIar basis nndlor as requested by the mandated reporicts themselves.

* The rccc,n roll ojI ofilic !vnily ‘o ?nniily inilittive will also savc to strcngtlicn
cornn’unity rclaiionslups by including conirnunity panners in Ito decision making process
rcgerdthg placements and SCTViCes for children. This will be an effective means ofedocating
our conirnunitypartliors about the decisions made by DHS staff.

* DM5 has conweted other slate depaaiments which employ or ovence other mandated
reporleis in an ctTott to ensure bat cool’ ofthcir websites conlairs a hit to the public DHS
site and/or the Mandated Reporter Guide to assist in public cciucation.

Foster Care Program

OCO PC Findln In:
TheOCO finds that lbeiackson County OHS FC workerdid not documeat any honic visiqs with
Rickyfrom lietinic ofRiy’s placement on 10/2/00 until 9,24/02, contrwyto Child Placing

to



AgcucyCPA Rule4l012418 Sewict Plans arid Rule400.12419 Visitation and corresponding
OHS policy.’ in thiscase, although nwnaous faco-to-face" visits nit documented in the social
work contacts with lUcky, hero was no documentation to indicate that any ofilicsc visits occurred
viilun tlt roster home setting.

The OCO further finds that lie PC worker did not doam.cnt any home visits with T front the time
ofT’s placcmcnton 1/8/02 uatil 9/74/02, coimtry to CPA nibs and DIIS polioy CR’ 722-6,
Visitations; and policyCPF 722-9, Updated Servicoplon.

PobicyCFF 722-t, Visitations, states that at a minimum, the foster cam worker nitist conduct at vast
one facc-to.fncc coniact with lire child in his or ha placcmeflt during the firs’ month aflcrthc
child’s initial placemait in the foster home and at least on cvcryothcr month liccoaftawithin ‘he
faslerliome setting.6 Contact with fostnchildnni ri thcirploccmcnt sating s requhed to ensure the
child, safdy and well-being in placement, 10 develop an appropriaic sewioc plan for the child and
to assusv ‘lint the child’s sen’ice needs as being mci.

Will’ ecgard jo documeniation, CPA Rule 400.12418 siate lint savice plans must include thedutci,
type, and ploca oIagcucy coittacts aad pcflOIts coniactcd. hi addition corresponding DUS policy
CEF 122-9,irt cThcl at bc time, stows that the social work co’tacts soction ofthc service plan.
must:

- .10: dote, person contacted. rok/posltion ofperson conracre4 Øpc ofcon rod ,eleØonc,
in person, home ttit office tuft, eicfor each contact, a:rempwd contact and scheduled
but imkept appoimmen:. I/desired provide a bdefnarratil? sImeane,,: ofthe specific
reaconfor the contac Linpii tire narratit to one sentence.

OilS Response to flndin In:
Agrvc Jockson County DHS case fdedocijmenlation, from I until - dvmonstmt
thM there were at leasi 36 facc-to4,co contacts bctwcci. r Thnd the PC worker.
However documei.lelion does not spccify whcre the contact occmrcd.

CCO PC Fittiline fin mc oco finds the PC workcrdid riot document any required home viMts
with the Hollands Iom 10/02/GO o9/14/02 contrmy to Child Placing Agency CPA Rule
400.12419 and policy CIT 722-6 that lrquircs the rosin cam worker to have monthly face-to-thee
cofitact with lie Foster parents within time foster parent’s home.

With regard to docunwnrntion, CPA Rule 400.12418 slates that initial and updated s.icc plans
must include the dates, types, ant! pIac of agency co.itacts and penons contacted. In addition,
concspondiiig DI’S policy CIT 722-9, in cflct at the tim; status thai the social work ooniats
section of the service plan, must:

CPARolesctTccrive i/Ito’. OIlS policy CFF712’6,ViitalionmdpoIicyCFF 722-9, Updoted&iviccPln
Although oispecir.caLy docimented in thc Fe loci,l work rccad ofconmcis u.bome ‘-i,t, n bawtitcn sore in
case uk r{a15: ,m,tio DC @ 1k/buds Pie FRICA7 and Usa.
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* - list date, penon conracle4 rolelposltion ofpenon conlactc4 oc ofcontact telephone,
in person. home .ini, office visit. etc. for each contact, attempted comae: and scheduled
bus w’kepr appointment. I/desired, pro tide a briefnarrative SiaIcnient of the specific
rrasonfor the cosmic:. LISt the ni’rratiw to one sentence,

In Ihiscase, although the FC worker listed numerous lace-to-face" visits with Mrs. Holland in the
FC social work contacts, there is no docupncnlation to indicate that any ofthc visits occurred
within die foster home sctting.

D!TSResponetn nadine lht
Agree. While the Jackson County fostcrcarcworker docuniented nUmCrolJs ac>tolbctcontacls
with dudng the ponod, docurneatauion do not specify where the coiilact
occurred.

OCO FC Reconimnidatlari I:
The CCC recommends Jndcson County DHS identify what procedures and oversight measures arc
currently in place tocusure diM all tosict care workcrs arc visitittg foster children and their
ca,egivcn within the tosicrhio:i,c selling, in accordance ‘vith Child PlacingAgcncyCPA Rule
400.12419 and policy CIT 722-6.

The 0CC furlhier recomniends thatJackson CountyDhiS repoti what procedures am cunrntly in
place to cnsurethat workers oomplywitb CPA Rule 400.12418 and policy CFF 722-9rcgarding
documentation ofhomc visits in the savice plan.

DEIS R*SI,CTtSa In R.nmrnefld.Ik. I
Agree. Jackson County administration lablished ruircincnt in 2004 that workers must
uniformly locunicut both the place ofthc face-to-faco contact and who it was with. Draing an
ensue inspection conducted by OCAL in April 2006. which covered the period after December
200Siacksori CounlyDUS was round uiicompliance will, policy CFF 722-6 nd CIT 722-9 and
Rulcs400.124l8an4400.12419. Thisrvquinemcnthasbcenenforccd bysupczvision. The
supervisor routinely reviews Initial Service Plans QSP and Updated Service Plan s JSP to targct
this issoc and ensure compliance. Additionally, lie services prowum manager will monitor the
supervisor via case reading.

On 04/12/06, tIle county director and scrvices program manager attended the foster care staff
mettingto reinforce the requiremt ofadequate completion ofcohlalaal contacts and
documct,Iation offaco-lo-fuce contacts in each case flleth staffand stçetvisors.

In addition, tue fuslercare coniputcip;oain, SWSS FM Social Work Contacts module, requires
FC workcrs iu document within the module, a with whom auth where each contact takes plnco
if it is a face-to-thee contact. Wa location is net ideauihicd, an edit will occur lint says conlad
location must be idcutilicd". lfthe information is not provided, the contact cannot be catered.

OCO FC El idln 2a:
The 0CC finds nodocumentation in the PC case record to indicate how the It worker considered
the complaint allcgauions from Ike CPSiFIIL itwestigotion in the context orthe fosler care
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casc’ Documentation iadicat that the foster care woilcer ws aware ofthc complaint alletatiOns
ott J There is no mention in anyofihe FC sewicc plans ofthc allegalions concerning the
I lie CE’S or licensing investigalions. or disclosures.

DIIS Iteqionse to Fidine 2a:
Agree.

OCO FC FindIng 2k:
The OCO finds that the PC worker did not notify thcCPS or licensing wodccr ofRickys

1o his ‘Ihe FC social work contacts documents a ithonc call from Ricky’s
3/2l/O2 slatin

or flcaIsIng woncer.

OIlS Response to rnidina 2ht
Area

OCO EC Recn’nrnernlallon 2:
The 0CC recommends that DHS idculily what mccsules m, cwtcntly in place to osore dial FC
worlca, obtain, review, and document infonnation concerning CI’S and licensing invigations in
theFCcaserccor

Oils Response to Recommendntlon 2
Agree. mIS CI’S policy CFP 7l6-. requirns the CPS worker to forward a copyoflheCPS
Invosligation Summazy and the Safcly Asscssncnt to the PC and liccrtsing supervise., within two
dao1compIcting tJ.eCl’S investigation. Fostercaropolicy CFF 722.13 requires iheCPS
Investigation Sunimaq to be filed in thechild’s fostercaro DHS and 1xivatc agency, if
appiopriale case record. To ensum siate,dc undemlanding and compliance with the above
policies, DHS Field Opecations Administntion has gawntcd on L-Letter see DHS Attachment A
rorstatewidcdishursancnthotrvinrorca policies CFI’ 716.9 regarding 4 llcgingAMae or
Neglect L Parents or Other Caretakers JIi,ei rita Child L, in Fosler Core* and CFF 722-I
regarding ‘Alleging 4Misc or Neglect 6y Parents or Other Caroiak.n Jrhen Child is in Foster
Core. In addition, alt regional services specialists will ivvicw this policy with supcn’isoi at
regional children’s services supcnisormcctings.

OCO FC Finctln 3a–
The CCC finds no decumenlation in thecase file to indicate that
the use or for Ricicy from 9/13/01 until tcTThinaluon DI
on as required by policy CIT 122-Il.

conscnled to
pora’Ial r1ts

- . iniontiation wiis consistent With mekys preyloos
but Iliac is no dooanentntion that it was reported loor dismissed vitih the CPS

‘oityCFF 722.9, Updaicd Scn*c Pbn.CId Reusscnmca Clii]ds Necds and SgthiJCuna Sin ‘a
Dathbe evans ‘renu refrild Inchdlnr. cw,,a sLet ihe last a,scsoan.I,
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mIS Rospa,ue to Finilin! 3a:
Agree.

OCO EC l1lnclln 3b:
The 0CC lads that after Ricl became an MCI ‘yard os the FC woricar to the

which accordirigto I lptogcssnotcs wasaol FDA-
approved for chuldrcn under Uic age olsix.’

OHS Rcponse to fl,idiae 3b:
DIsagree. mc Jack,au County DHS FC worker did not nsa,t to the iso oil

____

vorkcrdid not bccomeawarc othe use ofthc I
clevctl months er the was disco.itinucd. The case record in unS received a
follow up letter from the on which did itot rcport hiatU had
Flowern. following repeated rcçuls from DHS forcomplete and updated progress notc from the

a rej,ort was received on docun’entingthc previous -

OCO FC Reeon,rnei.dstlor. 3n:
1lii 0CC rcco,nmcndsiackson Couaiy DI1S identify tbemensuro currenlly in place to casore
compliance will, policy CFI’ 722-Il regarding Authori2alion for Psychotropic Mcdicaliou nd
Inlonliod Consent by a child’s parent when the child is in care.

OHS Recno,ice to Rccnmmendntlana
Agec. Jackson County DHS provided a copyofpohicyCFF 722-tI, regarding Delegation of
Parental Consent to all it worken pad mpen1sors. The policy was reviewed at Ihc 5117106 stMI
meeting. In addition, on 6/28/06 CMII psychiatrists were sr’t wtiticn notice from Jackson County
OHS dial all psychotropic iucdicat{ons must have cooscut bnits siL7iCd by the parent cilcgI
guardian, as appropriate, prior to prmcæbing and/or dispensing medication to foster children.

OCO FC Recommendation 3b:
The OCO furihcr rrco’nmcnds DHS amend policy CEF 722-Il to:

* Rcquirc DIIS to inform the trealing menial hcalth professionol that prior to pruaibingor
changingony psychotropic medication for a pamancrit slate ward DIIS must give written
approval.

* Preclude OHS from consenhingto the use ofpsychotropic mcdicauiorts thathave not bcen
FD,’- approved.

Oils Rnpo,,co to Reco!T,mendattoti 3k:
Arci hi inn. Priorto adopting the rccomniendation or a policy chanse. OHS fostacv
prognm office will convene a work gjj to review this recommendation. This work gloup will
alsoconsider nmcnding policy to require coordination between the caseworker, lie meal.! health

* P.IcyCFE 72 t I slacc hal ‘Tic upeni’ing aseixy kM the .uthoiiiy 0 coa1cai là FCbOTXOpC n,siaIicns lot
MCI ,At’J,

ThcFC
I until
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professionaL, 11w prescribing physician and the parcnt’focr parent when foster children ait
prescribed psychotiopicznc4ication. The work group will ho convened by 10101106.

OCO Ft FiiiJIn 1st
The OCO fiuds thai the rostcr arc woilcer did not ensurvtirncly ervica for Ricky to
mcci his identified needs. In the PC ISP dated 0/25/00, the worker documIc4 that Ricky needed

° Subsequent FC USFs donmicntcd, A ,cfrnd L,
in order tobeing .nadefor [RickyJ to begin

however, Ricky’s
eftcr his identified needs hrd been oo.mentod in tile case scrvct record.

Ia, months

iackso.i County DHS slated to thł OCO dial an authorization for services was coutplciod ft October
2000, but were unable to explain whyscn’ices had not beet, provided at that limenor why lUcky did
not receive

workerdid not ensure limely seMca For Os Uie
swis as,d narratives indited a recommendation for
wasdated and begimon
bctn identified. 1 should be noted that from
other savices for such as

flaniiced for
the woricer

IWO FCFiiidintdh:
The 0CC finds that the EC worka’ssupprnl ofMrs. Holland’s requatto discontinue lUcky’s

in or around April 2002 ws ‘mconsistent with Ricky’s identilied in the
strviceplan and his estnb!ished

°Uc CbiId Asscs,lnc.toIHcedsandSIzcngths idcrtiir’cd:

DOS Response to
At!rec I. part. The

At Mt time
‘C tnitial Senicos Plnndidnotdocumeutanecd for

NcvcTlhtcIcss, lie
IXIalCO Scniccs Plan us! CANS
The injtjal refetTai Fee

nIl,
did implement

ember 2001, Rirkv was
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- The Adontive Fmnily Asssina,t collccmir!
Rickys

DIES Response to flndln 4b
Agrct.

OCO Fe Finding 4c:
The OCO finds that the It worker did not dnsurc that Ricky was provided SEh scwicn
in 2003, after it was documented in he savice plan forthe report paled 2/2510310 5/25/03 that
Ricky was being rc-rcfcircd to savices doe o hisi
scn,iec plan for the period 5/26/03 Ic B13I/03 ,Iatcd, RicA
iliac is no documt-Tflalion lo suppon that Ricky anlcred
scryica prior to fosict case case closure in Octobcr 2003

- Rickys last documented
left ci niessage for the PC w
on 5/9/02, Mm. Holland rc

I occu 0"
hccould stop IUck>i

that Rick

On 5/8/02, M’s. Holland
Cue day !ater,

Rick - cdiii documented
as foIlovs

* In tiuc PC service plan for the rr-rt period 7/16/02 toIO/8/02. he worker doajaicuuled that
Ricky cor’dnucd to havc llo,inr.
hisfoster pareals and ‘do ,,of bcllevc ho needs 0 I at this vine. ilL,
prciious agrees. Ix. coolsast to this statement. mc FCsociai work rccail of
contacts documentcc

I or ItWIVcd 1y

It appas that a retenal for scaic was made in or around P
However, the

docunuei,tal an intakeassessmcii,
Mrs. Holland canccllcd Ricky’s

mc
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IVIfl.

iafrnent On

t200 to
monthly report, caEl
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DUSReSDOtUe to F.nulin?4e:
Agret.

OCO FC ReoonirnSaIon 4n:
The OCO rccon’rncnds that Jackson Co.mty DHS identify what bonier, prevented timely provision
ofsenic to Ricky to nice! his ideuiitied "cods, both in 2001 arid 2003. aadwhat procedures are
cunreutlyin place to assure that fostercnrc workon provide timclyseMccs to mccl cl.ildicn’s
identified necds

OHS Responw to Raon,mendatlon 4:
Agree. The Jackson Coonty DIES It worker was wwblc lo recall what haitian mayor may not
have existed at the limo, as three to r,c ytors have elapsed. Ncvcrthcls, Jackson County DHS
now wocts to ensure iniclyprovision ofsvrviccs for all loslcrehildrct. by

* Requiring the senvices program nunagcr to complete quarterly iargeted case rcvie*n to
address policy and nile compliance.

* Requiring thai each ISP atid USP have the nppmpdatc authorization forsen,ica form
altached, or appioval.

* Using the rcccutlyezdirmccd automated foster computer program SWSS.FAJ. ‘vlücht
prioritizes thechild’s needs and requires that each identified need be addrclscd in he child’s
Ireatnient Piflhl.

CCO FC Recomniendallon 41’:
The oCo recommends that DIIS dcuiify its process icr ensuring thai dukiren who are prescribed
pst1io4ropic niedicilions are receiving medications as part ofa comprebetisive treatment plan.
Policyshould require documentation from the trcatingphysician thai cenrly identifies the aced Or
medication; a comprehensive treamient program with clearly deflned veatinent goals andotitcomes;
aM periodic rcassssmeoIs with detailed documcntaiion ofprogrcss toward estab’ished goals in
each USP.

Oils Response to Recon,mendattoa 4k:
Agree In part. Prior to adopting the recommendation for a policy cl’aagc, mIS foster cart
progna’ office will convene a work poop to rcviewthis rccomn,ondation. This work group will
also consider amcndirigpohicy to require coordination between the caseworker, the mental health
professional, the prescribing physician and the parcntllostcr parent when foster children nit
prtsctibed lsycholxopic medication. Tht work group will be convened by 10/01/06.

OHS policyCFF 722-SC reganiir.g t’ojvu Age.q’ rrcazmen, P/wi and Sen/cc .4grcenrcnl’
requires hut the plan provides infonraalion on services and the specJic goahfor the parent5.
childfrcnI. foster parenls/rdathr/unrehned caregivcrs. andfoster care iitrker.’ In addition, the

TheOCO ‘lad idnitjflcd lack olprodsioa ofnccdcd Lervice, 0 loMer chlldrvn Os aitoaOing issue olcoixera in
OCO caw invc.lig4tioln. 4S rt,rled th OCO animal repcrI
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workers are cxpcc*ed to obtain and assess all reports from providers who contnct ‘with ‘he
depaninent to prodeservica to children and familia. The PC supervisors are required lomonitor
foste, cxc activity by readi,ij mid approvins ISfl and liSPs For each woiker, to ensure that
appropziatc scrvic arc providud to I.e child.

OCO FC Reconiniendatton 4c:
The OCO recommends tint the Fe wo,kcr should document supervisory apprownl of any decision
to vance’ scMces forachild.

Oils Response to R,co,nnie’idntton Ic:
Agret In part. TheOCO finding that resulted ri ‘his recommendation was based on casework
practice that occuncd over four ycarsago. Therefore, Jackson County Dils "a’iagcTnciit will
assess the PC workers curcat casework pnctkcs and respond accor&ngly.

OCO FC Fh,dlne 5:
The OCO finds hat the Fe worker did not complete any service relenal labs mIS-al required
with ench seMcc pins,, from the time ofease opening ii, September 20000 case closure in October
2003, contrary to policy CFF 722*SC. This policy statthwt the scMce rcfcnal table must include
all scniee rcIcrTals and scrvicc required to resolve the prcsentr,gpmblc,iis and primarybathcrs
identiFied in the Child Assessment ofNccsJs and Strengths. This includes the name oftlw child, the
baræcnmecds addressed, the te ofsavices, the nameoftl,c agencyor scnco providers, the
month and year oroic referral to services, and lie expected dote orconpietion.

flits Response to nadine 5:
Agree. The informouion within the service rcfrrrol rabies is also available in Io other places
withuit he case mc. The service rerani table is a summazy oft]ie sc,v lx contained ir the case
record.

OCO Fe Rcconirr.endation 5:
mc CCC recommends Jackson CounryDils dcntifr what measurz are cunenily in place to assure
that FC workers car.siacntiy complywich service plnndocumentntian. including time service refertal
table, as required by policy Cr1’ 722-SC.

OIlS Itespons to Recommendation 5:
Agre.. The fostcr cult computer system SWSS.FAJ now auton.aticaItycomplct thescivice
relerni table ‘ith inlom,ation contained in the ISP or iSP.

OCO Ft FindIng 6:
The CCC finds that U did not qualify as and his

was tiot justified.

The DHS’1945 form used to assess a Medically Fragile DCC rate states, Thisform Lcused wizen a
youth is medically diagnosed will: a citron Ic or acute condition ofa critical ‘awre threatening
health, life arindependentfi;nctioning. Documentation ofsize medical condition mast be in tile
case fik"The DHS-1915 checked bat the Hollarids way required to parlicipate in weekly
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far cast 2 ofthcfollowing c/’araciethiicc or care needs arc checked p setHon IA on&or lB i/ic
youth quabjie.,for a Lee! 10CC.

OCO PC Reenminendaljon 6:
The 0CC recommcods hat DUS cintify policy regarding the conditions that must exist 10 qualify
for Medically I’raIc DOC rates, In addition. lie accountability process should be struiglluted to
aswc hat cluldrwi who ar rccliving Mcdieatly Fragile DCC rntc arcbcing provided wiih the
seMcc thatjuIify the higher rate olcare.

Oils Respoine to Recenmiendatron 6:
Disagree. Policy governing DetciminMion ofCarc isdar and sufricicut. The fostercare pmgxant
office rv’ised poUcy CEF 903-3 on 10101/04 regarding chang in he requirements for Medically

ding documentation indicated thai B was evaluated at lie
at a c 14 months.

An1 ‘lOW IL WAS approvcd.
at is ttnctcar to me out’ now m’s condition

The inslnlctions for the Asscssmcnifrr Deierniinasion of Caicfor Medically Fragile Childrei, in
Earle, Core DIIS-1945 state:

‘zcc*veu ristilIction horn eachers
pnatciy uocumcntcd on the DHS-1945 and I
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Fragile DCC mt. In addition, 0°C rates for leycisl, 2, and 3 nrc evaluated and oppTovcd/denied
by total olflec siaff. Each counlyhos an individual plan to determine who approves ordenies each
ortIios DCC rote based upon the level. All Lovel 4 DOC rcquis ar reviewed by the Regional
Ofriceor Cutstatc Operations. The reviews or Level 4 DeC rcquis may lead to approval,
modification or denial ofihe request. The Adoption Subsidy Support unit also conducts a resew
grid makes the final delamination on cases thvolvingall levels ofAdoption Subsidy DCC
cligiblityrcquestL Moreovcr, second level revievs in both the Regional Office and Adoption
Subsidy Support unit oRe’, request additional documa,xatioi, and’or modifications that adequately
demonstrate the DHS efforts to ensure apçroptiale DCC flies.

OCO FC FindIn. 7:
list OCO finds lint ho foster care supavisor provided inndcquate evcnigiit regarding service
planning and implcmastation. PolicyCEP 722-9 and 722.9D slates supervisors shall review and
approve all service plans by signature. mc service plan must, aniongothcr things, idenlifymid
address the unique needs ofcach child, the services tIit will meet those needs, and the coregiver’s
willingness and capacity to meet thoseneeds. As nolod iitthe above FC Findings, in.homevisils
were not documented. services far Ricky wac not timely, and were li’icrcancvllcd, and
documentation ii theservice plans was incomplete.

Oils Raspo’ise to FInifine 7:
Agree.

OCO LC Recommewjstlon 7:
The CCC recommends hat Jackson County DEIS identify what "echanisms are currcntlyin place
to assure lint supervison adequately review wodcci’s service plans, supponing documentation,
actions, and decision making consistent wiih the rCquiilel1ls ofpoliey CFF 722-9 and CFF 722-
PD.

DI’S Response to Reeemmendnlion 7:
Agree. Jackson Co.rniy DHS has the following mechanisms in place to assure adequate
supervisory oversight:

* Stall tnectins occur on a monthly basis to review practice and policy.
* lndbidual case conferences occur monthly.
* The services p.05mm manager pmvides consultation to supervisoss regarding problematic

eases or staifrelated issues.
* The services prognm nunager and CPS supervisors will attend the mandatory CI’S

Supcryisor Training.
* ilic services progmm manager and FC supervisors will nitend the nrnndatow PC Supervisor

Training once implemented.
* The services program manager conducts quanedy laigeted case reads.
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Adoption Program

OCO Adoption FIndi Ta:
The OCO finds thai the Jackson Couuty D}IS adoptioi. wrnlccr did riot comply with law and policy
resardingcomplclion ofthe Hollorids initial Adoptive Family Azessmc,it doled

The workerdid not comply with MCL 710.463 arid corresponding DHS policy CFA 732-
50, WaiverofFull Adoptive flmily Assessmeai." roliy and law slate hat undcrccilain
circunislanccs the foster familystudy may bcsukstitutcd ‘or iheadoptive family asstismeiit,
but atoM include updated information nil ncludod in lie original or updated losici family
study. In this insWnee the adopilon worker’s punutivewas cxcccpicd in its entirety from the
Initial Foster Home Licensing Studydated end Included no updatci orosiginal
information obialned bythe adoption worker.

The workcrdid not niply with Child ‘lacing AgencyRule 4l260$3 aby failing to
nicet with the Holland Ihrnily iii their home prior to finalizing tlw study. There isalso no
evidence that the worker ever met with Mr. Hoila,,d.

The adoption worker failed to comply with policy CFA 732-50, vhitli requires the worker
a review local officeprosecrive scnicrsfifr.s andfoster home licensingflles to dcrenniiw
sj,bslant:otcd and unsubstaffilaicI complaints This may reiyal established pasterns of
behavior "lid: pose a safey risk so the child, - In this ease, dine was no nictaico ofilic

CPS asid tbstcr home liccojing inviiption.

OTIS Respnn!e to rmndine In:
Agree. Unfortunately, the Jackson County OHS worker who authored the adoptive
nsscssncnts for and lie family is deccasad.

OCO Adoi,itop Fluidini II,:
The OCO finds that ihelackson County OHS adoption worker compleld Ricky Child
Adoption Asssmer.t, dated based sthctly o.. documents and information xo’idcd by the
FC wo&ct The adoion worker determined that the Hollands were

as required by policy CFA 732-25,
aithouzit there was no evidence the worker met Rickyor Mr. Holland consulted with pwfcssiona]s
involved with Rickr, orobsrn’cd the llollands corcofkicJcy in their home.

OTIS Rnonse to Finding lIE
Agree. Unfortunately, theiackson County mis worker who authored the adoptive
assasmnils%r undlhc faiiiiIyisdeascd.

OCO Adoption Recommennlntlon. I:
Give.. the newly formed Adoption Supcnisory Stnxlure, Ihe OCO recommends that DHS idcntify
its sqntegy for ensuring that all Adoptive Family Assessnients Md Child Adoption Asssments are

27



completed in compliance with law, Child Placing Agency Rul, and cotresponding adoption
policy. Sec Attachment A: Region 4 Adoption Supenilsojy Stricture.

OIlS Resnonse to Recammenclntlon I:
Agree. DHS now maka use ofregional adoption supav sioli as well as drcct supervision within
thc countyoffice. 11w regional adoplion stuicture, while new to Region 4 has beci, in place a
other regions of the state for years and prodes for tile Iollowing

- Regional adoption supervisors alt focused primaxily or, adoption sen’ico delivery. Many
local ollice program supcn’i,oc, in child welfare hove multiple program responsibiIiti i.e.
adoptior, foster care, CPS, and/o, adult services. Supervisors with multiple pron
itsjionsibililies must frequently prioritize Cr5 and EC supervision overothor plognm
responsibitities due to tim crisis-oriented naturcorthose programs. thcn adoption
s1pen’ision is paired with eithcrCPs or fostcrre the supervisormayhave dirnewly
developing needed progrmn expertise in adoption.

* A regional adoption stnjcturo eriablcs DIES to mtin,izc adoption slolfingrcsotirccs to
ensure adequate coverage in all countici. Forcxwi’plc, regional adoption units can quickly
redisifihute uncovered adoption caseloads to oilier bined regional slattwl’o, medical leave
of abscncc or vacancies occur.

* Regional adoption slaffare focused primarily on adoption case management activities. In
some instances, local office adoption slaffhave multiple prowan. responsibilities and as
such arc constantly confronted with compctingdcmmds.

* Regional adoption supenisois pmvidcdircct ensue supervision scvctnt tifl’ petmonhl.
and provide monilily individiml conferences as well as slnffmcctings 0 suppoTi adaption
staff. Supervision is also available for consultadon via email or conference calls as ncc&d.

OCO Adoption Findina 2a:
The 0CC finds ‘hat follawir,8 hit Holland? application to adopt T, theadoption worker failed to
complywihh. CPA Rulc400.l2605 and corresponding policy CFA 732-SO. Rub, and policy required
completion elan updated Ailoptive Family Assessineni rtgaiding the family’s appropriateness to
cdoptT. The ilollands’ original Adoptive Family Assessment, written in made a
recomme,dation rc,rdiog the family’s apopriareness to adopt rncky, but did not asss nor nlaze
a recocnmendalion brthe adoption ofiwo ehildren,

* flit adoption workerdocumeatcd king in the Hollnnd honicon 12113102 and 2/2V03 but
did not includeany informationor observations from these visits.

* Rule and policyrequireLl the worker to assess tile Hotlands’ ability to foster
whobad been in the home from 7/16/01 to 102103. That was significant

infom,ation in the * *rcganiing the Holland? aue ofthis child.
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* hud recently campleted on Adoptive Family Assasment on the Hollands for another
child. but the Jackson County DIlS adop6on worker did not consider the infornaijon Or
cirulnsuinccs that lcd to he Hollands that child, Rule and
policy requirc4 the worker to oblain and review anypreviously completed adoption
evaluations on die ilollands.

* The adoption worker did not obtain anyupdaicd personal references forTs adoption as
required.

DI’S Resnonie 0 [jnthnp 2a
Agree. DOS will respond bullet bybullet:

* Pohicyand nile requires documentation ofthcth*cofcoritacç pcnon with when and where
the contact took place, within the Adoptive Family Asscssmcni. While the adoption worker
used the information obtained dining the visits tocomplcie the assessment, bare was no
specific docijntcntation oftho information orobsavniions from eacb visit.

* lie adoption workerdid not review the fostcicarc file at re’
However, the ado1ien supentisor tovicwcd and approved

_______

Adaptive Assessment on Subsequent .tview of the I -o file revaled no
information ibm would have led to a different conclusion regarding the adoption
on.

1 tierciore. review ox
We intomiatmox. amJ orcumstan would not tmvc changed Ijicotiloome of
adoption.

The adoption worker should have obtained Tiewrcferenr.a for lie regarding
adopliort.

OCO Adaption flndln22h:
The OCO finds that conirary to the criteria outlined in the DHS-32t7 Adoption Consent Request
ion.., the adoption worker requested cxpcditcd conscnr be gntntcd Ibri’s adoption. Soc
Aulachnici,t B: Expedited Consent. I.. this case, the rcqut was because thecileria for
cx pcdhcd consent had not been ‘nd. The worker assened that

hal this was true. The worker also assoxiod that there were
when there was no assessment tosupporl

althugh new references were not

ye Fanii v Assessment dated

obtained.
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Dils ttes iwnse to flndln 21,:
Agree In part. TlieCl,ild Adoptive Assasnietit foricicarly addressed hews physicti and
emotional needs wcrebcing met in he prospcctivc odoØivc liortie. * had boon in theliomo since
shortly after biih and there wits detailed infomiation boutU niedical needs and lie care Intl
was proded. In additionU omolional adjustment ws also described. flowover, new rclctenccs
wcrc not obtained.

OCO Adoption Ree.mmendatton 2a:
The CCC rooonuncnds lint he DM5 itgional adoption supentor ensmt that Adoptive Family
Assasn,ents ire completed in compliance will’ CPA Rule 400.12605 and corttspondingpolicy
CFA 732-50 for nil adoptions.

OHS Responce to Reconiniemulatlon In:
Agree. There is cuneully art adoption policy committeereviewing oud twæting die Adaption
Services Manual. The committee includes representatives from DHS regional and field oflict
privaicagencie,, OfliccofchildandMuli LiccsisingOCAL and OCO. This commitleewill
review]’: approval p,ocas for Adoptive Family Assessments to ensure campinnec with policy. In
addition, lie pro$am office will dcvclop an adopliort sesviccs case reading tool that van be used by
wpcrvisors when reviewing adoption casa. This tool would aide supenisors in cnsuringthat
polieyimd nila oxcbcing .pproprialclyaddrcisod. The policy revisions should be completed by
Scp4anbcr 2006.

At lie 5/15/06 Region 4 adoption staiTmeoting. policy CEA 732-50 and DHS-1928 were reviewed
md discusset], Pie 8131/06 adoption slalimecting will include a review oICPA Rule 400.12605

OCO Adolnn Rcconinicndntlon 2h:
The CCC recommends that the DHS regional adoption supcrsisor ensure that all rcquesls to be
MCI Supetintendent lorexpedited consent" meet thec,ilaia for sod, requests.

DIIS Resnse to Recommendation II,,
Agree. ‘The adoption prognini office is strcngtbcning policy reganjing lie circurnsanccs in which it
is appropriate to rcqucct epc4iIcd conscat. In addition, to ensure that adoption agencies obtain lie
most relevant family i,tfomintfon thiough references, a standardized reicrence forni will bcdesgned
to capture specific information about pfospcctive adoptive famili. This 1cm’ will be developed
forand provided to all Michigan adoption agencies by 12/31/06. Thtsechanges will assist all
adoption superviso,s in ensuring that itquts of the MCI Superintendeni for expedited consent
alLot the ctitcria.

OCO Adoplion Fin.tln3n:
The OCO finds that theadoption worlccidid no’ coruplctc be Adoptive Family Assossmcnt, dated

conccming in compliance with CPA Rule 400.12605 and cotrapo,iding policy CFA 732-
50. MoM significantly:

‘The assessmentdid not considerthe Hollands’ ability to meet the needs ofs in addition to
Ricky, T, and newborn B. Most ofthe inlonnatkrn in Il,e assessment duplicated language in
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the Seplembcr 2000 Foster Home Licensing study and was not updated to reflect ihe
significant changes in ihe Holland household over the past free years.

* There was no documentatioti regarding Concerns about Mrs. !Iollands care err nor
mullion oldie fact lint Mr. Holland spent signiflcant amounts oltimc away from home.

* In June 2003. the adoption worker expressed concern lint Mrs. Holland often

Oils Rcsponse to Findlne 3a:
Disagree. The Adoptive FamilyAssasmait for wascon leted in compliance with nile and
policy and included a thorough assessment of Ii. aMition, the case record
docuniciuls the following;

* A side by side oompazison oldie Adoptive Family Assessmait mid ‘ic
Foster Home Licaising study determined that while sonic othc historical infoonation is lie
same. asscssmcnl information lorthe children and family is updated, appropriateand
cornpleiecJ within policy guidelines.

* Issues regarding om ofi and the
‘vere addressed arid included docunientalion about lie family’s support systeni.

* In addition to die Adoptive Family Assasmoat. the infomiatiot, below is docmneatcd within
the case record and assesses condition. was seen hy the iaicinn
was subseoutnily referred to

nc mrtnct indicated that i
His acopnon was finalized on

* The adoption woql<cr’s conenls related to the hid appeared lobe
were discussed with during a home call to the
discussion re 1this issue was docunnenled in he Adoption Progress

tie imiib the worker hat
Re

Malt ‘AC
cove, n

Unce aiscuSsee whit inc Tarniiy, iiieissue was not notco again.
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OCO Adoption Finding 31,:
The OCO finds that contrary to the crilia outlined in the DHS-32114do /on Consent Request
romi. lie adoption vo,tor requested "expedited consent’ be gamed ror adoption. In this ease,
the qut was in crbecAiuse thecriieria foroxpeditod consent had not been met. The worker
esgerial that -

when there was no
there tre

although new references were not obtained.

DI’S RCcTiOnte to }ludlnc3bt
Agretla part. Wilh die exceptiott ofllie rixpiircmeul for updnted roferetiecs, All offfio ctitcria for
expciJ,lcd consent west net. The Child Adoptive Ass&ns,nent tori clearly addrvssed hew
physical and emotional needs wore being met in the pmspcctive adoptive ionic.

and there is detailed inlomiation aboutU medical needs and the
cozy that was provided, That said, as with any adopion consent request, expedited or othawise,
updated references are required,

0CC AdoptIon Recomniendllon 3:
Addressed in Adoption Recommendation 2a and 2b.

OHS Resuon!e to Reeonimencmtica 3:
Addrscd in DIIS Response to Adoption Recommendation 2a and 2b.

OCO Adoption Findim4n:
The OCO finds that Ihelackson County adoption workerdid not complete lie Adoptive Family
Assasoicat concerning B. dated ii complianec with CPA Rule 400. 2605 arid
corrcsvonding policy CM 732-50. Ainoogothers, noncompliance with the following three arcas
was noted:

DofContap
The Adoplive Family Asscssmcnt Addendum cotttatd no Dotes olcordoct" iojionnncm lIre
adoption worker’s recent wiit:,ct with tli imnily prior 0 coiiilcting the ussensnient as required,

Rn ...,cc,
There were no updated references in the case file or summa,ized in the Addendum to

Updnied

E%temive Evaluation
mc siudy did ‘lot comply with policy CPA 732.50 entitled, Circuxiistaoccs Requiring Additional
Documaitation. Policy requires a molt extensive evaluation ofthc family when fouror more
children will be placed in thohome for adoption. Amongother things, the extetisive evaluation must
include:

A delermionilon that die bnily understands thechildrens needs and ins thecapaeity to
meet titent.

reterences art requirco In policy Lr 1fl3U 0110 K ‘IW.I4OUj tO-
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* References from professionalsand othen who have worked with the children and family,
sue], as tcachaic. therapists medical professionals, aOIO% otlwn, and thdr osscssmcnt ofthc
Ihn,ily’s ability a niecE lie childrcti’s needs.

* M assessment ofthe fan’ily’sdemonsiruted ability to advocale for 000pemte, and
participate in seMccs, which usc .,eeded to assu.-c the adoptees safety and well-being.

* A review oftime level and extent ofcxtraordinasy carerequircd byother children already
adopted by the fi’iIy incksriinga review ofanydiflicultyofare rates DOC, which aic
being paid through adoption support subsidy.

* ldet,tlfication 0111w family’scurreat support stcms, such as spouse erotlwr household
members, exicuded family, neiglibers, Mends, church, school, community gloups, day care,
and respite Cast providers and other sources ofsupport.

* An a,csasll.cat ofthe impact otlbc children’s changing needs oa lie faxnihy.

OTIS Response to Findln 4n:
Agree. Please note the Child Adoptive Asscssmenl conlains documentation ofeight couiucls
the ftom thiougl. These contacts should have been incorporated
into theAdoptive Family Mscss’neui A&lendun,.

nfl Adoption flrnlkt 41,:
The OCO finds that contrary to the ciltamn outhned in the DH$.3217 Ado lion Conseui Rcqut
am,, the adoption worker requested apedltcd conseut" be granted for adoption. In ibis case,
the request was improper becouse the criteria for expeiied consent had not been niet. The worker
aSSCTICd that

when there no assessment 0 support that Ibis vu me. mc worker also assated that
there were

nJtjiough new rcferenca were not obtained.

DI’S Re,oonse to FIndiu 4h:
Agree Ir, part. With IlK exception ofthe requirement for .ipdated refeicuces, all orthe critaja for
expedited consent were met. The Child Adoptive Assessment for clcarly addressed how
phsieal and emotional needs were being met in the prospective adoptive home.

and there is detailed information about medical needs said Ihte care
that was provided. Thai said, as with anyadoption couscut request. expedited or othcnæse,
updated references use required.

OCO AdoT,tion Recommendatkn 4a:
The CCC recommends that adoption pohicybean.ended to require the following steps be taken
when completing all Adoptive Family Assessmcrtts:

* An assessment olbow the familywill tmxt the necds omit the children who reside in the
home.
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* In cases ‘yhese lie family Ii" previously adopted childrcn who have art adoption subsidy
based 01’ a Fe DOC rate. consII with lie profcssionals and advice providers who have
worked with the faji’ity. This would include review ofthe level and extent olihe
cxtraordinarycarc nx1tjircd byothcr clilidrepaltrady lopted byduefunilly.

DIES Response to Rtcammendntlou 4a:
Agree. DHS will atnid policy to require that the Adoptive Family Asssmcnt includes both an
assessment of lie family’s ability to meet the needs oleach child in the home arid documentation of
consultalion with professionals and service provic]crs who have worked with the family. The
conagltalion with xofasionals should Ion’s on the level and extent oltite extraordinary tire
required byoilierchildwn already adopted by lie famil Policy will lic amended by 12/31106

OCO Adoption Rcecmmenrlnton 41,:
mecca recommends that the Adopuion Policy ProwT.Th Office in conjunetion with 0111cc of
Children and Adult licensing OCAL review the current agencypractice orconiplelingAdoptive
Family Assessment Adclendun,s to cIIun such pntcticc i, in compliance with CPA Rule
400. lZ6OS. Adaption policy only provid guidelines forconupleting full Adoption Family
Assessments but doe, not address the completion ofAddendums’

OHS Response to Recomniendatiaa 41,:
Agree. A DHS adoption pelicyconuuiltec is reviewirigand rewriting the Adoption Services
Manual. The conunj’tvc includes rcwrseototivcs from DIJS regional and field offic, private
agencies, Office otCluild d Adult Licensing OCAI. mid 0Cc. This committee will wock to
claæfy departmental pxocodur ibr apjwopriute completion ofcddeiidums or proviomiclycompleted
Adoptive Family AsscsnenIs.

OCO Adoplion Recommendation 4e:
Addressis] in Adoption Rcconmeudation 2b.

11’S Reipomise to Recommett.thtJo It:
Addressed in DHS Response to Adoplion Itucormncwialion 2b.

OCO Adoption RecommendatIon 4d:
lie OCO recomnoucuds that the DHS Adoption Progmm Office amend policy govemingExpcditcd
Conseat’ to disallow mi expedited consent request whettever he prospective adoptive family’s
assessment includesanyofthe Circtmistances RequitiogAddilional Docmnentation"

DI’S Response to Recomnirudatlon 4th
Agree. The DH$ adoption progrurtt office will aniend poll’ as recommended by 12/31/06.

OCO AdontloTi Rndinz 5:
The 0Cc finds that Jackson County DUS should not have filed a petition on
recommending that B’sadoption be finalized, given theci tumstances that dxibIcL at the time.
lUcky had been reported missing ott 712105 and the CI’S investigjn concaning his disappearance
had been concluded on There was no evidence that
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the adoption workcrbmught this information to the attention ofthe cowl. Thepctition f,icd by the
adoplion worker requated and the court granted immediate contimiation without a heiijig. The
adopliou vorkershould have requested alicring to advise the court on Ills record ofthc latest
lcvclopmenIs with lije IloDand fan’ily and nllowe4 the co.jn to rule on the petition

O}IS Response to FIndiI, 5:
Agree In part. Priorto die adoption finalization the adoption workerwas made aware tint laghani
CountyCPS invatigation. The adoption worker then informed tire
couwsadoption progran manager oldie facts surrowiding and that

nor CPS suspecled he nrcntsotanywrongdoingnt that time. However, givcn die
circumstances at the lime, ‘he adoption worker houId have requted heoæn to advise the court.
on the record, orthe blest üvelopments wiih the fhmily.

OCO Adnption Recommendallon 5:
The 0CC recommends DHS Adoption Program office consider the following enhancements to
strengthen adoption policy nod practice:

Amend Ito Adoptive Family Assasment tci"plate to include Iheprovisions ofpolicy CFA
732-50 lint requires lie adoption worker to doojmcnt a prospective adoptive parents CPS
and rosier home licensing complaints"

* Roquiro adoplion waiters to notify the MCI Supc,intendent and the court whet. the worker
becomes aware hat the fanuly isor has been thesubject ofa CE’S and/or FHL complaint
bctwccn the lime that consent has been requested and lie adoption finalized

* Develop a protocol that allowsadoption workers timely access lo CPS complaint histories
for all adult household members in a prospoctiveadoptivo ramily. This protocol needs to
ensure that thatwill be no delays in adoption planning. Althou policy CI? 714-4 allows
releascofCps information to adoption staff, in pneticc this infonnation is oflen not easily
accessible orisdaiicd to adoption workers.

Oils Re’nnnsc a Recoaiendalion S:
Agree. The Dug adoption program oilicc will amend policy as recommended by 12/31/06.

OCO Adnatlon Firtdlnf6:
The OCO finds that adaplion supenisocy oversight focthcadoptions ofRickyT, S and B was
inadequate and incflcclive, Wien the adoptions forT and lUcky ‘Yale being finalized. duo

"Imaicdiatt cctiftrmauion w.in; thc adoption supervisory period.
"toljcysbtt: ite rnioçiion wrkcr mast rcicw local office prottcihe ,ntc, tiles md Ioatu home tictnsitig rulcito
&tcmbstarndandu.nvbsanriatcdca.çWnt,. lids usyretral e,tmblishcd pi:nnsofbcha.iorwhkhpoaca
.alny risk to the child. In conipleting the Reetd Cirarance scetion. it incccssat to indicate when thecicsnoccs were
compicied stid 0 summi It rntstgstions by Protcetit Senice. and 1alcr beam Iiceraªng siam Thi should iuxIut
the tie aM Mtrtr. crihe co.upbini. the nrcacy ml combicird the i;tigaiion. ibm Oqitcon]e Chum ifllcsl.gmTIofl
includIng competition olany COrTCCtht acuicrn plan. and Pie current stilts ofthe rosier honx license.
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adopliou workcrhnd been newly assigned to lire adoflion program and rcquircd heightens
oversight, guidanec, and supped, Byihelinie the adoption was AnmlizxI for B a new
acIopliou supervisor had beca assigned and approved the adoption assessments and consent requests
despite obous shonlalls. This adopiori supervisor had onlybccn nipavising the adoption unit for
one month, and had not utcemled adoption Iraining norhad experience as an adoption wodccr.

DHS Responte to FindIng 6:
Agree

OCO Ai]ntJni, R.con,n,endatlon 6:
11x OCO recommends liwl DIIS adopt a requirtinient in aic CI’S FC and Adoption pograols that
would icquire child welfare supervhon to attend CWI program.spccif.cl’ining in the areas diet
they Mipento. CurTenIly Fos:er Home Licensing is theonly child welre progrum which, requires
its supcr4sors to receive mining specific to the oveisiojit ofworkenwbo pcxforn fostahome
cerlilication functions R. 400.12305].

DOS WcTinIHe to RecommendatIon6:
Agrce. DHS will requirc cluld wcllbte supavisors to attend CWI progam-pcci1ic traifting tortlie
prognais that they supervise. In eddilion, DlhS has recently mandated CPS supervisor uining or
oil CI’S supervisors. DIIS will mandateprogram specific supcMsor training for both foster care
and adoption programs as well. CWI is in the process ofdeveloping the FC supervisor tnining with
the goal ofpiloting it fiom January to March 2007. Adoplion supervisor mining would likely ma
concuntnt with the Fe supervisor lnwing.

Foster ilome Licensing Program

OCO VOL FindInE
Mthough the FHL wadccrinitiated a Special Eva]ualion in response to the complaint, the
OCO flnds tint theJactsori County hicensingworkcr did not gather sufficient infonnotion to
delciminc whether thee was noncompliance with foflcrhome licensingTules. More specifically,
the FUL worken

* Did not flake contact or intctview dieperson who made the complaint to CPS. This was the
person to whom Ricky first made his disclosu,

* Discounted Picky’s disclosurewithout sufficient basis. The wother’s tssessmont bat
lUcky’s I:n.ayI.ave been caused in another n,aiinerdid not ,iialce Ricky’s
disclosure lulitnic

* Did not attempt to ohscrve Rielcys bedroom ortlie l’.plcl"ent alleged ID linve been used to
*Ricky

Tfrsameadop4iriirkcr 1nan2t4 aB the adoions for ihe llolbadchild’viz Thinothrsaisithc cM4
I when eM from .proin,atcty

when hit .dopunn CM W cloiet
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* Did not make collatcrnl cornacts will, pecsons extended rmvuly, school personnel whohnd
frequcat conlact with Ricky .ud with whom thcparcnts min have shaicd infoniimion
relevant lo cvaluaIin nile compliance,

Oils Response to FIndlnti I:
Agree ii, port. DHS will respond bullet by bullet.

* The Fill- work, followed Child Placing Agency CPA Rule R400. 12316 SpecIal
Etaluatfo’i Requircmcirrs. The licensing worker is riot required to corttoet the CPS repofling
source. The Licimsing workcris mquired to identify the information sourec in the licensitig
complaint. mc information sourcc in this co was the clS wodcerwiillm when’ ajoint
investigalion was conducts. llucj&mnt nvesligaion conunenccd immediatelyupon receipt
ofthe CI’S complaint. Withinone hour, the licensingworka and the CI’S ‘voilcahad
inter4cwcd the child at the school.

* Additional inv gative step, shoold ‘aye occurred when the chikrs disclosure was in
direct conflict will, the carothkcr, denial. WI,jle the licensing worke, did not discount

disclosure I.e ,.vhigahion did not resolve the
conflicting slatenh,mts,

* The CI’S and licensing workers completed a review ofthe ahhr--1 scene. The workers
viewed the and found no evidence that tim child hod been

____

There were no and there was no
lime ‘C liccnstng supcnisor vcnh,ed that the workcr, discussed their findings

from the sccrle investigation with bin.. l3oth hCCPS and licensing worker, indicated that
they had viewed the and specifically

* The PIlL worker followed CPA Rule R400.l23l6 Special EiIaiaIion Rcqiiiremnits and
completed ajoint investigation with CPS. Thechild was seen separately at school within one
hourofihe Ct’S coniplaint and the parents were seen scparntcly lion lie child. 11.a] is no
rcquircmcat in the CPA nile, for ‘he FHL worker to contact otheroollateral scuites ri ilie
co,nruunilyduring the complaint thvestigntion. However, duængreview ofthe case it was
determined that FHL workerhad contact with sevenil sourecs thai were not documented
within thebodyofthe written report. The FflLworker and CI’S worker contacted the CPS
supenisor, the Head Start teacher, and the assigned FC worker.

OCO Fill. Recoinmatudatlor. a:
The OCO rccornmcads that the OCAL ivvicw PC pohicycFF 922*2 ‘coasplaum" ,7boui Foster
Family Homes’ and enhance pohicylo include tIme speciric steps that slaffniust lake when
completing a licensing special evalualion. While CI’S policy includes thesieps Ct’S workers must
take during a CI’S investigolion, Foster Home Development policy povidcs no similarguidelints to
foster borne liccnsingstafl. OCAL advised the OCO that Complaint Training is provided to
licensingataffand details the specific sleps that workers must take when completing a licensing
special evaluation.
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DL’S Response to Rceon,mendatlon Is:
Agree in part. OHS IOSICT care policy is the responsibilityoftlie foslercare pronnt office, ns
opposed to 0CM.. The FC program office will rc%*w policyCFF 922.2 resarding tomplainis
about Foster Family Rome? and conskicr wircihet policy should be WTICWJCJ to include speciflc
sleps that licensing workcn must tac when complelinga licensing special evaluation. liii is
detconinod that a policy cahancemati would be bcaertcial, thcprogzurnolfice will bringiogelber a
groupofexpctls in CI’S, FC and licensing, iticluclingocAL, to determine where the appropriate
ehauga in policy am needed.

In addition, OCAL hnco’npletcd a new foster home licensing handbook diot is crnrcotlybting
reviewed. lucre is ancxpiided scouion in lint lmnook on con,plclingspccial cyalualions. The
costa home licensing handbook is scheduled for release by ia’otio&.
OCO FIlL Recortimendotlon Ib:
The OCorccommeadsthat bc OfliceofchildrenandAdult LiccnsingOCALconsidera change
to Foster home Development policy and Child PiaciagAgeacy RuZes requhing licensing
supervisors to attend Complaint Training prior to bcooming responsible for oppreving or.d siiing
special evaluation repofls. CPA Rule 400.12305 tatcs: 4’, agency shall emure s/sara!?
sitpenlsors ofsocial senfre workers who pwformfoster home certificationfunctions rcccifl
cerit/kation training provided by the deportment ‘A similar requirement is needed for Ott
department’s Complaint Training.

OHS Response to Retomniendation II,
Agree. A change in the CPA RuIn eatmot be completed without goingthrou&t the State Office of
Adminisirntive Htarings and Rules SOA}lk and the nile prontulgation process. However, 0CAL
will maintain ibis reconunendation and will ,nodifytlicapplicable rule wten tIre ruin are opened
‘text.

OCO FIlL Findin!2:
The 0CC finds that Jackson CountyDils foster home licensing slaflviolatcd CPA RuleR
400.12312 am! the Jackson County agency policy required by It 400. 9415] when reassessing Ilic
ongoing naming necdsofdie Hollands.

CPA It 400.12312 Icquir that lie agencydevelop an indvidualizd foster parent trainingplan in
cooperation with the Iostcrparcnts that provides lorthe following: a lhcspccific trainingaceds ot
the foster parents and. b no less thaa six hours oftraining nmiually nftcrihe first two years
following the amity’s original license.

* The ngcncydid tot develop an annual traitting plan with the Ilollands and n.’pcaledly
documents in annual studies. The F!olland., requested no specific rmlsulng and no specfle
fralni,ig Is recommendedfor the Holland,.

* Jackson CountyDllS’s ogcncypolicy slates: "No more than halfof rhe required ‘raining
hours dwinga licensing renewal period nay hefrom sources oilier than .J.A.F.P.C.
Jackson Area Foster Pareni Coalition] sponsored trainIng or other training directly
related tofostcrparcsilinx. ThcHollmidsbist aulended on agtncyspomtsopd Irthuing in
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Novembty22. Afler that date, theirannual frainingeonsisted olviewing 14 boon aim’-
line instruclion videos in April 2003, and 10.5 linus ofrcpo.tcd reading in April 2005"

OHS Resnonse to flndln 2:
Agroc. Aliliough Mi-. and Mrs. holland participated in and completed the approprialc ntitnberoi
trininghourc, the fosici-honie licensing worker did not Iablish a ainingp!nn as reuircd

OCO Pill Reconimendutton 2:
Tite OCO recomniends thai Jackson County OIlS develop aplan to ensure their liccased foster
homes are in compliance wilk Child Placing Agency Rule 40012312 and Jackson County agency
policy regarding thewsscssn,ent ofongaing raining rcquirvlnents for roster parents.

Dils Re,oItsc to Recomn.endatloft 2,
Agree. Jackson Cotmiy OHS will conduct a review oflocal office policy to dctennintifii
adoquaielycosuras theappropriate level ofexpeniseofd,e fosterparcntsas required bYCPA Rule
400.12312 and will enforce local olilce fining requi,tments. Adherence to lie local oIlicc
Irainingrcquiremcrns and the auassmcm oftrainingnccds will be closely monilored by
supavision, In addjijort, home studies subniitied without the appropdatelzaining assasrilcnts will
not be approved.

OCO FIlL FindInt3:
The OCO finds that Jadcson County OHS was in violation of CPA mile 400.123 t 32 and 4
Reevaluation" by failing lo adequntclyrcass&cs theflollojids abiIi’to provide foster cure to tbur

children in addition ‘0 ihciradoptcd and birth children,"

As the Ilollajid fan.iiy changed and grew, lie subsequeni annual fosicrhomc licensing studies
niinorcd lie /00 Initial Foster Home Licensing study ,commendalions and failed to adequately
rsscss the cbanging family dyiiamics the family’s abilityto effcctivclymetl ‘he needsorall
children in lie home,and tlieirabilityto remain licensed to foster Ibursddiiional children. In this
case, Placement Specifications remained unchanged lIwoligliout the duration ofthe Iloliarids’
license,

placement specifications iii the Fcbnjary200S Foster Home Rcncwal study continued to indicate:

The Holland, hair the skilL, and compelencics sofoster 4 children, ages 0-5. With mild
emotional impairments, mild disabilitIes, or children that are ennretic. - Children I/ia: are
inapproprialeforplacement in the /iollandfosierhome include children ‘Fiat ha’. moderate
to severe bcha,’ior or mental lien Ith issurs. cl:ild,en with medical need,, and children that
have been sexually abused. Children hat arc fl,’e.se:tcrs or who are bjtgIi’ aggressive,
oppositional or &‘stntctive ,*tWd also be inapproprIata Children that how serious nedkal
needs, or hai’ephpical impainnents that limits mobility could also be inappropdore.

"mc Hollauds reportS icading I&ccboobbyaiflherDaidPclza.
"Wbic the IlolInla .Iny, remaincd licensed br four cilildirn. die OCO acknowiSg that JacIon County OIlS
rcponedio thCOCO be Holland foIcr icreiasii,cd ,!uaIaijtyiaUnavailabiC i’s, joiti /04 ‘hcn Mn
llolla4 reponid Co Iing ,hc wns preanaM tcuI, closun In lCd. No additional tIiild,en ciu placed ii, the
wine.
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nETS Respoore to Finding 3t
Agree in part. CPA Rule 400123132 and 4 rcging Rcen,h,otion was foltowcd.
Rccvaluatio and updalcs wire documniled by cadi orthe licensing worken that hndlS die case
over the six year pcTiod oftiw aznilys license. lEowevcr, tile extent oId,cir recvnluations changed
th each worker and differed in content and length. Each report documented:

* A ‘banging assessniciit oldie ahilityofthe Ibnilyto provide foslercaro for children.
- The children a lie home arid the family’s abilityto foster thosepanicijlar cldldn.t.
- Eniploymeni oflhe parent.
* Training.
* Experience.

on 3110/03, a Renewal }lome Study was completed. The licensing application stifles that the father
was working for the Army. In the renewal borne study, ‘Assessmcni ofthe Foster Families Ability
to Provide Foster Care/Rule Complioace" addresses the fiithcr’s extendS work periods out oII]w
home due to eliiplolncnt. The assasmcot also includes a back.up suppon s>tern lortl.emothct
duririgulie tim. Al he renewal ri March 2005, ihccmployinent situation had not changed.

That said, lie 4124/04 report indicates that the family was voluntaæly placing tIicmsclv on the
unavailable list for fiujre placements. Jackson County OHS did not reassess and adjust placement
speci&ations despite signiicant changes to the familymake-up bribe Pebruazy200S FosterHome
Renewal study.

OCO FIlL Reconimo.eadntloni 3.
The OCO recommends that Jackson County D148 identify how it will ensure that fosterhonie ic
evaluations includea t].orotigll nssessmcjit ofthe fosIcr family’s current circumstances and ability to
meet tue terms ortheir license, as required by Child Placing Agency Rule400,l2313
Rcovalua jolt."

OTIS Recrinnse to RaimepdaIIon 3a:
Agree. Jackco,i County foster care licensing uses a teniplale il’nt that includes the rcquivetllcflts or
CPA Rule 400.12313. flm teiiiplatchas beet, inodifled to contain text that will prompt the licensing
worker 0 include contact with all It workers who haveehildrcn placed in the home during the
most rtccnt liccnsingperiod, In addition, a protocol lis bean developed to ensure compliance ‘vIII
Rule 400.12313 which includes the following cornpooculs:

* The Foster llomeiplncema,t Review Report bonn contains qutions related to the It
workers epctieneo ri workitig with lie foster parent during the most recent licensing
pciiod.

* The licensing worker will send the Foster Ifome/Placaiient Review Report loin to each PC
worker with children placed in the fosterhoineduring themosi recent licensingpctiod.
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* lithe Eosierflomsplacemcnt Rcvicw Repod 1mm is not reiunicd to lie Iiceiising waiter
by ‘hi, requestS dat; lie licensingworkcr will contact lie FC waiter ror direct input.

The hocusing supervisor ivill not approve lie mmua hiceasing/rcevnluaiion report unlcss all
required ,Icn’enls oldie rotc are net, inchuflpig incoqlorahion ofthc FC workers information into
the report.

OCO FHL flecommeadalion 3!,:
The Oco reconmiends that DHS develop po’icy that would require FC workers to makecontact
with cich professional involved in a foster child’s carc to solicit lie proitsional’s obscnpations
regarding ha cIui!drcus carcgivers, CPA nile It 400.12313 requires that licensing stoffsohicil
information from each 5oeiaI service work who has had children placed in he tome duringthe
last liccasing pedod as a pan ofeach foster home license rcevaluation. Fcedbxk from
piofessionals would be included in die infomiation shavd with the licensing staffduringarmnual
10005mg rcaSScsSmaits.

OIlS Reppnw to Pacninien,lIioa 3h:
Agree, DEIS rostycare program ofilee will develop policy to require Fe workers to make CoflIact
with eech profionaI involved in the childB care to solicit ft,t profasional’s observolions
regarding the cluld and the child’s carcsivers. In addition, lie policywill insinict FC workcm flint
yideiiiiied concentsrcrding thefosterparents’ reof a child,arctobeimnicdiat&yrcponcd
to the licensing wodca. Policy nih be developed by t2iih/06.

OCO Systenit Flodint I:
The OCO rind3 that neither PC nor FHL policy providachild welfare siafladequate guidance Ia
assas and document wheitier a cocgivcr cmi adt4juatcly nieci the needsofall children in ‘lie home
who,. considering the placement olsubscqecnt children’

Many factors impact sitsequcot placement dccisions including:

* Child welfare philosophy requiringplnccnicrn afsiblings fl tile same home whenever
possible.

- OHS reliance on the foster parents to accurately report theirability lo cffcctivclyparent the
children.

- Opporturiiti loachieve timely pcnnanency fbrchildrco consistent nitli the Adoption and
Sale Fomilies Ad ASFA and child welfare philosophy.

* Vhiethier or not limit is a lull-lime caregiver in die hom

"FC policy CEF 722-3 Placement Sclectioa C’itnic der,na ho c.iith. ‘Mi FC workas must conddcrwaa making
a placencat or repl.cenwai dcet,io,, r0, a child. lid’ policy gboe.itlina the ‘then. winch nultIl be co*sidc,d when

a relative or gvdian for pl.ccnuenl.
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In tins case, Riclcy’ssiblings wore p!aced in the Holland foster home within the tetmsofthe
Holland? license. However, there is no documentationoftlie factors thzt were considered during
the placemcnt decisiou-nialciiig process when each ofRicky’s siblinp were placed ri the homc.

DItSResntse to Stii’, Findirie I:
Disagree. The very nature 0IFEIL is that prospcctive foster parents aresludied and delerininations
are made based on a thorough evaluation as to the nuniberand typesolchildren that ‘lie family is
best suited to care fbi. This evaluation is made prior to any child bcingplaccd into tltc home.
Foster homes are also re-evaluated yc,rly to ensure that foster parents cocitinue to be appropriately
liccrscd.

FostcrCarc Placement Selection Ctitnia Md Ilie guidingpolicy oj4tlincwl,at ni’st bcconsiderod
when assessing placa.wnts for a child. Foster care placements are r.vicwed on a quaitcTly basis by
PC woiters, PC supervisors and the court, to cnsurethnl children an, placed in the most apçropriato
home based on their nccds.

In this case, lie cost record contains documcntntion that and were
placed into a licensed fosterhome in wtüch lie Placement Selection Criletia was used as a gnide or
the placement.

OCO Systems Rccnmmendallnn I:
The OCO recommends that DHS dcvelop and implerneutu stnjeturcd Placement Assesnit tool to
assist child welfare workers in nmkingaud documentingsubscquent placem,t decisionswithin a
coregiver’s home?0 The tool should assess, at a minimum, the following actors:

* Numbcrand ages ofchildron nlrcadyin the home.

* Special needs ofchildrtn already in the home, ncludingcurreat PC DCC levels or
adoption subsidies based on DCC rates.

* Number Md ages of the careghet<s.

* Suppoit systems ofthccorcgivers including attertiJance and panicipalion in
ongoing Iminings, support groups, arid fonual mentoringpnogTanis.

* Any pan.iiting difficulties since last assessment.

* Significant changes o. siressors since last assessment.
* CPS or FIlL con’plaints.

Oils Rcsnse to Svslen,s Reconimendatlon
Agree. DI will develop and implement a stniciurcd placenicat assessment tool to nssistchild
wellzre workers in making and documauling subsequent placetncat decisions within a caregivor’s

C.msikr a tool si’]IiIar o Fe SDlI whetr factor. arc 31orcd tequiaag wudu.ced ntis oror,ight. i.e.: l.al I
- ‘,rkn approval: LccI 1 - plarenieni slatTing with stpervüaappcoI lavel - 2 inc sipcMsOry approval.
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house. OHS will also coulinue to focuson child saiclyand well-beingas a priority wl.cn the
placatioN oleach child is assessed. Michigon has iruplanented a m approach a placeniont
decision mnkir’. This approach has bcn implcmcnlcd in sixty-live couniics u’al is rowing out
statewidc. The lunt plxc’ne"t decision-making meeting will be used ‘0 ensure each caxtvcrs
ability 0 adequately peel the needsofall children in die home is adequalcly osssed.

This concludes the OCO investigation orthe case involving the Hollajid children. ‘lyon have any
Iurthcrquestion, or coucems, please ntact our ofliec at 517 373-3077 or 800 642-432&

Sincerely,

Vcrhe M. Ruflin
Childrens Ombudsman

Enclosure

VM

cc: Steve Vagci Director OfflctolFwnilyAdvocatc
Jackson County DHS Director
lnghnni County OHS Director
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