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OMB Control No: 0970-0307

Nevada Court Improvement Program 2016 Annual Self-Assessment Report

This assessment creates an opportunity for each Court Improvement Programs (CIPs) to reflect
on its work, why the work is being done and if efforts are having the intended results. Questions
are designed to solicit candid responses that help you identify what is working well, areas that
need improvement and the type of support that would be most helpful. This is intended to be a
helpful tool for all CIPs and a resource for the Children’s Bureau to identify how best to use
federal resources.

The report is comprised of seven sections with corresponding questions. Section | asks CIPs to
identify two high resource and or high priority projects and discuss them in-depth from a CQI
perspective. Section Il focuses on current priority areas and driving forces within your state that
may be affecting your work. Section 11l requests a concise accounting of projects/activities in
specific topical areas. Section 1V focuses on collaborative efforts. Section V asks about CQI
needs. Section VI asks you to do a self-assessment of your CIP’s current capacity. Section VII
provides a space for you to report on your timeliness and other performance measures.

. CQI Analyses of Projects

Identify two (2) of your highest priority/highest resource CIP projects that were in some stage of
the CQI process in FY 2016. Review and respond to the questions below about these projects.
We understand you may be early in the process and may not be able to answer all of these
questions. If applicable, indicate where you were in the process when the fiscal year ended and
what plans you have for furthering the work. For each project identified, please complete the
following seven steps.

Project # 1 Community Improvement Councils to Improve Court Timeliness, Permanency,
and Hearing Quality
Briefly describe the project and indicate the approximate date the CIP began working on it.
1. ldentify and assess needs. Think about why you decided to focus on this issue. What need
were you trying to address? What are the outcomes you were hoping to achieve? What
evidence (e.q., data) did you have of the need for improvement?

The Community Improvement Councils (CICs) were created after the Nevada Child and Family
Services Review (CFSR) and the resultant Program Improvement Plan (PIP) identified that
Nevada needed to improve its time to permanency particularly in the areas of adoption and
termination of parental rights (TPR). The PIP outlined several Systemic Factors to be addressed
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during the PIP implementation period. Specifically, Primary Strategy (3) “Improve the
Timeliness and Appropriateness of Permanency Planning across the Life of the Case” and goal
#1 under that strategy “Reduce the number of children in out of home care for 18 months or
longer and reduce barrier to adoption and TPR.” The creation of CICs helped address this area of
needed improvement.

In October 2010, Justice Nancy Saitta, Chair of the CIP Select Committee, requested that each
lead district court dependency judge create a workgroup or Community Improvement Council
(CIC) of local stakeholders to identify barriers to timely permanency, adoption, and TPR and
develop and implement solutions to these barriers (Appendix 1).

The expectation was that time to permanency and TPR would decrease with state-level support
of the CICs concerted efforts to systemically improve court processing of abuse and neglect
cases (Nevada Revised Statutes 432B cases) by implementing evidence-based best practices and
continually assessing and improving their execution.

2. Develop theory of change. Do you have a theory about the causes of the problem? What
is your "theory of change™ (how do you think your activities/interventions will improve
the outcomes)?

In Nevada, nearly 40 judges and masters have jurisdiction to hear child protection cases in 11
judicial districts and 17 counties across urban and rural jurisdictions, diverse legal cultures and
political climates. In the 9 rural districts the judges hear all types of cases: criminal, civil,
divorce, juvenile delinquency, and child welfare. Although the dependency courts were aware of
the ASFA timeliness mandates and corresponding Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) requirements;
most were completely unaware of their compliance rates.

The theory is that if the judiciary and their CICs are provided data to help them identify areas
needing improvement and information about evidence-based and best practices, with support and
guidance, they will rise to the challenge and make systemic changes to improve timeliness.
Because each judicial district is unique, the specific local activities and interventions for that
district were built on a foundation of empirical data and consensus among the key stakeholders
and constituency of that district.

3. Develop/select solution. How did you select your activities/interventions (e.g., evidence-
based, empirically supported, best-practices, etc.".)

The courts and their CICs were informed of their data metrics and how to interpret the data and
evidence-based best practices that had demonstrated improvement in specific areas. The CICs

! Definitions for evidence-based, empirically-supported and best-practices are available in Appendix A.
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agreed on the areas in need of improvement and, using expert advice and guidance, selected the
interventions that best fit their local circumstances and needs.

4. Describe the implementation of the project. What did the CIP do to implement the
project? What did others (e.g. judges, attorneys) do? Did you do anything to ensure
fidelity of the implementation (that is, anything to ensure the program was implemented
as it was supposed to be)?

Following receipt of Justice Saitta’s letter (October 2010) requesting the formation of a CIC in
each judicial district, every lead district court judge in the state created a CIC under the guidance
and with the support of Nevada CIP (Appendix 2). The two new Judicial Districts, 10 and 11,
have also formed CICs and have been meeting regularly, created and are implementing action
plans.

CIP produces quarterly and annual data packets containing court timeliness, child welfare, and
trend metrics (Appendix 3). The timeliness data metrics distributed to the CICs quarterly allow
for comparison over time as well as comparison among judicial districts. Last year, the court
performance measures quarterly report was modified to include a comparison of the median days
to permanency per year for each judicial district and the proportion of children for whom the first
permanency hearing falls within the mandatory requirements. This enables the courts to quickly
assess their progress in improving timeliness. This year, it became apparent that some old case
data was skewing the impact of recent court case processing improvements. The report now
contains columns of information looking back only 1, 2, and 3 years, as well. That is what we
are calling “modified”.

Data are used by the CICs to assess the impact of interventions on areas targeted for
improvement in their action plans. The CICs utilize the quarterly and annual data packets, and
information on targeted evidence-based and best practices provided at the annual CIC Summit
(Appendix 4) to create logic models designed to improve some aspect of court functioning
identified at the local level as in need of improvement.

These data are also used to guide CIP’s discussions with the judiciary and their CICs so local
stakeholders can work to improve timeliness and resolve systemic problems. CIP attends most
local CIC meetings (Appendix 5), reaching out to each CIC to help them identify evidence-based
and best practices that may be applicable in their jurisdictions, technical assistance to move
forward on planning their implementation, and other brainstorming support. The Coordinator is
also able to note similar areas of difficulty or success across the State to address. CIP writes and
distributes a quarterly newsletter to all CIC members updating on action plan and program
implementation and CQI status throughout the state (Appendix 6).
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CIP has contracted with the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges (NCJFCJ) to
assist the CICs with data interpretation and analysis. As a result, all 11 local CICs are working
on improving court hearing processes and quality, and have been doing so since 2011.

Initially each judicial district developed an action plan to identify barriers to permanency, timely
adoptions, and termination of parental rights; and solutions to resolve these barriers in their
districts. With help from the NCJFCJ, CIP conducts targeted annual convenings of stakeholder
teams from each of the judicial districts. During the last three annual Summits, judicial
roundtables (Appendix 7) have been facilitated by Nevada Supreme Court Justice Nancy Saitta
and a judicial facilitator during which the judicial officers share and discuss their issues of
concern. This year Judge Schumacher, retired from the 2™ JD, joined Justice Saitta to facilitate a
lively discussion around the new ICWA regulations, reasonable efforts findings, and best
practices being implemented in Nevada.

During the annual CIC Summits each of the judicial district’s CICs are provided with their local
timeliness performance measures from UNITY (Unified Nevada Information Technology for
Youth, the Nevada SACWIS or State Automated Child Welfare Information System) and child
welfare information from the Chapin Hall web tool. Guidance is provided by NCJFCJ to help
the CICs begin assessing where their systems’ timeliness measures compare to federal mandates
and to the State as a whole. Training the judges and key stakeholders on performance
measurement, helping them to think about their goals, and how and what to measure has been
CIP’s strategy to advance a CQI mindset throughout the State. NCJFCJ was contracted to
develop and present “A Guide to Integrating Continuous Quality Improvement into the Work of
the Community Improvement Councils” at the 2015 CIC Summit (Appendix 8). This Guide
offers practical suggestions for steps to fully integrate CQI into planning and action within the
CIC and is being used by the CICs as they strategize on how to improve hearing quality. During
the 2016 CIC Summit, they were provided a primer on how to access the Chapin Hall web-tool
and interpret the available data.

Using their local data to inform the process, the CICs each created two action plans (around
timeliness and child safety decision-making) during the CIC Summits in September 2012 and
2013. The 2014 and 2015 Annual CIC Summits focused on timeliness to permanency and the
principles of quality hearings and specific evidence-based strategies to improve hearing quality,
and concluded with development of action plans to improve court timeliness and hearing quality.
The 2016 CIC Summit focused on producing the best outcomes for children and their families.

To ensure fidelity of implementation, the CICs have been guided by CIP as they developed and
grew. The integrated and ongoing collection and provision of information (data that is available
and covering an extensive range of measures and potential evidence-based strategies for
improvement), combined with efforts to address challenges as they arise has a solid foundation
in Nevada’s CICs is the focus of Nevada CIP. As a matter of fact, the CICs have proven to be so
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effective that CIP used the CIC action plans upon which to build CIP’s Strategic and Funding
Plan and updates.

5. Describe any monitoring/evaluations/assessments of your project and how you intend
to apply the findings. How are you monitoring implementation and changes? What data
collection tools/methods did you (will you) use to assess effectiveness? What evidence is
there that the activities/intervention were effective? What evidence is there that the
activities/intervention were implemented with fidelity? Describe how
evaluation/assessments were used to inform the project. Does the intervention need to be
adjusted, stopped? Does the problem still exist? Was your theory of change supported?

The CICs are asked to report on implementation status and processing changes annually. Most
also review progress during their local CIC meetings. During the year the CIP Coordinator
participates in these CIC meetings to monitor implementation, help interpret quarterly data
reports to assess impact, and guide implementation changes that may be necessary. Nevada CIP
contracts with NCJFCJ to provide technical assistance related to CQI of current statewide and
local court improvement projects. NCJFCJ also conducts satisfaction, process, and impact
evaluations on the best practices implemented by the courts. Recommendations for program
improvement are, then, implemented.

The data used to assess reduction in time to permanency and TPR are court timeliness and child
welfare data from UNITY and Chapin Hall. The most recent data profile provided on November
4, 2016 indicates that Exits to Adoption in less than 24 months continues to trend positively
reflecting that improvement has occurred in timeliness of adoptions. A full 32% of those exiting
to adoption are in less than 24 months. The national median is 26.8%, and the 75th percentile is
36.6%. The data also indicate that children are now exiting to adoption in 28.0 months. The
national median is 32.4 months and the 25th percentile is 27.3 months (see chart below).

TIMELINESS OF ADOPTIONS

DISCHARGED FROM FOSTER CARE FY 2010 | FY 2011 | SFY 2012 | SFY 2013 | SFY 2014 | SFY 2015 | SFY 2016
Exits to Adoption in less than 24

Months (national median 26.8%, 14.6% 18.1% 25.0% 27.8% 30.0% 34.5% 32.0%
75" percentile = 36.6%)

Exits to Adoption, median length Median= | Median= | Median= | Median= | Median= | Median= | Median=
of stay(national median 32.4 36.3 35.4 30.7 29.0 29.0 28.0 28.0
months, months months months months months months months
25" percentile = 27.3 months)

Source: Nevada CFSP-SFY 2015-2019, page 54, 6/23/2015 Data Profile; for SFYs 2015 and 2016 data from Report CFS732,
provided by DCFS Data Team on 11/03/2016

The fact that all the statistical measures are trending in the directions of improvement since 2010
or 2011 suggests that a systemic change is taking place in Nevada. Thirty percent (32%) of the
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exits to adoption are taking place in less than 24 months as compared to only 14.6% in 2010.
Exits to adoption are taking 28 months in SFY 2016 compared to 36.3 months in 2010. The
proportion of permanency hearings held within 12 months of removal (NRS 432B.590) has
increased from 67% in CY 2012 to 81% in the first six months of CY 2016. The time to
permanent placement has decreased 182 days or 22% between 2011 and the first half of 2016
(from 848 median days to 666 median days), and the time to TPR has decreased 146 days or
20% (see page 37).

Proportion of Permanency Hearings
Meeting Statutory Timeliness CY2012 | CY2013 | CY2014 | CY2015 | CY2016
Requirements

Percent of Permanency Hearings
Held within 365 days

67% 70% 75.4% 77% 81%

As the CICs identify additional areas of improvement (e.g., hearing quality, impact of
dependency mediation) additional and different data will need to be collected and provided.

6. Is this project a priority for you in 2017? XNes [J/No
7. Would you like a CQI consultation for this project? JfYes  //No

Project # 2 Statewide Juvenile Dependency Mediation
Briefly describe the project and indicate the approximate date the CIP began working on it.
1. Identify and assess needs. Think about why you decided to focus on this issue. What need
were you trying to address? What are the outcomes you were hoping to achieve? What
evidence (e.g., data) did you have of the need for improvement?

Dependency Mediation was initially identified in the 2" Judicial District’s (JD) CIC action plan
as a means to improve timeliness to permanency and TPR by improving case processing and
parental engagement. This area of improvement was identified during the Round Two CFSR
and resulting PIP.

CIP first funded the program in Washoe County in 2011. Research indicates that programs
implemented in a manner consistent with national and state guidelines can be expected to offer
an improvement over traditional child welfare proceedings. Evaluations of mediation programs
find that mediations tend to result in full or partial agreement in at least 70% of cases. Of course,
simply producing agreements is not the only goal of mediation. There is substantial support
across a wide variety of studies that mediation provides parents and other participants an
opportunity to talk and discuss the issues they believe are necessary for the family’s success.

The ability to be heard has been a consistent theme in the 2" JD’s program’s exit surveys which
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provide quantitative and qualitative data on non-professional (parents, foster parents, etc.) and
professional participant’s response to mediation.

The initial outcomes expected for the program in the 2" JD included mediating at least 30 cases,
70% of which would come to some sort of agreement (full or partial). The average time from
petition to permanency would be 18 months or less and 80% of the mediated cases that came to
agreement would come to a permanency outcome.

2. Develop theory of change. Do you have a theory about the causes of the problem? What
is your "theory of change” (how do you think your activities/interventions will improve
the outcomes)?

Some of the lack of timeliness to permanency and TPR may be due to the fact that parents may
not be engaged in working their case plans. Research has demonstrated that not only is mediation
successful in producing agreement across a wide range of case types, but it also provides an
atmosphere in which all parties feel heard. When parties are heard they are likely to become
more engaged in the case with an increased likelihood of positive outcomes. Additionally,
research has shown that time from petition to permanency is less for mediated cases when
compared to a control group of cases not mediated.

Mediation is used to improve the quality of the dependency process by providing the parties an
opportunity to enter into a discussion in which the parties voluntarily resolve the issues that
brought the family into the dependency system and produce a written agreement in lieu of a
potentially traumatic contested hearing. Mediations tend to focus on the family’s strengths.
Benefits of mediation in child dependency cases include: time savings, efficiency, parental
engagement, and improved outcomes for children.

3. Develop/select solution. How did you select your activities/interventions (e.g., evidence-
based, empirically supported, best-practices, etc.).

Dependency mediation was selected by the CICs as an intervention to ameliorate timeliness
issues and improvement parental engagement. Following extensive research to verify that
mediation was an appropriate intervention; CIP agreed that this was indeed a viable, evidence-
based best practice to improve the processing and timeliness of dependency cases.

4. Describe the implementation of the project. What did the CIP do to implement the
project? What did others (e.g. judges, attorneys) do? Did you do anything to ensure
fidelity of the implementation (that is, anything to ensure the program was implemented
as it was supposed to be)?
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CIP worked with the 2" JD’s mediation program director and the judiciary to design program
guidelines, and protocols that could be eventually implemented statewide. CIP has helped start
mediation programs in the 2™ 5™ and 8" JDs. The 2" and the 5™ JDs have sustained their
mediation programs. The 8" JD’s program was put on hold while the court focused on
implementing child safety decision-making and the Blue Ribbon for Kids Commission
recommendations. The 8" JD is restarting their mediation program. And mediation expanded
into the western, rural judicial districts (the 3", 6™, 10", and 11" JDs) and the Washoe Tribe.
The 1% JD was using its Family Mediation Services to mediate dependency cases as well. As a
result of mediation’s success, the Statewide Juvenile Dependency Mediation Program (JDMP)
was launched July 1, 2016.

In all districts, the judiciary and its CICs have been actively involved in determining how
mediation will function within their districts. The program design allows referral to mediation at
any stage during the legal process. It includes collecting participation and outcome data with
data collection tools designed by NCJFCJ.

As part of the CIP continual quality improvement efforts and to ensure fidelity of
implementation, the NCJFCJ was contracted to design the stakeholder surveys and conduct
process and satisfaction assessments for the JDMP. NCJFCJ will also conduct an impact
assessment of the 2" JD’s program because it has been in place long enough for cases to have
closed.

To build a mediation panel of trained and qualified dependency mediators for the JDMP, CIP
worked with the 2" JD’s mediation director and lead dependency mediator to develop a 40 hour
training curriculum. CIP contracted with this mediator, who has conducted 40 hour mediation
certification trainings at University of Nevada Reno and Pepperdine, to conduct the training. On
March 7 — 11, 2016, 20 people, nominated by district court judges across the state, completed the
40 hour dependency mediation course. Following additional screening, 14 were invited to join
the Statewide JCMP panel.

5. Describe any monitoring/evaluations/assessments of your project and how you intend
to apply the findings. How are you monitoring implementation and changes? What data
collection tools/methods did you (will you) use to assess effectiveness? What evidence is
there that the activities/interventions were effective? What evidence is there that the
activities/interventions were implemented with fidelity? Describe how evaluation /
assessments were used to inform the project. Does the intervention need to be adjusted,
stopped? Does the problem still exist? Was your theory of change supported?

The NCJFCJ’s key findings from their earlier process and satisfaction assessment of the
mediation program in the 2" JD indicate that there is a general perception that mediation is
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successful. Stakeholders agreed that mediation lessened their workload in preparation and
hearings, and is a good alternative to court. The majority of the mediations (78%) resulted in
agreement, and parents felt heard, respected, and treated fairly. Mediated cases had fewer default
orders in the 2" JD. Key findings from the 2" JD’s impact assessment indicate that mediated
cases are more likely to result in reunification of the children with their families when compared
to non-mediated cases. Among mediated cases that had closed, 88% have resulted in
reunification. Among the non-mediated closed cases, only 50% resulted in reunification.
Findings show that fathers who participated in mediation were more engaged and were present at
more hearings compared to fathers who did not participate in mediation. Fathers who
participated in mediation attended 72% of all hearings, while those who did not participate in
mediation only attended 50% of their hearings (Appendix 9).

The dependency mediation program in the 8" JD launched in early 2013 and only had completed
10 mediations at the time the assessment began. Consequently, this assessment conducted by the
NCJFCJ only included process and satisfaction evaluations. It was too early to be able to assess
the program’s impact. As in the 2" JD, there is a general perception in the 8™ JD that mediation
is successful and that parents feel heard, respected, and treated fairly during the process. The
majority (84%) of the mediations have resulted in agreement. Most stakeholders feel that
mediation is successful in increasing cooperation among parties and in engaging parents
(Appendix 10).

The NCJFCJ completed a process evaluation of dependency mediation in the 5™ JD. The results
of the process evaluation demonstrate that the dependency mediation program in the 5™ JD has
had a successful start. Although only 5 mediations have been held, all five have resolved with
agreements. There is a general perception from both parents and stakeholders that mediation is a
helpful tool in moving their case forward. Parents felt that they were listened to, their opinions
were respected, and that they were part of the decision-making process. The stakeholders found
mediation to be an effective tool to increase parental engagement and provide an alternative to
litigation while not increasing their workload (Appendix11).

All programs assessed took action to implement recommendations offered by NCJFCJ. For
example, the 2" JD’s mediation program took the NCJFCJ’s recommendations to the CIC to
brainstorm how best to implement, included the recommendations in their annual goals, and
systematically implemented the recommendations outlined below (Appendix 12):

Recommendations for Improving Process & Next Steps for 2" JD’s Dependency
Mediation Program

1. Ensure All Parties Understand the Agreement. Satisfaction surveys revealed that the
parties involved did not always have the same perception of the level of agreement that
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was reached. It is important that all persons understand whether full agreement was
reached. In particular, this is important for parents, to ensure that they know what
occurred at the mediation and what the next steps are in the case.

2. Ongoing Education & Outreach. Education and outreach should not stop with
implementation. Continuing education and outreach efforts will ensure that new
stakeholders are familiar with the program. One potential outlet in Washoe for this
continued education may be the Model Court collaborative meetings that occur monthly.

3. Consistent Domestic Violence Screening & Treatment. There did not seem to be
consistency among mediators as to how the cases were screened, or how they treated
cases when domestic violence did occur. At a minimum, all cases should be screened
using a standard tool (across mediators), where parents are directly asked.

4. Decrease No-Show Rate. If parents do not show up for mediation, the mediation cannot
occur. Consider making mediation information available (such as the mediation
brochure) to parents when they are at court hearings.

5. ldentify Areas for Improved Efficiency. A few stakeholders mentioned that mediation is
too lengthy. System participants should consider what other efficiency strategies may
help with this process.

6. Share Results. A summary of the mediation reports might be useful to share with system
stakeholders in order to increase buy-in and to demonstrate the positive results of
mediation. At a minimum, identifying the number of the mediations held, the agreement
rate, and the percentage of time mediation results in vacated hearings would be
interesting to stakeholders and could help with outreach and buy-in of other stakeholders
in the process.

The problems the mediation programs were expected to help resolve are decreasing in severity as
outlined in the section above. However, since the courts are trying a multitude of interventions, a
direct correlation cannot be made between the mediation programs and improved timeliness.
Nonetheless, it does appear that mediation improves parental engagement and increases the
likelihood of family reunification. Additionally, the program’s praises are being sung by the
judiciary as exemplified by in the 2" Judicial District, Judge Egan Walker reflecting on the
Dependency Mediation Program:

“In cases where the dependency process results in termination of parental rights,
mediation is likely one of the few humane processes which we can offer parents.
In the great majority of cases which remain, mediation is reaping benefits through
earlier participation of parents and the tantalizing possibility that mediation will be
a significant tool with which to accelerate the safe and effective reunification of
families. The Dependency Mediation Program is a great example of how a
modest investment of dollars early can reap untold rewards in positive outcomes
later.”
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The theory of change has, thus far, been supported in terms of high participant satisfaction, and
increased parental engagement and reunification rates.

a. If the project has not yet been evaluated/assessed, please briefly describe your
intentions/plans for evaluation/assessment.

CIP contracted with NCJFCJ to conduct an evaluation of the Statewide Juvenile Dependency
Mediation Program. This will include a (1) process and (2) outcome evaluation to document the
effectiveness of project activities and measure expected and unanticipated outcomes. This project
intends to have an immediate and direct impact on client satisfaction and party engagement
resulting in improved permanency and timeliness outcomes for youth involved in the
dependency system. The previous evaluations discussed above have been used to inform the
design of this evaluation.

Process Evaluation

The process evaluation will be conducted statewide (on all participating jurisdictions) throughout
the entirety of the program. The process evaluation will seek to measure outputs relating to (1)
fidelity of implementation, (2) quality of efforts delivered and (3) satisfaction of clients. This
will be done through pre-surveys, satisfaction surveys, and an Excel spreadsheet database. The
NCJFCJ will submit two process evaluation reports each year of the project. The first report will
provide preliminary findings and recommendations to stakeholders in each jurisdiction outlining:
successes and challenges with program implementation, current functionality of the program,
mediation utilization barriers, impact of mediation on staff workload, and improvements that can
be made in the future. The second report will include additional information assessing progress
and change of program.

Stakeholder Perceptions

A pre-survey will be sent out to program staff prior to the implementation to collect data on how
‘success’ is defined in mediation and how mediation affects children and families. This will help
define additional outcomes of interest for the outcome evaluation. A second survey will be sent
out to all stakeholders at the end of year one and two. This survey will collect data on attitudes of
stakeholders regarding implementation of the program, perceived engagement of stakeholders,
and will provide feedback on how the program can be improved. This portion of the evaluation
will seek to answer the following questions:

How is ‘success’ defined in mediation?

How do you think mediation affects children and families’ in the process?
What were the challenges and successes with program implementation?
What could have improved the program implementation process?

Does the mediation program successfully engage parents and stakeholders?

agrownE
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6. In what ways could the program be improved?

Satisfaction Evaluation

Satisfaction surveys (Appendix 13) will be completed by participants to gauge stakeholder and
parents satisfaction following every completed mediation. This will assess participant
perceptions regarding: opportunities to voice opinions, inclusion in problem resolution, treatment
during mediation, fairness of mediation, effectiveness of mediation, and the least and most
helpful components of the process. The satisfaction evaluation will seek to answer the following
questions:

How are parents treated during mediation sessions?

To what extent do stakeholders and parents feel engaged?

To what extend do stakeholder and parents feel respected?

Do stakeholders and parents feel mediation is fair?

Do stakeholders and parents perceive that mediation is helpful?

What did participants find most and least helpful about the mediation session?

o E

Fidelity Evaluation

Process data will be collected through the development of an Excel spreadsheet that will be
provided to each site on Google drive. Each district will have access to this document and will be
instructed to collect information regarding mediated cases. Information collected in the Excel
spreadsheet may include, but may not be limited to: time frame in which a case is supposed to
be mediated, whether mediation occurred, and the outcome of the mediation. The process
evaluation will seek to answer the following questions:

1. How many mediations have been held?

2. How many mediations have reached partial agreement? Full-agreement?

3. How many mediations were cancelled because parties did not show up?

4. Were the program and/or processes implemented as intended?

Outcome Evaluation

The outcome evaluation will be conducted in one jurisdiction during year one and two to
illustrate long-term outputs and effects of the program. The 2" judicial district has utilized this
model of mediation for several years. The outcome evaluation will focus on the 2™ judicial
district in order to gain an adequate sample of cases for comparison. The outcome evaluation will
seek to assess how the mediation program might be related to case outcomes for dependency
system involved children through case file review. Case file review will be employed using a
systematic review of cases using a structured and standardized data collection instrument. The
outcome evaluation will seek to answer the following questions:
1. Does mediation result in different outcomes for children and families?
2. Does mediation improve engagement of parents in the process?
a. Does mediation increase participation of parents in hearings?
b. Does mediation increase the number of services offered to youth and families?
c. Does mediation increase parent-child visitations?
d. Does mediation increase compliance of case plans?
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3. Mediation Satisfaction

a. What were the stakeholder impressions of mediation?
b. How did parents feel about the process?
c. Did parents feel like they had a voice and were respected?

4. Mediation Outcome and Relationship to Satisfaction and Engagement

7.

a. Was there a relationship/correlation between parent satisfaction and the
mediation outcome?
b. Was there a relationship/correlation between parent engagement and the
mediation outcome?
Does mediation affect youth’s placement?
a. Does mediation increase identification of relative resources?
b. Does mediation result in fewer placement disruptions (i.e. multiple moves)?
Does mediation result in timelier outcomes for children and families?
a. Do children in stranger foster care spend less time if the case is mediated?
b. Are children more likely to reunify with their families?
Does mediation result in time and cost savings?
a. Does mediation result in fewer court hearings? Case continuances?

Is this project a priority for you in 20177 XYes [JNo
Would you like a CQI consult around this project? XIYes [ No

Trainings, Projects, and Activities For questions 1-9, provide a concise description

of work completed or underway in FY 2016 (October 2015-September 2016) in the below topical
subcategories.

For question 1, focus on significant training events or initiatives held or developed in FY 2016
and answer the corresponding questions.

1. Trainings
Topical Area | Did you hold | Who was the target What were the How did you evaluate

or develop a audience? intended training this training?

training on outcomes?

this topic?

Data XIYes [ONo | Courts/stakeholders/ | Identification of areas | Action plans and

Community in need of survey
Improvement improvement and
Councils development of

action plan to
improve timeliness,
permanency, and
hearing quality for
upcoming year
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Topical Area | Didyou hold | Who was the target What were the How did you evaluate
or develop a audience? intended training this training?
training on outcomes?

this topic?
Hearing quality | XI'Yes [INo | Courts/stakeholders/ | Identification of Action plans and
Community specific strategies and | training evaluation
Improvement best practices to
Councils improve court
processing and
development of
action plan to
improve hearing
quality for upcoming
year
Improving XYes [INo | Courts/stakeholders/ | Development of Action plans and
timeliness/ Community action plan to training evaluation
permanency Improvement improve timeliness,
Councils permanency, and
hearing quality for
upcoming year
Quality legal XYes CINo | Children’s and Improve attorney Successful completion
representation parents’ attorneys and | understanding of of on-line training
deputy district NRS432B and federal | which includes testing.
attorneys in 432B acts relating to child
(child abuse and abuse and neglect
neglect) cases
Engagement & | XIYes [INo | Courts/stakeholders/ | Development of Action plans and
participation of Community action plan to training evaluation
parties Improvement improve timeliness,
Councils permanency, and
hearing quality for
upcoming year
Well-being XYes [INo | Courts/stakeholders/ Action plans and
Community training evaluation
Improvement
Councils
ICWA XYes [INo | Judicial officers Update judicial Training evaluation
conducing 432B officers on their
hearings responsibilities under
the new ICWA
Regulations
Sex Trafficking | XYes [INo | Statewide Coalition To educate members | Development of

to Prevent the
Commercial Sexual
Exploitation of
Children

about the basics of
child trafficking

subcommittee charters
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Topical Area | Didyou hold | Who was the target What were the How did you evaluate
or develop a audience? intended training this training?
training on outcomes?

this topic?
Other: Judicial XYes [INo | Judicial Officers To educate judicial Training evaluation
Officer training handling dependency | officers value of
on Best Hearing cases involving children in
Practices the process, the
importance of and
how to make all the
required findings at
all hearings,
improving reasonable
efforts findings, and
the role of a judicial
officer and leadership
Other: XYes [INo | Train mediation panel | Develop a cadre of Training evaluation and
Dependency candidates trained dependency follow-up scenario
Mediation recommended by mediators who have | questions prior to

district court judges
across the state

completed a 40 hour
dependency
mediation course

selection of statewide
dependency mediation
panel

Questions 2-9 ask you to indicate (yes/no) if you worked on a project or activity in a specific
topic area. If the answer is yes, that you conducted a project or activity in the area, please
complete the table. If the answer is no, skip to the next question. For each project/activity
worked on, please provide a brief description, categorize the project by selecting one of the sub-
categories available in the drop down menu (e.g., for quality hearings, the sub-categories
include court observation/assessment, process improvements, specialty/pilot courts, court
orders/title IV-E, mediation, appeals, other) and identify the stage of your work by selecting the
appropriate stage from the drop down menu (identifying and assessing needs, developing a
theory of change, selecting a solution, implementing your project, or assessing/evaluating your

work)>.

In the space provided under Project Description, please describe the purpose of the project or
activity and how the project or activity will contribute to continuous quality improvement (CQI)
in the identified area. Use the “other” categories to include specific projects that are important
to you but do not necessarily fit as part of the CQI process. If you have a project/activity that
fits into multiple categories (e.g., youth engagement and well-being), please choose the
category you think fits it best and only report the project once.

2 A description of each stage of work is available in Appendix A of this document.
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2. Data Projects. Data projects include any work with administrative data sets (e.qg.,
AFCARS, SACWIS), data dashboards, data reports, fostering court improvement data,

case management systems, and data sharing efforts.

Do you have a data project/activity? Yes

(] No (skip to #3)

Project Description

How would
you categorize
this project?

Work Stage (if
applicable)

Court Event Notification: The purpose of this project is
to ensure that all parties in a case are properly and
consistently notified of hearings. In October 2016, the
Nevada Division of Child and Family Services (DCFS)
completed implementation of a NIEM-based web service
to consume new, updated and cancelled hearing
information directly from the 8" Judicial District Family
Court Case Management System. This information
automatically updates the “Hearing Screen” of the
Nevada SACWIS system, UNITY. Child Welfare Case
Workers, supervisors and attorneys assigned to the case
are now able to view both historical and upcoming
hearing information from within the SACWIS that is
updated by the Court Case Management System. The 8"
Judicial District Family Court is in the final stages of
implementing software to transmit new and updated case
hearing information and planning to implement by the
end of 2016.

Agency Data
Sharing Efforts

Implementation

Centralized Case Index (CCI): The purpose this project
is to provide the judiciary with aggregate data reports
into which they may drill down to obtain case specific
information, helping them manage their caseloads and
improve timely processing of dependency cases.

The pilot project utilized manual imports of child welfare
and court data and was successfully completed in 2015.

In September 2016, the AOC CIP Program completed
software development and implemented a web service to
receive case information through an encrypted
transmission from the Nevada Division of Child and
Family Services (DCFS) and the 2" Judicial District
Family Court. The system is in production and ready to
automatically receive and consume information. Both
the DCFS and the 2" Judicial District are currently
undergoing integration testing to confirm all record
information is received by the CCI.

Data
dashboards

Implementation
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How would Work Stage (if
Project Description you categorize applicable)
this project?

In early 2016 the CIP partnered with the 2" Judicial
District to leverage their in-house capability for
developing sophisticated ColdFusion reports. The
ColdFusion dashboard has been installed on the CCI
server and the AOC and Court are currently working to
develop production-level timeliness reports.

In the meantime, two other case management systems’
data have been added to the CCI, juvenile data for
crossover youth and education data for foster youth.
Additionally, the 10™ Judicial District was added to the
pilot project allowing the project to include both urban
and rural districts.

Do you have data reports that you consistently view? X Yes [ No

If Yes, around which topics?

[IHearing quality X Timeliness XIPermanency [JWell-being XIEducation [] Engagement of
youth L1Engagement of Parents [1Other Engagement [ Quality Legal Representation
LJICWA LIDCST [IRunaway Youth [1Other:
[IOther:

How are these reports used (to further the Court Improvement Project’s priorities)?

These data reports are reviewed by the Coordinator and distributed to the CICs who use them to
assess the impact of interventions on areas targeted for improvement in their action plans. The
CICs utilize the quarterly and annual data packets, and information on targeted evidence-based
and best practices provided at the annual CIC Summit (Appendix 4) to create logic models
designed to improve some aspect of court functioning identified at the local level as in need of
improvement.

These data reports are also used to guide CIP’s discussions with the judiciary and their CICs so
local stakeholders can work to improve timeliness and resolve systemic problems. CIP attends
most local CIC meetings (Appendix 5), reaching out to each CIC to help them identify evidence-
based and best practices that may be applicable in their jurisdictions, technical assistance to
move forward on planning their implementation, and other brainstorming support. The
Coordinator is also able to note similar areas of difficulty or success across the State to address.
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3. Hearing Quality. Hearing quality projects include any efforts you have made to improve
the quality of dependency hearings, including court observation/assessment projects,
process improvements, specialty/pilot court projects, projects related to court orders or
title 1V-E determinations, mediation, or appeals.

Do you have a hearing quality project/activity? 27 Yes

[ 7No (skip to #4)

How would you Work Stage (if
Project Description categorize this applicable)
project?
The purpose of this court observation study | Court Implementation

was to provide each court with some
baseline data and a starting point from
which to identify strengths and challenges
in practice, and to inform action planning
for ongoing systems change efforts. The
initial court observation study/assessment
was completed by NCJFCJ on 9 of the
Judicial Districts (JDs) and the baseline
results were distributed to the CICs
October 2014 (Appendix 3).

The CICs each developed action plans to
improve the quality of their hearings. Each
court focused on different aspects of the
process for improvement dependent upon
where their challenges appeared. The
courts are in the process of implementing
the changes they believe will improve their
hearings.

The State CIP is focusing on encouraging
judges to: engage parties present by
explaining the hearing process and asking
if they understand, include children in the
hearings, address ICWA, discuss child’s
safety and why child cannot return home
today, and emphasize well-being in all
hearings, review permanency and
concurrent plans more frequently possibly
by utilizing case plan summaries as a tool.

With assistance from CIP, the CICs will,
then, work on assessing the impact of their
systems changes.

Observation/Assessment

CIP helped start mediation programs in the

Mediation

Evaluation/Assessment
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Project Description

How would you
categorize this
project?

Work Stage (if
applicable)

2" 5" and 8" JDs. It also contracted with
a mediator to provide mediation services in
the northwestern rural JDs and for the
Washoe Tribe. The 2", 5™ and rural JDs
have sustained their mediation programs.
Mediation is used to improve the quality of
dependency process by providing the
parties an opportunity to enter into a
discussion in which the parties voluntarily
resolve the issues that brought the family
into the dependency system and produce a
written agreement in lieu of a potentially
traumatic contested hearing. Evaluation
and assessment has taken place and
programs are implementing changes
recommended in the evaluations.

recommendation’s implementation. While
these recommendations were developed for
Clark County, the Commission considered
data from the entire state and national-level
research about evidence-based best
practices in dependency. This means that
some, or all, of the recommendations may
be applicable and transferable to other
jurisdictions throughout the State.

For example, a subcommittee under the
“Reform of the Court Process” subgroup is
studying the development of statewide
child dependency rules of child
dependency procedure. It is expected that
this subcommittee will address priority
issues of motion practice and discovery to
create an effective system that is uniform,
predictable, and timely.

In October 2014 Nevada Supreme Court
Justice Nancy M. Saitta convened a Blue
Ribbon for Kids (BRK) Commission to
identify lasting solutions for issues in the
Clark County child welfare system to
ensure that the welfare of the children
under its charge is its highest priority. The
BRK Commission’s final report with 7

Other

Implementation
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Project Description

How would you
categorize this
project?

Work Stage (if
applicable)

recommendations was presented in March
2015.

This report is the first step in an ongoing
strategic planning and reform process that
will provide a comprehensive and
sustainable strategy for realizing the goal
of a child-centered, self-improving, and
sustainable child welfare system to support
the most vulnerable children and families.
The recommendations include:

I.  Improve Reasonable Efforts and
Child Safety and Removal
Decision-Making

Il.  Reform of the Child Welfare Agency
Process

I1l.  Reform of the Court Process

IV.  Ensure Meaningful Representation
and Voice in the Process from the
Initiation of Proceedings

V.  Selection, Retention, Training, and
Ongoing Professional Development
for all Stakeholders

VI.  Improve Public Education about
the System
VII.  Collaboration for Systemic

Overarching Reform

In the second phase of the Commission’s
work, the recommendations and
implementation strategies have been used
as a road map for stakeholders to work
together to make each one a reality. Under
the guidance of the U.S. Department of
Justice’s Office of Justice Programs
Diagnostic Center, workgroups and
committees have been convened to engage
in strategic action planning for each
recommendation’s implementation.

While these recommendations were
developed for Clark County, the
Commission considered data from the
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Project Description

How would you
categorize this
project?

Work Stage (if
applicable)

entire state and national-level research
about evidence-based best practices in
dependency. This means that some, or all,
of the recommendations may be applicable
and transferable to other jurisdictions
throughout the State.

For example, a subcommittee under the
“Reform of the Court Process” subgroup is
studying the development of statewide
child dependency rules of child
dependency procedure. It is expected that
this subcommittee will address priority
issues of motion practice and discovery to
create an effective system that is uniform,
predictable, and timely. Committees have
been convened to engage in strategic action
planning for each recommendation’s
implementation.

While these recommendations were
developed for Clark County, the
Commission considered data from the
entire state and national-level research
about evidence-based best practices in
dependency. This means that some, or all,
of the recommendations may be applicable
and transferable to other jurisdictions
throughout the State.

For example, a subcommittee under the
“Reform of the Court Process” subgroup is
studying the development of statewide
child dependency rules of child
dependency procedure. It is expected that
this subcommittee will address priority
issues of motion practice and discovery to
create an effective system that is uniform,
predictable, and timely. Committees have
been convened to engage in strategic action
planning for each recommendation’s
implementation.
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4. Improving Timeliness of Hearings or Permanency Outcomes. Timeliness and
permanency projects include any activities or projects meant to improve the timeliness of
case processing or achievement of timely permanency. This could include general
timeliness; focus on continuances or appeals, working on permanency goals other than

APPLA, or focus on APPLA and older youth.

Do you have a Timeliness or permanency project/activity? 2JYes  //No (skip to #5)

Project Description

How would
you categorize
this project?

Work Stage (if
applicable)

In response to the Child and Family Services
Review, the courts were asked to identify solutions
to overcome barriers to timely permanency,
adoption, and termination of parental rights. In
November 2010, the Nevada Supreme Court asked
each judicial district in the State to convene a
Community Improvement Council (CIC) composed
of locally selected key stakeholders and other
system partners. The initial goal of the CICs
included considering the functioning and efficiency
of the permanency timeframes by identifying and
assessing the challenges and possible solutions
specific to the jurisdiction.

Every court created a CIC and each CIC has been
meeting for the last five years concentrating on
improving the timely processing of dependency
cases. Some CICs have been more active or more
focused than others, but the combined impact of
these workgroups has been noticeable and
appreciable. The impact of this work has been
assessed annually. Time to permanency and
termination of parental rights has been consistently
trending downward (24% and 19%, respectively)
and the proportion of permanency hearings meeting
statutory requirement upward (22% increase).

General/ASFA

Evaluation/Assessment

5. Quality of Legal Representation. Quality of legal representation projects may include
any activities/efforts related to improvement of representation for parents, youth, or the
agency. This might include assessments or analyzing current practice, implementing new
practice models, working with law school clinics, or other activities in this area.

Do you have a quality legal representation project/activity? £J7Yes /[ /No (skip to #6)
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Project Description

How would
you categorize
this project?

Work Stage (if
applicable)

The On-line Attorney Training Project is designed
to educate attorneys practicing in 432B cases about
state and federal law and ethical considerations. It
will also be used to inform child welfare workers.
The training has been developed and completed. It
will be uploaded to the AOC’s Judicial Education
Website by the end of CY 2016.

Other

Implementation

Assessment of Statewide Perceptions of Parents’
Attorneys: CBCC staff assisted the CIP to develop
an evaluation plan to examine dependency court
practices by districts in the areas of perceptions of
system  stakeholders, = communication, and
mediation. Part of these efforts included a survey
to help determine the current state of practice and
what trainings or resources may be needed to
support or enhance current practices. In the first
section, participants are asked to indicate in what
judicial district they work and their role within the
child welfare court system (based on their answer
to this question, participants were given the
appropriate questions). The next section addressed
perceptions of stakeholder communication and
practice. The last section addressed mediation,
asking participants if they participate in mediation,
how frequently, and their level of agreement with a
specific statement which ranges on a 5-point scale
of strongly disagree to strongly agree.

Assessment

Evaluation/Assessment

6. Engagement & Participation of Parties. Engagement and participation of parties
includes any efforts centered around youth, parent, foster family, or caregiver
engagement, as well as projects related to notice to relatives, limited English proficiency,
or other efforts to increase presence and engagement at the hearing.
Do you have an engagement or participation of parties project/activity? //Yes £JNo

Project Description

How would
you categorize
this project?

Work Stage (if
applicable)

Choose an item.

Choose an item.

Choose an item.

Choose an item.

Choose an item.

Choose an item.
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7. Well-Being. Well-being projects include any efforts related to improving the well-being
of youth. Projects could focus on education, early childhood development, psychotropic
medication, LGBTQ youth, trauma, racial disproportionality/disparity, immigration, or

other well-being related topics.

Do you have any projects/activities focused on well-being? &7 Yes

L 7No (skip to #8)

Project Description

How would
you categorize
this project?

Work Stage (if
applicable)

The Nevada Education, Child Welfare and the Courts
Collaborative (Nevada’s Department of Education
(NDOE), Clark County Department of Family Services
(CCDFS), Division of Child and Family Services
(DCFS), Washoe County Department of Social Services
(WCDSS)) chaired by CIP has the mission to improve
school placement stability and continuity of instruction,
specifically reducing the number of school moves and
ensuring that if a move is necessary that the transition is
eased by making certain that the child’s records are
readily available to the new school and that the new
school is aware that the child is in foster care.

This requires information be shared among the child
welfare agency, the school district, and the court. To that
end, in 2013 the Nevada Legislature enacted Senate Bill
31 (SB 31), which defined children in the legal custody
of a child welfare agency as being awaiting foster care
placement per the federal McKinney-Vento Homeless
Assistance Act unless the child is legally adopted or
ordered by the court to a permanent placement.

The Collaborative has written a bill draft to incorporate
the new Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA)
requirements into the Nevada Revised Statutes which
removes awaiting foster care from the definition of
homelessness, includes definitions of foster care and
school of origin, and places shared responsibility on the
Local Education Agencies and Child Welfare Offices for
providing transportation to the school of origin for
students in foster care. The NDE is in the process of
aligning state educational policies with the provisions of
ESSA, and will be providing guidance and training to
school districts and child welfare liaisons. Additionally,
many of our school districts and child welfare agencies
have not identified foster care points of contact. The
NDE is working with both school districts and child

Education

Implementation
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Project Description

How would

Work Stage (if

you categorize applicable)

this project?

welfare agencies to identify individuals and open the
lines of communication.

The NDE and the DCFS wrote and distributed a joint
letter to all school superintendents, school staff, and child
welfare administrators, managers, and supervisors
instructing all parties to immediately implement the
Uninterrupted Scholars Act. It specifically identified
who has a right to access the child’s educational records,
how they access the records, and how the child welfare
agency proves that it has custody of the student.

The Statewide Collaborative is working on a similar
memo regarding ESSA.

This Statewide Collaborative is also responsible for a
pilot project to ensure that foster children are identified
quickly by the school district and afforded appropriate
services. The Washoe County Department of Social
Services (WCDSS) and the Washoe County School
District have initiated a Pilot Electronic Information
sharing plan in which all related fields in the school
district’s case management system (CMS), Infinite
Campus, will populate from UNITY nightly. Infinite
Campus has been modified and UNITY expects to be
able to push data by January 2017.

This means, among others things, that schools will have
updated information about foster children, including the
fact that these students are in foster care, nightly.

Because all school districts and NDOE are now using
Infinite Campus, this capacity will also be statewide.
The expectation is that this will improve educational
stability and continuity of instruction for foster children.

8. ICWA. ICWA projects could include any efforts to enhance state and tribal
collaboration, state and tribal court agreements, data collection and analysis of ICWA

compliance, or ICWA notice projects.

Do you have any projects/activities focused on ICWA? //Yes
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9. Preventing Sex Trafficking and Strengthening Families Act (PSTFSA). PSTFSA
projects could include any work around domestic child sex trafficking, the reasonable and
prudent parent standard, a focus on runaway youth, focus on normalcy, collaboration
with other agencies around this topic, data collection and analysis, data sharing, or other
efforts to fully implement the act into practice.

Do you have any projects/activities focused on PSTSFA? X Yes [ No

How would you categorize Work Stage (if
Project Description this project? applicable)
Working with Governor’s Office developed | Sex Trafficking Implementation
a statewide coalition to prevent CSEC
Creating a statewide data collecting and Data Selecting
sharing process collection/assessment/analysis Solution

M. Priority Areas & CIP Resources

1. What would you consider your top two priority areas for FY 20167
Data projects [1 Hearing quality
[1 Timeliness/permanency [ Quality of legal representation
[ Engagement of Parties ] Well-being
[1 Preventing Sex Trafficking & Strengthening Families
[J ICWA Other:

Support judicial CICs in their efforts to improve their timeliness to permanency, child safety
decision-making, timely hearing quality including timely appointment of quality legal
representation and engagement of parties, and well-being in the areas of trauma-informed
practices and education.

2. Are there any outside driving forces that determine your priorities or consume a
lot of your time? (For example, legislative involvement or directives, budget
concerns, consent decrees and class action litigation, highly publicized child
fatalities, unaccompanied minors, etc.)

These are no outside driving forces determining CIP priorities.

IV.  CIP Collaboration and Participation in Child Welfare Program Planning and
Improvement Efforts
1. For FY2015, you described how the CIP planned to assist with and participate in
round three of the CFSR and program improvement process. We are interested in
your progress or any changes to this plan.
a. Has your plan changed? If so, how?
b. How have you moved this plan forward in FY20167?
c. What barriers have you encountered (if any) in increasing your
participation with round three of CFSR?
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d. Have you received any technical assistance on this issue? If so, what was
it and how was it helpful to you?

The plan developed to assist Nevada Child Welfare Agencies with, and participate in, round
three of the CFSR and program improved process has been successfully implemented and
remains on course. DCFS includes CIP in its CFSR efforts including the in person Federal
briefing in Seattle.

CIP is a charter team member of the DCFS Statewide Quality Improvement Committee (SQIC).
The SQIC*s purpose is to promote positive outcomes for Nevada‘s children through continuous
oversight and analysis of state and federally identified performance measures and data relevant

to continuous quality improvement.

As an active member of the SQIC which meets monthly to discuss all things related to
NCANDS, AFCARS, NYTD Data and ongoing CFSR/APSR/CFSP activities, CIP provides a
standing report on relevant court measure data. Focus groups with CIP were conducted for the
2016 APRS and CIP collaborated and participated in focus groups related to the CFSR Systemic
Factors, specifically those related to the Systemic Factors of “Case Review System” or Items 20-
24. ltis planned that CIP will be involved in focus groups in 2017.

The Nevada court system and CIP partners with child welfare on a variety of fronts as the need
arises. The CICs all include their child welfare partners in developing and implementing their
action plans to address local issues. CIP experiences no barriers to CFSR participation, as a
matter of fact, DCFS actively solicits CIP input. No technical assistance has been offered to date.

2. For FY2015 you described how the CIP will assist with and participate in the
CFSP/APSR processes with the child welfare agency in an ongoing fashion. We
are interested in your progress or any changes to this plan.

a. Has your plan changed? If so, how?

b. How have you moved this plan forward in FY20167?

c. What barriers have you encountered (if any) to working with the child
welfare agency in the CFSP/APSR process in an ongoing fashion?

d. Have you received any technical assistance on this issue? If so, what was
it and how was it helpful to you?

The Plan for CIP to participate in round three of the CFSR and program improvement process
has not changed. CIP continues to be a Charter member of the DCFS SQIC which meets
monthly to discuss all things related to NCANDS, AFCARS, NYTD Data and on-going
CFSP/APSR/CFSR activities. We collaborate and share information. CIP is a member of the
trained reviewer pool and, as time permits is involved in those on-going case reviews. The
results of these reviews are shared during the SQIC. CIP was involved in Case Reviews for the
DCFS Rural Region in 2015, 2016 and will be involved in 2017.
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Additionally, DCFS in collaboration with CIP is presently joining meetings with the CICs in
efforts to continue to educate them on the up-coming 2018 CFSR and collect input on the APSR
Systemic Factors.

3. How are you involved, if at all, with the child welfare agency’s CQI efforts?
[ 7 Contributing data [ Receiving data  AXJointly using data
&J Collaborative meetings [ ] Collaborative systems change project(s)
7 Other:

DCEFS has an open TA from the Capacity Center for States that just started. CIP is a member of
this group. This group began the process of conducting a CQI Self-Assessment and Action Plan.

V. CQI Current Capacity Assessment
1. How is the CIP progressing with CQI overall? Please provide a brief description of
how you integrate CQI into your work.

Nevada CIP integrates continual quality improvement (CQI) into all its decision-making at the
state level, as well as instilling CQI into the systems change efforts by the CICs at the judicial
district/local level (Appendix 14). Because Nevada CIP has limited resources, it has leveraged
UNITY (Unified Nevada Information Technology for Youth the Nevada SACWIS or State
Automated Child Welfare Information System) data and the AFCARS (Adoption and Foster
Care Reporting System) as sources of information for most of its undertakings. Together with
local qualitative and quantitative information, these data act as the foundation for state and local
action planning.

For example, quarterly court timeliness and permanency data are provided at the county and
judicial district level using UNITY (Appendix 3). Annually, CIP provides a data summary for
each judicial district including the court timeliness indicators, permanency and outcome data,
placement stability, and time in care. For 2016, the report also included trend information as
well as charts as a result of digging deeper into the data. For example, CICs were provided
information regarding outcomes and first placement for children 0-3 years of age (Appendix 3).

This report is provided to judges, the child welfare agencies, district attorneys, the Attorney
General’s Office, local CASA directors, parents’ and children’s counsel, and county public
defenders’ offices. During the CIC Summit and local CIC meetings these data are reviewed to
determine next steps to be taken to improve the local systems. For example, the 2" JD’s CIC
Action Plan focused on additional efforts to improve termination of parental rights timeliness.
Following are the concrete steps this CIC is taking:

e Court will direct filing of TPR on a particular date and a mediation date
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e Find and distribute TPR backlog list to CIC stakeholders in next 90 days
e Distribute TPR petition template to social workers and initiate Pilot Project.

A rural court’s (10" JD) CIC Action Plan focused on improving the quality of its hearings:
e The court will ask 3 questions at each hearing and child welfare will be prepared to
respond:
» What is the barrier to child going home (e.qg., safety issues)?
» What are the reasonable efforts child welfare provided since last review?
» What needs to occur to meet permanency plan?
e Expand initial calendar to 24 months and include description of each hearing for parents
e Court will appoint attorney to represent adoptive parents when case is going to mediation
e Continue quarterly CIC meetings with review of action plan at each
e Continue monthly stakeholder meetings to discuss case progress
e Access Chapin Hall data to track timeliness and permanency improvements.

The newest district court’s CIC action plan focuses on building the CIC to support the court
improvement efforts. The 11" JD is a three county district spreading across hundreds of miles.
Each of the three counties hold regularly scheduled quarterly meetings. They now plan to invite
tribal representatives to join the quarterly and annual CIC meetings. Pershing County has
already done so, the other two plan to do so for their October meetings. Additionally, they plan
an annual “Super-CIC” meeting with for three counties rotating locations. They intend to
include training at this “Super-Meeting”. This JD is the first in the State to hold monthly short
hearings for each dependency case. These hearings are designed to provide the parents with
“face-time” with the judge in a “drug court” manner.

The CICs have all received instruction on how to utilize the “Guide to Integrating Continuous
Quality Improvement into the Work of CICs” (Appendix 8). This Guide provides step by step
direction on everything from establishing or revitalizing a CIC, to refining action plans through a
CQl lens, to how to determine progress by collecting and analyzing data. It includes data
collection tools which NCJFCJ (through a contract with CIP) can and will help the CICs use. All
this is beautifully crafted into 6 “easy steps” with examples taken directly from the CICs’ action
plans.

The intent is for the local CICs to use the child welfare and court data that is regularly provided
by CIP to identify areas needing improvement, develop solutions, implement changes, and assess
the impact of the changes. CIP funds process and impact assessment on many of the larger
program interventions; however processing changes such as including children in the hearings
or engaging parents could be assessed by the courts, themselves.
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The CICs are asked to report annually on the implementation of their action plans. They need
more help strategically assessing their implementation efforts to determine the strengths and
weaknesses of their changes, and the gaps between the expectations and performance.

Currently CIP is working to provide the courts with a dashboard to provide them aggregate
timeliness and quality reports on demand (the Centralized Case Index mentioned in Section 11.2).

2. Which of the following CBCC Events/Services have you/your staff engaged in in the
2016 Fiscal Year?

Annual CIP Meeting 1 CQI Consult (Topic: Legal Representation)

1 CQI Workshop — Quality Legal Representation X CQI Workshop — Quality Hearings
Constituency Group — ICWA Constituency Group — Anti-Trafficking

L1 Constituency Group — New Directors L1 Constituency Group — APPLA/Older Youth
CIP All Call — What % of All Calls does your CIP participate in? 100%

3. Do you have any of the following resources to help you integrate CQI into practice?
X CIP staff with CQI (e.g., data, evaluation) expertise [1Consultants with CQI expertise
[Ja University partnership XContracts with external agencies to assist with CQI efforts
LJOther resources:

3. Describe the largest challenges your CIP faces with implementing CQI into your
work.

The three largest overarching challenges to implementing CQI into the work effort of CIP is
time, staff, and funding. CIP is challenged by the time and effort required to assess and
determine if the jurisdictions have implemented the projects or practices outlined in their action
plans and how interventions are working. Adequately supporting 11 judicial CICs across the
entire state who are implementing a variety of initiatives is becoming a concern. CIP does
contract with NCFJC for CQI assistance, but the assistance is limited by funding available. The
unknown future of CIP funding for the Data and Training Grants is a huge challenge.

4. Please review the list of capacities below. Select the three capacity areas that you
would like to increase your knowledge of or enhance your ability to do in the next

fiscal year.

LICQI generally Data collection methodologies
Data analysis [1Understanding/applying data
L] Evaluation design LITool development

[IPolicy change implementation LJCQI commitment (buy-in)
LICollaboration w/agencies [IData-driven decision-making
UParticipation in CFSR process LIPerformance measurement
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[Participation in CFSP/APSR process L1Community partnership
[C1Awareness of evidence-based practices  [1Research partnerships
[ILeadership [IData systems
LICurrently available data (e.g., AFCARS) X Tracking implementation/changes
U Training evaluation
Evaluation/CQI efforts specific to:

X Preventing Trafficking and Strengthening Families Act

X Quality legal representation Hearing quality
LITimeliness/Permanency C1Well-being
XIEngagement/Presence of Parties L1 ICWA
LIOther:
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VI.  Self-Assessment — Capacity
We would like the Court Improvement Program administrator to assess their current capacities related to knowledge, skills, resources, and
collaboration by responding to the following 3 sets of questions.

1. Please indicate your level of agreement to the following statements.

Strongly | Disagree | Somewhat | Neither | Somewhat | Agree | Strongly
Disagree Disagree | Agree nor Agree Agree
Disagree
I have a good understanding of CQI. ] ] O O O O
I understand how to integrate CQI into all our ] ] O O O O
work.
| am familiar with the available data relevant to ] O O O [ [
our work.
I understand how to interpret and apply the [ ] [ ] [ ]
available data.
The CIP and the state child welfare agency [ ] [ ] [ ]
have shared goals.
The CIP and the state child welfare agency [ ] [ ] L] []
collaborate around program planning and
improvement efforts.
We have the resources we need to fully ] O O ] O O
integrate CQI into practice.
I have staff, consultants, or partners who can
answer my CQI questions.
2. How frequently do you engage in the following activities?
| Never | Rarely | Sometimes | Often | Always
We use data to make decisions about where to focus our efforts. J J J O
We meet with representatives of the child welfare agency to engage O O ] []
in collaborative systems change efforts
We evaluate newly developed or modified programs/practices. O O ] []
We use evaluation/assessment findings to make changes to O] ] ] []
programs/practices.
CQIl is integrated into all our projects. O O O O
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3. Please review the descriptions of the different levels of collaboration. Using the scale provided, please indicate the extent to which you
currently interact with each other partner identified below.

Networking Cooperation Coordination Coalition Collaboration
1 2 3 4 5
Relationship Characteristics --Aware of ---Provide info to | --Share --Share ideas --Members belong to one
organization each other information and --Share resources system
--Loosely defined --Somewhat resources --Frequent and --Frequent
roles defined roles --Defined roles prioritized communication is
--Little --Formal --Frequent communication characterized by mutual
communication communication communication --All member have a | trust
--All decisions --All decisions --Some shared vote in decision- --Consensus is reached
made made decision making making on all decisions
independently independently
No Networking | Cooperation Coordination Coalition Collaboration
Interaction
at all
0 1 2 3 4 5
State Child Welfare Agency O O O O ]
Tribal Child Welfare Agencies ] O OJ O O
Tribal Courts O O ] [ [
Department of Education/ School O O ] O []
Law enforcement ] O O O ]
Juvenile justice agency (e.g., O O ] ] O]
DOJ)
Behavioral/mental health n ] O ] ]
Substance abuse/addictions O] ] OJ OJ O O
management agency
Other: CIC O O O ] ]
Other: Coalition to Prevent H ] ] O L]
CSEC

Nevada Court Improvement Program 2016 Annual Report 33



VII. Timeliness Data & Performance Measurement

The purpose of asking all the CIPs to report on timeliness measures has been to prompt you to identify available data, examine how you are
currently doing, and make comparisons to how you have done in the past on specific measures. The goal is to help you identify where you are and
encourage you to use data in a meaningful way in your systems change efforts. As such, we have restructured the timeliness requirements so that
you can still report on the timeliness measures but have the option to report on other measures that you have found particularly meaningful in
your work.?

1. Timeliness. Provide a narrative below describing where you are getting data and how you are calculating the timeliness measures you
report. What is your universe of cases (e.g., what is your sample, exit or entry cohort, etc.)? Is the data from the agency (e.g., SACWIS), from
a court case management system (e.g., Odyssey) or from another source? Do you have any concerns with the accuracy of the data?

Nevada CIP developed and implemented a plan to collect and report on the original five timeliness measures mandated to be reported on by 2013:
time to first permanency hearing, time to all subsequent hearings, time to permanency, time to filing of termination of parental rights, and time to
termination of parental rights. Although mandatory reporting will no longer be required after this year, Nevada will continue to collect and report
these data as they provide verifiable information concerning the impact of our various initiatives.

The CIP Coordinator had several discussions with DCFS; our data exchange consultant, Aaron Gorrell with Waterhole Software; and the AOC
Research and Statistical Unit to begin to identify the best data source for these timeliness measures. It was concluded that the best source for these
data is the SACWIS, UNITY. During discussions with DCFS, concerning accessing the initial timeliness measures from our SACWIS and
subsequent research, it became clear that the calculation start date of when the petition was filed was not available in UNITY. There is no screen into
which that data is entered. However, UNITY has good, clean data on the date of removal. As we proceed with the Centralized Case Index pilot
project, date the original petition is filed may become available.

The Toolkit, however, indicates that using the date of removal may actually provide more reliable conclusions than initiating the calculation from the
date the petition is filed. “The rationale for using the removal date as the calculation start date is that the time to permanency should relate to the
child’s experience of not having a permanent home.” Additionally, the Toolkit continues that “because using the date petition is filed is based on the
beginning of the litigation, the measure will include cases in which the child was never removed from the home. And if the child enters foster care
long after the petition is filed, the calculated time to permanency will be much longer than the time the child actually spends in foster care”(page 159
of Court Performance Measures in Child Abuse and Neglect Cases).

DCFS’s AFCARS and National Child Abuse and Neglect Data System (NCANDS) Specialist spent considerable time reviewing the technical guide
from the Toolkit regarding Measure 4G, Time to First Permanency Hearing, and advised that Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) drive the first

® The OJIDP Toolkit that includes these performance measures is available online at: http://www.ojjdp.gov/publications/courttoolkit.html
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permanency hearing as follows: NRS 432B.590 states that annual disposition is not later than 12 months after the initial removal. So it would
appear that, assuming all courts follow Nevada State law, they are setting the permanency hearing from the initial removal, not from the date the
petition is filed.

Federal Law defines that date as the earlier of either the date of the first judicial finding that the child has been subjected to child abuse or neglect
(this is usually adjudication) or 60 days after the date the child is removed from the home. This is known in Quality Assurance as the starting count
for the 15 out of 22 months for filing of TPR, and is used in IV-E during a IV-E review. Not only will initiating timeliness calculations from the date
of removal from home allow us to be consistent with State law, but also with AFCARS and NCANDS.

With the DCFS Information Management Services (IMS) programmer and in consultation with our Region 1X contacts, CIP defined the parameters
for each of the timeliness measures. It was agreed that CIP would use an exit survey-type approach for all those children who are in custody and
have reached whichever point in time (first, second permanency hearing, or permanent placement) during a particular range of times rather than a
snapshot of those in foster care on a particular day. This allows calculations of a range of dates. Each “exit” will be the end point of each measure.

It was also agreed that the report would include up to the fifth subsequent hearing with the remainder being combined into an “all others” category.
This determination was made based upon CFSR data that showed that in most cases children are out of foster care within 2 years. For those who are
adopted or aged out of the system it is less than 4 years. By reporting out to the fifth subsequent hearing, details are reported on approximately 85%
of the children. In the Quality Assurance section of the report, each child’s hearings is listed to allow reporting on those with more than five
subsequent hearings.

When considering Time to Permanent Placement, time to each of the possible permanent situations (reunification, adoption, legal guardianship, and
placement with a relative) is discretely identified as well as the total. In so doing, types of placements that may take longer can more easily be
identified.

The report is delineated by each county within each judicial district. For example, the 1% Judicial District is composed of two counties. The report
includes 1% JD — Storey County and 1% JD — Carson City. The judicial district of the first permanency hearing is the driver. In some instances, a
case’s children may move from one county to another, but it is assumed that the case belongs to the initial county.

When calculating the Time to Termination of Parental Rights (TPR), relinquishment is being reported separately because a TPR petition is not filed
in all relinquishment cases.

Please see the example below for the report logic, format, and access screen in UNITY. The fourth timeliness measure, from removal to date TPR
petition is filed, cannot yet be calculated. There was no UNITY screen in which to enter the date the TPR petition is filed. As DCFS’ Information
Management Systems (IMS) was uploading UNITY data to Chapin Hall, some potential modifications were identified. A TPR petition date filed

screen was developed, however the only agency entering data into that screen has been Washoe County Department of Social Services. The other
two child welfare agencies are working on rectifying this. Nonetheless, the historical data will not be entered into UNITY immediately, so reports
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cannot be run on the time from removal to TPR petition filed until some data on current cases has been entered. The Centralized Case Index pilot will
assist with obtaining these data.

The quality of the data is only as good as the data entered. Much of the data entered into UNITY is entered by the caseworker.

M Court Performance {CFSXXX) E3

e —Junsdn:tn:un .........................
[T Clark. [ State [ ‘Washoe

Coiliiil RBecordsRead: D 2227 ool
Cantinue » XEEmEEl T_"lSu:heduIe
Date Range
State/Clark/Washoe Check boxes
Population

Pull all children who are in custody/removed anytime between the date range (using the ‘report driver' logic)
Ignore children based on their custody when it doesn’t match the report parameters
For each child compute the following measures
1) Time to First Permanency Hearing — difference of time between when the child was 1% removed and when the first ‘PERM’ hearing occurred.
2) Time to all Subsequent Permanency Hearings — difference of time between the child’s 1 ‘PERM’ hearing and 2™ ‘PERM’ hearing and 2™ and 3" and
so on. We will not include PERM Hearings > Today and > Report ‘“To’ date.
3) Calculation based on Adult/Child relationships that have been terminated OR Relinquished in the UNITY application.
Time difference between the removal and the termination/relinquishment entered in UNITY
Include the number of parents included in this calculation
4) Display by court the end reason as to why a child’s custody ended
This information will be similar to CFS721 Foster Care Report

Court: (followed by the rest of the counties)
Notes The 'PERM' hearing will be tied to a 'Court Code'
QA option as well so users can look up the supporting data
In Excel sorted by child and hearing dates, Child 1D, Child Name, Removal/Hearing Date
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Median Days Cy 2011 | Cy2012 |CY2013 | CY2014 | CY 2015 | 1st6 CIP Projects Targeting Measures (if
Baseline months applicable)
'\\’}easure of CY | [If this measure was targeted by an
ear 2016 . . .
intervention (e.g., efforts made to improve
timeliness), please list the project or activity
here]
Required Timeliness Measures
4G. Time to First 359 366 359 357 352 353 CICs, Dependency mediation, CASA, attorney
Permanency Hearing training, pro bono programs, and CQI efforts
4H. Time to Termination of | NA NA NA NA NA NA CICs, Dependency mediation, CASA, attorney
Parental Rights Petition training, pro bono programs, and CQI efforts
41. Time to Termination of | 764 699 599 608 676 618 CICs’ focus on eliminating barriers to timely
Parental Rights (-19%) | placement in their judicial districts and CQI
efforts
4A. Time to Permanent 848 729 675 688 644 666 CICs’ focus on eliminating barriers to timely
Placement (-21%) | placement in their judicial districts and CQI
efforts
| Optional Measures
Time to Reunification 517 CICs, Dependency mediation, CASA, attorney
training, pro bono programs, and CQI efforts
Time to Adoption 880 CICs’ focus on eliminating barriers to timely
placement in their judicial districts and CQI
efforts
Time to Rel Guardianship 542
Time to Emancipation 2487
Time to Subsequent | 367 199 348 182 182 182
Permanency Hearings
1B. Percentage of Cases | 5.1% 5.6% 5.8% 6.4% 5.6% Not
that Re-enter within 1 year Avalil
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2. Other Measures. What other measures do you collect that you find particularly useful?
CIP collects and distributes to the CICs the proportion of first permanency hearings that fall within the statutory requirements which paints a
very different picture than simply considering the median days to permanency hearing. CIP also collects the proportion of youth who have
been in care over one year. Each judicial district receives quarterly and annual data regarding the median days to reunification, adoption,
guardianship, return to caretaker, turned over to Tribe. Statewide measures had not been calculated until 2016.

Do you currently or have you recently collected any data on quality legal representation or quality court hearings that you would be willing to
discuss and share?

NCJFCJ conducted court observations on 9 or our 10 judicial districts in 2014 to develop a baseline upon which to focus hearing quality

improvement. With the assistance of the CBCC, CIP is working to develop a pilot peer observation project in which dependency judges with the
assistance of a mentor judge will observe other court’s hearings. CIP is currently developing an observation tool.
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APPENDIX A: DEFINITIONS
Definitions of Evidence

Evidence-based practice — evidence-based practices are practice that have been empirically
tested in a rigorous way (involving random assignment to groups), have demonstrated
effectiveness related to specific outcomes, have been replicated in practice at least one, and have
findings published in peer reviewed journal articles.
Empirically-supported- less rigorous than evidence-based practices are empirically-supported
practices. To be empirically supported, a program must have been evaluated in some way and
have demonstrated some relationship to a positive outcome. This may not meet the rigor of
evidence-base, but still has some support for effectiveness.
Best-practices — best practices are often those widely accepted in the field as good practice.
They may or may not have empirical support as to effectiveness, but are often derived from
teams of experts in the field.

Definitions for Work Stages

Identifying and Assessing Needs — This phase is the earliest phase in the process, where you are
identifying a need to be addressed. The assessing needs phase includes identifying the need,
determining if there is available data demonstrating that this a problem, forming teams to address
the issue.

Develop theory of change—This phase focuses on the theorizing the causes of a problem. In this
phase you would identify what you think might be causing the problem and develop a “theory of
change”. The theory of change is essentially how you think your activities (or intervention) will
improve outcomes.

Develop/select solution—This phase includes developing or selecting a solution. In this phase,
you might be exploring potential best-practices or evidence-based practices that you may want to
implement as a solution to the identified need. You might also be developing a specific training,
program, or practice that you want to implement.

Implementation — the implementation phase of work is when an intervention is being piloted or
tested. This includes adapting programs or practices to meet your needs, and developing
implementation supports.

Evaluation/assessment — the evaluation and assessment phase includes any efforts to collect data
about the fidelity (process measures: was it implemented as planned?) or effectiveness (outcome
measures: is the intervention making a difference?) of the project. The evaluation assessment
phase also includes post-evaluation efforts to apply findings, such as making changes to the
program/practice and using the data to inform next steps.
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SuPrReEME CouRrRT oF NEvADA
NancYy M. SaiTTA, JusTice
20| SouTH CARSON STREET
CarsoN CiTy, NEVADA 89701-4702
(775) 684-1530

October 27, 2010

The Honorable T. Arthur Ritchie, Jr.

Judge, Eighth Judicial District Family Court
200 Lewis Avenue

Las Vegas NV 89155 o N

” cwff—’/

Dear Chief Judge v-i't’é'ii}ire, Jr.:

In response to a federal review of Nevada’s child welfare system, the courts have been
asked to identify barriers to permanency, timely adoption, and termination of parental
rights. Work groups or “community improvement councils” (CIC) have proven to be
very effective in other states. Because you are directly involved in the system, know what
your local issues are and how best to resolve them, I would like you to convene and have
one of the family court judges chair a CIC in your judicial district. These Councils
should be composed of key local stakeholders and other system partners such as district
attorneys, private attorneys, child welfare agency staff, CASAs, GALs, and other
interested parties.

The goal of these CICs is to consider the current functioning and efficiency of the
permanency timeframes by identifying and assessing the challenges and possible
solutions specific to your jurisdiction. To accomplish this goal your CIC will meet two
or three times over the next four months. Ideally, all the CICs should share their
experiences and lessons learned.

You will not be alone in this endeavor. The Court Improvement Program will provide
you with information and staff support. CIP has some limited resources available to assist
you with such things as facilitation of your Council, invitations to community members,
or research data.

In the next day or two, you will receive a letter from Kathie Malzahn-Bass, CIP
Coordinator, with more specific information on the Community Improvement Council
process. Kathie plans to attend as many initial CIC meetings as possible. Please consider
this letter as my “introduction” of Kathie. As the CIP coordinator, Kathie can assist you
and identify opportunities during your council meetings where CIP might offer
assistance.



I am counting on you to make your CIC a success. I know how busy you are, and I
sincerely appreciate the time and effort you will give to this project. I believe that the
court plays an important part in ensuring the system works for everyone.

Should you have any questions, please contact me directly at nsaitta@nvcourts.nv.gov or
775.684.1530.

) N\fgj}/{i‘mly Yours s
AN T

(8.

Nancy M. Saitta, Justice

1t
cc: Chief Justice Parraguirre
Judge Togliatti
Judge Sanchez
Judge Steel
K. Malzahn-Bass
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Supreme Court of Nevada
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS

RONALD R. TITUS MARGARET EVANS
Director and Deputy Director
State Court Administrator Administration
JOAN E. NEUFFER, Esq. ROBIN SWEET
Deputy Director Deputy Director
Legal Judicial Programs & Services
VERISE V. CAMPBELL SCOTT SOSEBEE
Deputy Director Deputy Director
Foreclosure Mediation Information Technology

November 1, 2010

The Honorable T. Arthur Ritchie, Jr.

Judge, Eighth Judicial District Family Court
200 Lewis Avenue

Las Vegas, NV 89155

Subject: Community Improvement Council Eighth Judicial District
Dear Chief Judge Ritchie, Jr.:

As Justice Saitta mentioned in her letter of October 27, 2010, the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services conducted a Child and Family Services Review (CFSR) of Nevada’s child welfare system. The
review was on 23 items related to safety, permanency, and well being. Nevada did not meet substantial
conformity on matters relating to timeliness of permanency including adoption finalization.

Unfortunately, Nevada fell below the National median for finalizing adoptions of those children, who
became legally free to be adopted during the evaluation period.

National Median : .
45.8% 34.7%

10/08-9/09

Our judicial districts ranged from finalizing about 12% to finalizing about 83% of the adoptions for their
legally free children in less than 12 months.

In response to the findings of the CFSR, Nevada must complete a Program Improvement Plan (PIP) to
address how improvement will be achieved. The child welfare agencies have asked the courts, as part of
the PIP, to assess local successes and barriers within the courts and agencies to achieving timeliness to

Supreme Court Building ¢ 201 South Carson Street, Suite 250 ¢ Carson City, Nevada 89701 ¢ (775) 684-1700 - Fax (775) 684-1723

Regional Justice Center ¢ 200 Lewis Avenue, 17 floor ¢ Las Vegas, Nevada 89101



permanency and to adoptions, and recommend improvements. Successful development of plans to
expedite permanency, and institute process changes to reduce future and ongoing barriers to permanency
impact federal funding for our state.

Justice Saitta has asked that each Judicial District create a Community Improvement Council pulling
together key, community stakeholders to discuss the successes and barriers, and identify solutions to
achieve timeliness to permanency and to adoptions.

CIP will provide each judicial district with baseline data on the safety, permanency, and well-being of
your children, to inform your work effort. We will also send a suggested action plan format on which
you may report your recommendations. These data are important because they illustrate local trends,
and demonstrate how these local trends relate to state and national standards. You and your CIC,
however, have the anecdotal knowledge to see behind the numbers and understand the driving forces.

CIP does have some limited resources available to assist you. We have access to facilitators available to
help guide your CIC discussions. We may even be able to help fund light refreshments if you gather
during breakfast or lunch. If you need additional information or data, we will do our best to compile it.

Justice Saitta has asked that I attend as many of the initial CIC meetings as possible. I would appreciate
you letting me know the dates and times you plan to meet, and I will forward you the data on your
district.

We need your action plan in the CIP office by March 15, 2011, where it will be compiled with those
from the other judicial districts and submitted to Department of Child and Family Services.

I look forward to meeting and working with you and to helping you and your Council in whatever
manner you would like.

Sincerely yours,

Kathie Malzahn-Bass
Court Improvement Coordinator

t

cc: Judge Togliatti
Judge Sanchez
Judge Steel
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Nevada Dept of Health & Human Services

Division of Child & Family Services

Court Performance Measures

Statewide

From: 01-01-2015 To: 12-31-2015
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TOTAL 5541 352 77% 182 96% 182 93% 182 87% 182 82% 182 77% 2318 622 1116 662 3434 635
1ST/CARSON 74 354 81% 343 60% 288 68% 287 30% 140 100% 358 20% 12 676 16 797 28 728
1ST/STOREY 1 362 100% - - - - - - - - - - 0 0 0 0 0 0
2ND/WASHOE 1137 356 95% 168 94% 182 89% 182 80% 270 69% 353 62% 387 648 304 663 691 659
3RD/LYON 62 336 74% 172 79% 182 77% 193 63% 259 44% 256 47% 21 585 27 505 48 513
ATH/ELKO 70 352 71% 168 69% 350 59% 203 100% 189 80% 91 70% 18 675 19 831 37 817
5TH/ESMERALDA 0 - - - - - - - - - - - - 0 0 0 0 0 0
5THINYE 80 333 50% 202 89% 182 94% 182 78% 186 90% 182 79% 44 735 30 711 74 735
6TH/HUMBOLDT 24 264 29% 181 83% 91 100% 91 62% 74 67% 114 94% 7 751 1 460 8 751
7TH/EUREKA 1 364 100% - 0% 70 100% - 0% - - - - 0 0 0 0 0 0
7TH/LINCOLN 4 323 75% 42 | 100% 182 100% - - - - - - 0 0 0 0 0 0
7TH/WHITE PINE 22 350 64% 49 81% 300 60% 313 100% 70 100% 315 80% 4 786 4 856 8 856
8TH/CLARK 3925 351 74% 182 98% 182 96% 182 90% 182 86% 182 80% 1823 614 688 656 2511 623
9TH/DOUGLAS 35 355 60% 343 60% 203 25% 189 80% 287 25% 91 | 100% 6 754 10 683 16 754
10TH/CHURCHILL 69 357 80% 182 98% 182 87% 175 94% 151 55% 357 69% 15 1118 20 1188 35 1173
11TH/LANDER 15 362 53% 350 70% 196 100% 91 63% 77 100% 211 50% 7 1110 1 1106 8 1110
11TH/MINERAL 10 148 60% 95 89% 301 100% 202 43% 147 71% 182 62% 0 0 6 779 6 779
11TH/PERSHING 12 344 33% 175 92% 77 100% 140 86% 175 75% 161 73% 0 0 2 864 2 864
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1ST/CARSON
Average Nbr

End Reason Nbr of of Total Days in |Median Days
Children Custody till closure
Placements
ADOPTIONLEGAL 11 4.36 11027 1200
AGED OUT 1 3.00 385 385
GRDNSHPRELATIVE 3 1.00 1347 449
RTNTOCARETAKER 3 1.00 1245 456
RTNTOOTHRPRNT 10 3.90 6921 578

Quarterly Median Days to Permanency for the 15 JD

Median Days to Permanency 1t Quarter 2015 432
Median Days to Permanency 2" Quarter 2015 950
Median Days to Permanency 3 Quarter 2015 462
Median Days to Permanency 4™ Quarter 2015 682

Annual Median Days to Permanency

Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2010 1190
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2011 790
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2012 730
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2013 557
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2014 715
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2015 578
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2ND/WASHOE
Average Nbr

End Reason Npr of of Total Days in Mgdian Days
Children Placements Custody till closure

ADOPTIONLEGAL 117 2.99 109129 840
AGED OUT 8 9.88 17090 2041
GRDNSHPRELATIVE 6 6.00 3464 566
RTNTOCARETAKER 135 2.06 76985 524
RTNTOOTHRPRNT 35 2.20 21910 690
RTNTOOTHRRELT 1 7.00 728 728
RUNAWAY 1 5.00 1813 1813

Quarterly Median Days to Permanency for the 2" JD

Median Days to Permanency 1stQuarter 2015 539
Median Days to Permanency 2nd Quarter 2015 694
Median Days to Permanency 3 Quarter 2015 723
Median Days to Permanency 4t Quarter 2015 718
Annual Median Days to Permanency
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2010 849
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2011 818
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2012 712
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2013 659
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2014 658
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2015 681
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3RD/LYON

Average Nbr

End Reason Npr of of Total Days in Mgdian Days
Children Placements Custody till closure
ADOPTIONLEGAL 9 2.67 7880 804
AGED OUT 1 15.00 4198 4198
GRDNSHPRELATIVE 1 4.00 1816 1816
RTNTOCARETAKER 5 2.20 1283 193
RTNTOOTHRPRNT 4 1.25 732 195
RTNTOOTHRRELT 1 1.00 16 16
Quarterly Median Days to Permanency for the 3" JD
Median Days to Permanency 1stQuarter 2015 770
Median Days to Permanency 2nd Quarter 2015 332
Median Days to Permanency 3 Quarter 2015 495
Median Days to Permanency 4t Quarter 2015 901
Annual Median Days to Permanency
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2010 603
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2011 1128
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2012 1029
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2013 761
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2014 719
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2015 503
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4TH/ELKO

Average Nbr

End Reason Npr of of Total Days in Mgdian Days
Children Placements Custody till closure

ADOPTIONLEGAL 5 2.60 3868 571

AGED OUT 1 2.00 1094 1094

RTNTOCARETAKER 1 1.00 444 444

RTNTOOTHRPRNT 7 2.29 3584 386

Quarterly Median Days to Permanency for the 4" JD

Median Days to Permanency 1stQuarter 2015 314
Median Days to Permanency 2nd Quarter 2015 571
Median Days to Permanency 3 Quarter 2015 444
Median Days to Permanency 4t Quarter 2015 458

Annual Median Days to Permanency

Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2010 1270
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2011 685
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2012 522
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2013 618
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2014 753
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2015 448
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5TH/NYE

Average Nbr

End Reason Npr of of Total Days in Mgdian Days
Children Placements Custody till closure
ADOPTIONLEGAL 9 2.22 14587 1487
GRDNSHPRELATIVE 4 3.00 2872 718
RTNTOCARETAKER 2 1.50 1800 900
RTNTOOTHRPRNT 7 3.43 6346 916
Quarterly Median Days to Permanency for the 5" JD
Median Days to Permanency 1stQuarter 2015 900
Median Days to Permanency 2nd Quarter 2015 718
Median Days to Permanency 39 Quarter 2015 -
Median Days to Permanency 4t Quarter 2015 916
Annual Median Days to Permanency
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2010 1573
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2011 562
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2012 732
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2013 557
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2014 674
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2015 916
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6TH/HUMBOLDT
Average Nbr

End Reason Nbr of of Total Days in |Median Days
Children Custody till closure
Placements
ADOPTIONLEGAL 3 4.00 2999 929
GRDNSHPRELATIVE 2 5.00 2760 1380
RTNTOOTHRPRNT 2 1.00 752 376

Quarterly Median Days to Permanency for the 6" JD

Median Days to Permanency 1stQuarter 2015 719
Median Days to Permanency 2nd Quarter 2015 -

Median Days to Permanency 39 Quarter 2015 1561
Median Days to Permanency 4t Quarter 2015 -

Annual Median Days to Permanency

Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2010 1068
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2011 1564
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2012 581
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2013 966
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2014 810
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2015 929
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7TH/LINCOLN

End Reason

RTNTOCARETAKER

7TH/WHITE PINE

End Reason

ADOPTIONLEGAL
GRDNSHPRELATIVE
RTNTOCARETAKER

Average Nbr

Nbr of of Total Days in |Median Days
Children Custody till closure
Placements
3 1.67 1155 365
Nbr of Averaogfe Nbr Total Days in |Median Days
Children Custody till closure
Placements
2 4.00 3934 1967
3 3.67 1941 629
5 1.60 2055 407

Quarterly Median Days to Permanency for the 7" JD

Median Days to Permanency

1stQuarter 2015

Median Days to Permanency 2nd Quarter 2015 407
Median Days to Permanency 39 Quarter 2015 -

Median Days to Permanency 4t Quarter 2015 629

Annual Median Days to Permanency

Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2010 995
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2011 540
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2012 356
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2013 1206
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2014 948
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2015 417
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8TH/CLARK

Average Nbr

End Reason Npr of of Total Days in Mgdian Days
Children Placements Custody till closure
ADOPTIONLEGAL 570 3.35 549874 862
AGED OUT 18 10.89 20755 839
CUSTODIANSHIP 1.71 4311 540
DEATH OF CHILD 1.75 2391 595
GRDNSHPNONREL 4.60 3520 581
GRDNSHPRELATIVE 44 2.75 28904 632
RTNTOCARETAKER 346 3.21 200685 531
RTNTOOTHRPRNT 247 2.80 136705 490
RTNTOOTHRRELT 10 4.80 7941 907
RUNAWAY 2 1.00 545 272
Quarterly Median Days to Permanency for the 8" JD
Median Days to Permanency 1stQuarter 2015 595
Median Days to Permanency 2" Quarter 2015 631
Median Days to Permanency 39 Quarter 2015 625
Median Days to Permanency 4t Quarter 2015 714
Annual Median Days to Permanency
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2010 793
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2011 869
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2012 735
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2013 679
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2014 691
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2015 641
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9TH/DOUGLAS
Average Nbr

End Reason Npr of of Total Days in Mgdian Days
Children Placements Custody till closure
ADOPTIONLEGAL 2 2.00 1536 768
AGED OUT 1 7.00 449 449
CUSTODIANSHIP 1 1.00 514 514
RTNTOCARETAKER 1 1.00 342 342
RTNTOOTHRPRNT 4 3.00 2313 586
Quarterly Median Days to Permanency for the 9" JD
Median Days to Permanency 1stQuarter 2015 -
Median Days to Permanency 2nd Quarter 2015 665
Median Days to Permanency 3 Quarter 2015 514
Median Days to Permanency 4t Quarter 2015 342
Annual Median Days to Permanency
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2010 241
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2011 478
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2012 418
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2013 399
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2014 537
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2015 482
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10TH/CHURCHILL

Average Nbr

End Reason Npr of of Total Days in Mgdian Days
Children Placements Custody till closure

ADOPTIONLEGAL 1 1.00 463 463

GRDNSHPRELATIVE 1 1.00 244 244

10TH/CHURCHILL (Updated from: 3RD/CHURCHILL)

End Reason Npr of Averaogfe Nbr Total Days in Mgdian Days
Children Placements Custody till closure

ADOPTIONLEGAL 3 7.33 5205 1188

GRDNSHPRELATIVE 4 2.25 1457 297

RTNTOCARETAKER 8 2.00 5492 645

RTNTOOTHRPRNT 5 1.20 2894 504

Quarterly Median Days to Permanency for the 10" JD

Median Days to Permanency 1stQuarter 2015 818
Median Days to Permanency 2nd Quarter 2015 401
Median Days to Permanency 3 Quarter 2015 748
Median Days to Permanency 4t Quarter 2015 403

Annual Median Days to Permanency

Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2010 726
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2011 699
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2012 601
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2013 650
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2014 831
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2015 504
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11TH/LANDER (Updated from: 6TH/LANDER)
Average Nbr

Nbr of Total Days in |Median Days
End Reason : of ;
Children Custody till closure
Placements
ADOPTIONLEGAL 3 4.00 3585 1195
RTNTOCARETAKER 1 1.00 458 458
RTNTOOTHRPRNT 3 1.00 1998 666
11TH/MINERAL (Updated from: 5TH/MINERAL)
Nbr of Average Nbr Total Days in |Median Days
End Reason : of ;
Children Custody till closure
Placements
RTNTOCARETAKER 1 2.00 397 397
11TH/PERSHING (Updated from: 6 TH/PERSHING)
Nbr of Average Nbr Total Days in | Median Days
End Reason . of ;
Children Custody till closure
Placements
RTNTOCARETAKER 2 1.00 2640 1320
Quarterly Median Days to Permanency for the 11" JD
Median Days to Permanency 15t Quarter 2015 666
Median Days to Permanency 2M Quarter 2015 1320
Median Days to Permanency 39 Quarter 2015 -
Median Days to Permanency 4% Quarter 2015 1195
Annual Median Days to Permanency
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2010 1225
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2011 1589
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2012 1382
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2013 577
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2014 1252
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2015 931
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STATEWIDE

Quarterly Median Days to Permanency Statewide

Median Days to Permanency 1stQuarter 2015 553
Median Days to Permanency 2 Quarter 2015 653
Median Days to Permanency 3" Quarter 2015 634
Median Days to Permanency 4t Quarter 2015 720
Annual Median Days to Permanency
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2010 824
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2011 848
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2012 729
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2013 675
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2014 688
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2015 644
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Court Permanency Timeliness Measures

Nevada Dept of Health & Human Services

Statewide - CY16 First Half
From: 01-01-2016 To: 06-30-2016

Division of Child & Family Services

Modified CFS775 Report Permanency Timeliness (new court names, no future hearings, under 18, etc. Ad-Hoc)
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NEVADA/STATEWIDE (Jurisdiction weighted averages)

End Reason Nbr of Children A\g:lrage Nbr of Total Days in Median Days till
acements Custody closure
ADOPTIONLEGAL 303 3.64 305399 880
AGED OUT 13 15.62 26708 2487
CUSTODIANSHIP 1 4 1216 1216
DEATH OF CHILD 1 3 47 47
EMANCIPATION 1 4 816 816
GRDNSHPNONREL 6 2.67 3566 542
GRDNSHPRELATIVE 38 2.94 24086 583
PC TO CUSTODY 2 2 170 85
RTNTOCARETAKER 230 3.00 133789 532
RTNTOOTHRPRNT 154 2.80 87487 517
RTNTOOTHRRELT 3 3.67 2012 378
RUNAWAY 1 3 702 702
Quarterly Median Days to Permanency for STATEWIDE
Median Days to Permanency 1 Quarter 2016 606
Median Days to Permanency 2" Quarter 2016 726
Median Days to Permanency 3" Quarter 2016 NA
Median Days to Permanency 4™ Quarter 2016 NA
Annual Median Days to Permanency

Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2010 824
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2011 848
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2012 729
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2013 675
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2014 688
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2015 644
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1ST/CARSON

End Reason Nbr of Children Average Nbr of Total Days in Median Days till

Placements Custody closure
ADOPTIONLEGAL 4 4.00 4776 1194
AGED OUT 1 17.00 1307 1307
GRDNSHPRELATIVE 1 8.00 749 749
RTNTOCARETAKER 2 2.00 650 325
RTNTOOTHRPRNT 3 3.00 2161 871

Quarterly Median Days to Permanency for the 1° JD

Median Days to Permanency 1% Quarter 2016 871
Median Days to Permanency 2" Quarter 2016 325
Median Days to Permanency 3" Quarter 2016 NA
Median Days to Permanency 4™ Quarter 2016 NA

Annual Median Days to Permanency

Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2010 1190
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2011 790
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2012 730
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2013 557
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2014 715
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2015 578
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2ND/WASHOE

End Reason Nbr of Children Average Nbr of Total Days in Median Days till
Placements Custody closure
ADOPTIONLEGAL 55 313 56932 958
AGED OUT 6 13.83 14914 2487
GRDNSHPNONREL 1 4.00 911 911
GRDNSHPRELATIVE 4 1.75 2262 523
RTNTOCARETAKER 75 2.89 41205 533
RTNTOOTHRPRNT 16 1.88 10538 696
Quarterly Median Days to Permanency for the 2" JD
Median Days to Permanency 1% Quarter 2016 546
Median Days to Permanency 2" Quarter 2016 754
Median Days to Permanency 3" Quarter 2016 NA
Median Days to Permanency 4™ Quarter 2016 NA
Annual Median Days to Permanency

Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2010 849
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2011 818
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2012 712
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2013 659
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2014 658
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2015 681
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3RD/LYON

Average Nbr of Total Days in

Median Days till

End Reason Nbr of Children Placements Custody closure
ADOPTIONLEGAL 6 3.17 3866 740
AGED OUT 1 29.00 2353 2353
DEATH OF CHILD 1 3.00 47 47
RTNTOCARETAKER 7 143 5522 920

Quarterly Median Days to Permanency for the 3" JD
Median Days to Permanency 1% Quarter 2016 920
Median Days to Permanency 2" Quarter 2016 461
Median Days to Permanency 3" Quarter 2016 NA
Median Days to Permanency 4" Quarter 2016 NA
Annual Median Days to Permanency
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2010 603
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2011 1128
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2012 1029
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2013 761
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2014 719
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2015 503
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4TH/ELKO

Average Nbr of Total Days in

Median Days till

End Reason Nbr of Children Placements Custody closure
ADOPTIONLEGAL 8.60 9399 1703
PC TO CUSTODY 3.00 97 97
RTNTOOTHRPRNT 1.63 3248 386

Quarterly Median Days to Permanency for the 4™ JD
Median Days to Permanency 1% Quarter 2016 349
Median Days to Permanency 2" Quarter 2016 506
Median Days to Permanency 3" Quarter 2016 NA
Median Days to Permanency 4™ Quarter 2016 NA
Annual Median Days to Permanency
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2010 1270
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2011 685
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2012 522
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2013 618
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2014 753
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2015 448
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5TH/NYE

End Reason Nbr of Children Average Nbr of Total Days in Median Days till
Placements Custody closure
ADOPTIONLEGAL 7 471 11261 1665
AGED OUT 2 16.50 4206 2103
GRDNSHPRELATIVE 2 1.00 1130 565
PC TO CUSTODY 1 1.00 73 73
RTNTOOTHRPRNT 1 3.00 468 468
5TH/ESMERALDA
End Reason Nbr of Children Average Nbr of Total Days in Median Days till
Placements Custody closure
ADOPTIONLEGAL 0 0 0 0
AGED OUT 0 0 0 0
GRDNSHPRELATIVE 0 0 0 0
PC TO CUSTODY 0 0 0 0
RTNTOOTHRPRNT 0 0 0 0
Quarterly Median Days to Permanency for the 5" JD
Median Days to Permanency 1% Quarter 2016 1054
Median Days to Permanency 2" Quarter 2016 816
Median Days to Permanency 3" Quarter 2016 NA
Median Days to Permanency 4™ Quarter 2016 NA
Annual Median Days to Permanency
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2010 1573
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2011 562
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2012 732
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2013 557
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2014 674
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2015 916
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6TH/HUMBOLDT

End Reason Nbr of Children

RTNTOOTHRPRNT 1

6TH/PERSHING

Average Nbr of Total Days in
Placements Custody

15.00 3513

Average Nbr of Total Days in

Median Days till
closure

3513

Median Days till

End Reason Nbr of Children Placements Custody closure
ADOPTIONLEGAL 1 2.00 943 943
RTNTOCARETAKER 2 5.00 1780 890

Quarterly Median Days to Permanency for the 6" JD
Median Days to Permanency 1% Quarter 2016 -
Median Days to Permanency 2" Quarter 2016 3513
Median Days to Permanency 3" Quarter 2016 NA
Median Days to Permanency 4" Quarter 2016 NA
Annual Median Days to Permanency
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2010 1068
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2011 1564
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2012 581
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2013 966
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2014 810
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2015 929
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7TTH/LINCOLN

End Reason Nbr of Children

EMANCIPATION 1

7TH/WHITE PINE

Average Nbr of Total Days in
Placements Custody

4.00 816

Average Nbr of Total Days in

Median Days till
closure

816

Median Days till

End Reason Nbr of Children Placements Custody closure
ADOPTIONLEGAL 1 3.00 1423 1423
RTNTOCARETAKER 1 2.00 605 605

Quarterly Median Days to Permanency for the 7" JD
Median Days to Permanency 1% Quarter 2016 605
Median Days to Permanency 2" Quarter 2016 1120
Median Days to Permanency 3" Quarter 2016 NA
Median Days to Permanency 4" Quarter 2016 NA
Annual Median Days to Permanency
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2010 995
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2011 540
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2012 356
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2013 1206
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2014 948
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2015 417
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8TH/CLARK

End Reason Nbr of Children A\ﬁlgi%?n’:r?{s of Togljsli)gé/; in MedEQSE?gS til
ADOPTIONLEGAL 218 3.61 210398 880
AGED OUT 3 13.67 3928 1249
CUSTODIANSHIP 1 4.00 1216 1216
GRDNSHPNONREL 5 2.40 2655 542
GRDNSHPRELATIVE 31 3.06 19945 583
RTNTOCARETAKER 143 3.35 81226 508
RTNTOOTHRPRNT 124 2.85 66177 510
RTNTOOTHRRELT 3 3.67 2012 378
RUNAWAY 1 3.00 702 702

Quarterly Median Days to Permanency for the 8" JD
Median Days to Permanency 1% Quarter 2016 594
Median Days to Permanency 2" Quarter 2016 724
Median Days to Permanency 3" Quarter 2016 NA
Median Days to Permanency 4™ Quarter 2016 NA
Annual Median Days to Permanency
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2010 793
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2011 869
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2012 735
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2013 679
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2014 691
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2015 641
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9TH/DOUGLAS

End Reason Nbr of Children Average Nbr of Total Days in Median Days till

Placements Custody closure
ADOPTIONLEGAL 3 6.33 3544 1415
RTNTOCARETAKER 3 2.67 1632 628

Quarterly Median Days to Permanency for the 9" JD

Median Days to Permanency 1% Quarter 2016 628
Median Days to Permanency 2" Quarter 2016 1415
Median Days to Permanency 3" Quarter 2016 NA
Median Days to Permanency 4™ Quarter 2016 NA

Annual Median Days to Permanency

Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2010 241
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2011 478
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2012 418
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2013 399
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2014 537
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2015 482
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10TH/CHURCHILL

End Reason Nbr of Children Average Nbr of Total Days in Median Days till

Placements Custody closure
ADOPTIONLEGAL 3 5 2345 1172
RTNTOCARETAKER 7 143 4055 605
RTNTOOTHRPRNT 3 2.00 881 881
AGED OUT 1 28.00 3224 3224

uarterly Median Days to Permanency for the 10" JD
Q y y y

Median Days to Permanency 1% Quarter 2016 613
Median Days to Permanency 2" Quarter 2016 605
Median Days to Permanency 3" Quarter 2016 NA
Median Days to Permanency 4" Quarter 2016 NA

Annual Median Days to Permanency

Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2010 726
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2011 699
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2012 601
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2013 650
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2014 831
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2015 504

Page: 12



11TH/LANDER
Average Nbr of Total Days in Median Days till

End Reason Nbr of Children Placements Custody closure
RTNTOOTHRPRNT 2 2.00 794 397
ADOPTIONLEGAL 2 3.50 2410 1205

uarterly Median Days to Permanency for the 11" JD
Q y y y

Median Days to Permanency 1% Quarter 2016 -
Median Days to Permanency 2" Quarter 2016 890
Median Days to Permanency 3" Quarter 2016 NA
Median Days to Permanency 4™ Quarter 2016 NA

Annual Median Days to Permanency

Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2010 1225
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2011 1589
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2012 1382
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2013 577
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2014 1252
Median Days to Permanency per Year CY 2015 931

Page: 13
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Statewide Timeliness Measures 2014, 2015 & 2016 (1° Half)

357
Time to 1st Permanency Hearing 335527 82% of 1st
353 permanency

hearings took place
within 365 days in
2016

Time from 1st to 2nd Permanency Hearing

77% of 1st
permanency
hearings took place
within 365 days in
2015

Time to All Other Permanency Hearings

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400

W 2014 Statewide M 2015 Statewide
M 2016 Unmodified (1st Half) m 2016 Modified (1st Half)

Trends

Time to Termination of Parental Rights 2012 - 2016 (1 Half)

638 638 634
I ] I I )

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Unmodified 2016 Modified
(1st Half) (1st Half)

699

Time to Permanency 2012 - 2016 (*s* Half)
729

666

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 (1st Half)
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Outcomes for Children Who Exited Foster Care in 2015

59%

29% of youth
who entered care
in 2014 were still

22% in care at the end
of 2015.
7%
0% ° 4% 5% 2ot
¢ B == A
Still in Care Reunification Other exits  Run away Adoption  Relative or Reach
Guardianship  Majority
104 Derived Race Variable
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Length (days) since latest removal date

Placement Stability, For New Entries for 2012 -2015, % of Placement Moves

No movement One movement 2 to 3 movements 4 to 10 movements More than 10 movements
Statewide 2012 38% 33% 22% 15% 1%
Statewide 2013 34% 35% 23% 8% 0%
Statewide 2014 30% 31% 27% 11% 1%
Statewide 2015 31% 32% 27% 20% 0%
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Digging Deeper

Children 0 - 3 Years Old (2013 - 2015)

Outcomes for Children (0 - 3 yo) Who Entered

First Placement Type for Children (0-3yo)
Foster Care (2013 - 2015)

Who Entered Foster Care (2013 - 2015)
42% 41%

44%
—
@ )
R\

& A ) o Q
s q’}\o ol N Q’°o o M Foster Care B Relative Placement
. G X Q (o) X 'b\
& S NS N
I3 N [¢) & 1 Emergency Shelter B Other Placements
<€ @

For 2014-2015 exits of youth who were 0 to 3 when they
entered, 34% were adopted & 59% were reunified.

Youth Reaching the Age of Majority Compared to Youth Achieving Permanency

Age at First Placement
Predominant Placement Type
M Reached Age of Majority M Exited to Permanency
B Reached Age of Majority M Exited to Permanency

60% 45%

41%

16% 17%
11%41%

Congregate Foster Care Kinship Care Other Mixed
Care

Oto2 3to5 6to8 9toll 12to14 15to17

41% of youth who reached the age of 6% of youth exit
majority were reentering foster care to runaway (4%) or

while 21% of youth who exited to reaching majority
permanency were reentries. (2%).




Appendix 4

2016
Community
Improvement

Councils
Summit
Agenda

Appendix 4



NCJFC]

Nevada Community Improvement Council 2016 Summit
Hosted by
Nevada Court Improvement Program
&
National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges

WHITNEY PEAK HOTEL
RENO, NV
SEPTEMBER 29-30, 2016

Delivering the Best Outcomes for Children and Families

Thursday: September 29, 2016
8:00 - 8:30 a.m. Registration & Breakfast

8:30-8:45 a.m. Welcome & Opening Remarks
Joey Orduna Hastings, JD
Chief Executive Officer, National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges

Honorable Nancy M. Saitta, Ret.
Supreme Court of Nevada

Honorable Deborah Schumacher, Ret.,
Second Judicial District Court, Reno, Nevada

8:45-9:45 a.m. What’s Changed?
The purpose of this activity is to promote sharing across teams. Each CIC will designate
a spokesperson to share strategies, practices, activities and/or accomplishments that
have furthered the implementation of best practices in their judicial district since the
last summit.

Facilitator: Honorable Deborah Schumacher, Ret.

9:45 -10:15 a.m. The Critical Elements in Quality Hearings
Critical elements identified by the group for discussion and action planning support.

Facilitator - Alicia Summers, Ph.D.

10:15 -10:45 a.m. Connecting Quality Hearings with Outcomes
Current and emerging research on which elements of quality hearings impact specific
outcomes for children and families.

Alicia Summers, Ph.D.

* This conference has been funded by the State Court Improvement Program grant CFDA 93.586) through the Department of Health and Human Services,
Administration for Children and Families, Administration on Children, Youth and Families. Sec. 438, [42 U.S.C. 629th].



10:45-11:00 a.m.

11:00 - 12:00 p.m.

12:00 - 1:00 p.m.

1:00-2:00 p.m.

2:00-2:30 p.m.

2:30-2:45 p.m.

2:45-3:15 p.m.

3:15-3:45 p.m.

3:45 — 4:15 p.m.

Program Director, Research and Evaluation,
National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges

Break

What | need from you -?

Worksheets will be provided to participants for this activity to help them better
understand and document what they need from each other to be successful in
implementing a key element of quality hearings. The purpose of this activity is to
determine what group members need from one another to achieve common goals. CIC
Team discussion.

Facilitator: Honorable Deborah Schumacher, Ret.
Lunch

Open Space Activity

CICs will identify what other jurisdictions are doing well (i.e. mediation, creating a
cross over youth docket, etc.) that they would like to know more about or may wish to
include in their action plans. CIC Teams discussion.

Facilitator: Honorable Deborah Schumacher, Ret.

Timeliness and Measurement Outcomes in Nevada’s Judicial Districts
Review of data from each of the Judicial Districts on timeliness and related measurable
outcomes. Each Judicial District will be provided an annual report.

Alicia Summers, Ph.D.
Program Director, Research and Evaluation,
National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges

Break

So What, What Now Activity?

CIC Team discussion based on individual data presented by Dr. Summers. Jurisdictions
will look at their own data identifying one piece of data that is important to them,
asking themselves “Why is that important? What patterns or conclusions are
emerging? What hypotheses can be made?” After making sense of the data, ask,

“NOW WHAT? What actions need to be taken?”

Facilitator — Jessica Cisneros, NCIFCJ

Statewide Juvenile Dependency Mediation Video and Discussion

Video introduction of the Statewide Juvenile Dependency Mediation Program
Honorable Deborah Schumacher, Ret.

Begin Action Planning

* This conference has been funded by the State Court Improvement Program grant CFDA 93.586) through the Department of Health and Human Services,
Administration for Children and Families, Administration on Children, Youth and Families. Sec. 438, [42 U.S.C. 629th].



4:15-4:20 p.m.

Wrap up of First Day

Honorable Deborah Schumacher, Ret.

Friday: September 30, 2016

8:00—8:30 a.m.

8:30-8:45 a.m.

8:45-10:00 a.m.

10:00 - 10:15 a.m.

10:15-10:45 a.m.

10:45-12:30 p.m.

12:30-1:00 p.m.

1:00 p.m.

Breakfast

What’s On Your Mind?

Participants will have an opportunity to ask questions about the previous day and

share experiences regarding court practices and identified challenges.
Honorable Deborah Schumacher, Ret.

Mock Hearing/Based on CANI Fact Pattern

Facilitator: Honorable Deborah Schumacher, Ret.

Break

Presentation and tutorial on Chapin Hall Data

Alicia Summers, Ph.D.

Action Planning and Reporting

Each CIC will finalize its goals and next steps based on information gathered
throughout the Summit. NCJFCJ staff will be available to assist all of the JDs in
understanding how measurable outcomes can be an integral part of the action

planning process.

Evaluations, Next Steps, and Closing Remarks
Honorable Nancy M. Saitta, Ret.

Honorable Deborah Schumacher, Ret.
Jessica Cisneros

Adjourn Summit
Safe Travels!

* This conference has been funded by the State Court Improvement Program grant CFDA 93.586) through the Department of Health and Human Services,
Administration for Children and Families, Administration on Children, Youth and Families. Sec. 438, [42 U.S.C. 629th].
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Model Court Agenda Topics — March 14, 2016

I. Discovery Subcommittee Report (Kendra Bertschy):
Il. Standard for an emergency minor guardianship in case of CPS referral (Judge Walker):

III. Notice of Requested Amendments (DA’s Office):

IV. Motions for Publication needed in TPR cases with Requests for Submission (Judge Walker):
V. Update from the Commitment Hearings Committee (Master Sabo):

VII. Child Support Dialogue and Cost of Care Orders (Judge Walker):

Next Model Court Meeting: Monday, April 18 at 12:00 in Courtroom 5
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NOTES:

FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT
COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT COUNCIL

June 15, 2016
1:30 p.m.
DCFS Conference Room
1780 E. Basin Ave., #2
Pahrump, NV 89060

AOC Announcements - Kathie Malzahn-Bass
From the Bench

DCFS - Michael

CASA - Dorothy

Court - Louise

Announcements

Data Review - Alicia Summers

Follow up:

a. All-Review CQI Booklet and appendix
Removal Warrants Update — Shannon
Mediation
432B Court Rules Commission - Tim
Future agenda items
Schedule next meeting: July 20, 2016 at 1:30 p.m.




10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Sixth Judicial District
Community Improvement Council (CIC) Agenda
August 18, 2016

Courtroom 12:30 p.m.

Call to Order

Roll Call

Approval of Minutes from June 2016 Meeting

Update regarding standing/administrative order regarding CIC policies

Update on implementation of Sixth Judicial District Court Rules.

Update on drafting a resolution in support of mediation for the Sixth Judicial District — Master
Aboytes, Mr. Miller and Ms. Carr

Update on Statewide Mediation Program — Ms. Malzahn-Bass

Review/discuss re: adoption of administrative order re: use of mediation, mandatory or
discretion, and ethical standards in 432B cases.

Main Topic — Review of goals and objectives identified at 2015 CIC Summit — Discussion of
progress on each action item and course of action moving forward.

New Business

Old Business

Next Meeting Date — October 20, 2016 at 12:30 p.m.
Comments

Adjournment



CIC MEETING
April 19, 2016
11:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Courtroom 2

AGENDA

1. Update Regarding CASA — Shana Clark, Assistant Project Manager

2. Establishment of Mediation Program —Judge Stockard and DeVere Karlson &
Jessica Homer

a) Client Preparation

b) Mediation Process

c) Vacating Hearings After Mediation Successful In Relinquishment of
Parents.

3. Discussion Regarding Statewide Mediation — Kathie Malzahn-Bass

4. Counsel Attendance at 72 Hour Hearings and Status Hearings
at Justice Court — Joe Sanford

5. Adoptions — Betsy Crumrine or Kelli Weishaupt

6. Foster Care — Kelli Weishaupt

7. Permanency Cases — Judge Stockard
8. Future Agenda Items

9. Upcoming Meeting Dates: July 12, 2016 — 11:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.; CIC Summit
Last Week of September; or First Week of October, 2016; December 20, 2016 —
11:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
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January 2016

Quarterly News October-December 2015

Inside this issve:
Special Judicial Training 2
Need for Adoptive 2

and Foster Homes

Highlighted

NCJFCJ Membership 3
Beneficial

On-Line Attorney 3
Training

CIP Contact 4
Information

Judicial Districts’ CIC 4
Contact Information

Margaret M. Crowley, Esq.

Save the Date

2016 Community Improvement Council Summit

September 28-30, 2016

National Judicial College

University of Nevada, Reno

CIC Summit 2016 is scheduled for September 28 — 30, 2016 in Reno. The Sum-
mit’s Judicial Facilitator will be Judge Deborah Schumacher (retired). Judge

Schumacher will join Justice Nancy Saitta to facilitate the Judges’ Roundtable

the afternoon of September 28th. Each judicial district will be asked to invite a

team of six to represent their Community Improvement Council at the Summit.

Topics to be discussed will be determined by a survey of the judiciary conducted

by the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges.

Mediation Demand Up - Mediator Supply Low

The supply of quality,
certified mediators has
become scarce as most of
the judicial districts in the
State turn to mediation as
an alternative to tradition-
al child welfare case pro-
cessing. CIP is working
with the 2nd Judicial Dis-
trict’s Mediation Director,

Mary Herzik, and

Training Scheduled

Margaret M.
Esq., a certified mediator

Crowley,

and mediation instructor,
to provide a 40 hour de-
pendency-specific media-
tion course on March 7 —
11. The class size is limited
to 20 people who depend-
ency Judges have nomi-
nated to take the course
and conduct mediations in

their district. The tuition
is funded by CIP. Travel,
room, and per diem will be
the student’s expense.

For More
Information
Contact:
Kathie Malzahn-Bass




Page 2 Community Improvement Councils Quarterly News
Special Judicial Training Announced
CIP is funding a judicial cases, trauma, the specifics of
training on “Best Hearing Nevada law, judicial leadership,
Practices in Child Abuse and child safety decision-making,
Neglect cases for Nevada” on engaging families, permanency
January 29 and 30, 2016 in for older youth, and ICWA.
Las Vegas. The Blue Ribbon . For Additional
for Kids Commission’s Court In ajddltlorf to Judge Stephe.n Information
Reform Workgroup recom- Rubin, (retired) and Dr. Sophia
mended a Child Abuse and Gatowski, Judge Michael R. or to Register
Neglect . I.nstitute (C.AN.I).- Key, Troup County, GA will join Contact:
type training for the judici- the faculty for this full two-day
ary with specific trainin ..
mZterials forpeach hearing irgl training. Judges and - masters Kathie Malzahn-Bass
throughout the state are wel-
the dependency process. Ad-
ditional topics to be covered come to attend.
will include enhancing rea-
sonable efforts in dependency
Need for Adoptive and Foster Homes Highlighted During
National Adoption Month
The 4th Judicial District’s  flier for the event. Activi- highly successful event.
Community Improvement ties included live music,  Judge Porter reports that
For Council celebrated Nation-  therapy dogs, a bounce she overheard a man tell
Additional al Adoption Month by en-  house, face painting, his 3 young children,
Information g:.;lging the entire (j‘om.mu- .game.s an.d food, child  “we’re just g:)ing to go in
nity of Elko to highlight identity kits, the SWAT  and have fun”. The oldest
Contact: the need for adoptive and  team, police K-9 dogs, the  child, a boy about 7 asked,
foster homes. The Boys fire department, and a “You mean we’re not going
Judge Porter and Girls Club of Elko held  booth where people could  to go in and adopt a kid?”
peop g p
at: the celebration bringing  learn about adoption. Si- She thought, “It was really
nporter@elkocounty together families, birth  erra Java, Khoury’s Mar- cute and told me that we
nv.net parents, adoptees, and  ket, Domino’s Pizza, Coca-  got our message across.”
those considering adoption.  Cola, and Premier Adop-

The Boy Scouts designed a

tion Agency sponsored the
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National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges

Membership Beneficial

In a survey conducted by
CIP to determine if it
should continue funding

NCJFCJ

members of the Nevada

membership,

Judiciary report they
make good use of their
memberships. One judge
shared that he was able to
obtain assistance and in-
formation addressing

“Best Practices” in child

practicing in the child wel-
Another finds

the resources and services

fare area.
invaluable in improving
the quality of the court’s
hearings. Several take ad-
vantage of the trainings
and the on-line publica-
tions. One judicial officer
appreciates how the topics
are delineated to allow

€easy access to a resource.

One judge referenced an

article from the Journal
during a county discussion
regarding doing away with
shackling kids in court.
Many mentioned the value
of developing professional
relationships with other
members to help inform

their own practices.

welfare cases. Another Several also mentioned the

) judge shares NCJFCJ in-

value of the Juvenile and

formation with attorneys Family Court Journal.

On-Line Attorney Training for
Those Practicing in Child Welfare Cases Coming Soon

The on-line attorney training for those practicing in child welfare cases is soon to be released. Several years ago
Judge William Rogers (retired) asked CIP to develop a training to help attorneys understand the uniqueness of de-
pendency cases. He intended to require any attorney appearing in his court to have completed the course. The re-
sulting five modules, for which CLEs will be available, total 4 hours and 15 minutes of training, not including the
quizzes. The topics covered include the following:

Module 1 - Federal and State Law (90 minutes)

Module 2 — Adoption and Safe Families Act Permanency Options (75 minutes)

Module 3 — Roles and Responsibilities of a Parent’s Attorney (75 minutes)

Module 4 — Important Topics in Child Welfare Proceedings (75 minutes)
Module 5 — Child Safety Decision Making: An Introduction to Key Concepts (60 minutes).

The judiciary will be informed when the training is available. The attorneys will register for the course through

CIP.

For Additional Information Contact:

Kathie Malzahn-Bass
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Nevada Supreme Court
Administrative Office of the Courts

Court Improvement Program
201 S. Carson street, Suite 250

Katherine Malzahn-Bass

Court Improvement Program Coordinator
Phone: 775-687-9809

Fax: 775-687-9811

Email: kmalzahn-bass@nvcourts.nv.gov

Robbie Taft

Court Services Analyst
Phone: 775-687-9812
Fax: 775-687-9811

Email: rtaft@nvcourts.nv.gov

Community Improvement Councils Quarterly News

In 2010, each of the State’s ten judicial districts created a
Community Improvement Council (CIC) that focused on
identifying barriers to  timely permanent placement of
children at risk. July 2015, the 11th JD was created. The CICs
have been meeting regularly in their communities and at an-
nual Summits where they have learned to interpret data spe-
cific to their districts, while creating strategies to reduce the
amount of time that it takes to move cases involving children
at risk through the court process. The overriding focus, in
addition to the safety of the child, is to create an environment

where the best decisions are made for each child.

CIP Working for the Protection &

Permanency of Dependent Children

Visit Our Web Site

http://nevadajudiciary.us/index.php/
courtimprovementprogram

For Judicial Districts’ CIC Information Contact:

1st JD

2nd JD

3rd JD

4th JD

5th JD

6th JD

7th JD

8th JD

9th JD

10th JD

11th JD

Maribel Gutierrez
mgutierrez(@carson.org

Laura Watts-Vial

Laura.Watts-Vial@washoecourts.us

Trudy Ingerson

tingerson@lyon-county.org

Julie L. Thuemler

jthuemler@elkocountynv.net

Tim Sutton
tsutton@co.nye.nv.us

Kathy Brumm
kbrumm@hcdenv.com

Faye Cavender
fcavender@decfs.nv.gov

Lori Parr

parrl@clarkcountycourts.us

Brenda Hoelzen

bhoelzen@douglas.nv.gov

Sue Sevon

ssevon@churchillcourts.org

MacKenzie Hodges

mhodges@11thjudicialdistrictcourt
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Inside this issve:

Save the Date

2016 Community Improvement Council Summit
September 28-30, 2016

The judges will be receiving a survey conducted by the National Council of

Juvenile and Family Court Judges to help identify 2016 CIC Summit training

Best Training Ever! 2 topics in the next few weeks. If you have ideas, please let your judges know.

What’s Next? 2

Every Student Succeeds 3 Judicial Training a Huge Success

Nevada CSEC Coalition 3 The “Best Hearing Practic- across the state about the ship. Training participants

Application Successful es in Child Abuse and Ne- value of involving children projected that permanency

for Technical Assistance 5 glect cases for Nevada” was in the process, the im- and timeliness, outcomes,
proclaimed outstanding by portance of and how to and greater accountability

Judicial Districts’ CIC 4 all in attendance. Judges make all the required find-  will improve in their court-

Contact Information

Stephen Rubin (retired) and
Judge Michael R. Key,
Troup County, GA. engaged

13 judges and masters from

ings at all hearings, im-
proving reasonable efforts
findings, and the role of a
judicial officer and leader-

rooms as a result of this
training.

Nevada Quick Guide to Child Welfare and Immigration Law

CIP worked with the ABA

how common stages of a

dependency case may

affect immigrant children

and their parents, this

et e 7B\ Center for Children and tool describes forms of
the Law to develop an federal immigration
attorney’s guide to child relief that may be unfa- For More
welfare and immigration. miliar to child welfare Information
The Quick Guide offers a practitioners. The
brief overview of law and Guide is available on Contact:
resources for child welfare CIP’s website. Copy Kathie
attorneys and others. In and paste the link listed
addition to highlighting below then click on the Malzahn-Bass

“Quick Links” under Re-

sources and Articles.

http://nvcourts.gov/AOC/Programs_and_Services/Court_Improvement/Overview/
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Dependency Mediation is GROWING in Nevada

Best Training EVER!

That pretty much sums up the
reaction to the CIP funded de-
pendency mediation training.
On March 7 — 11, 20 people,
nominated by district court
judges across the state, complet-
ed a 40 hour dependency media-
tion course taught by Margaret
M. Crowley, Esq., a certified
mediator and mediation instruc-
tor. All participants reported
that the instructor’s knowledge
of material, organization, con-
tent and relevancy of materials
and clarity of course expecta-
tions were outstanding. Com-
ments about the training includ-
ed: “wonderfully organized and
one of the best

trainings I have been to on ANY

informative,”

subject,” and “great mix of lec-

ture, role play, and PowerPoint
— kept interest high and facilitat-
ed learning.”

Five mock mediations were con-
ducted to ensure that all trainees
had the opportunity to practice
Highly

experienced mediators observed

their mediation skills.

these mediations to determine
which of the trainees had the
skillset to be able to effectively
handle dependency mediation.
Dependency mediation is not for
everyone. The intent is to invite
only those trainees most likely to
the

statewide dependency mediation

be successful to join

panel.

WHAT’s NEXT? Statewide Dependency Mediation

Prior to the mediation training, CIP
applied for a two-year federal pass
through Victims of Crime Act grant
from the Division of Child and
Family Services (DCFS) to fund
implementation of a statewide de-
pendency mediation program.
DCFS has received 56 applica-
tions for the $17.49 million that has
come into the State for July 1, 2016
— June 30, 2018. CIP will be mnoti-
fied the first week of May if it re-
ceives the $239,300 for which it ap-
plied for the two-year period. The
intent of creating a statewide pro-
gram is to ensure that dependency
mediation is implemented consist-

ently with fidelity to best practices

throughout the state.

Several judges are so delighted with

the possibility of including depend-
ency mediation in their arsenal of
best hearing practices that they are
already finding ways to fund de-
pendency mediations in their judi-
cial districts. Margaret Crowley is
providing these newly minted medi-
ators with guidance and mentoring
to ensure that the program is
properly implemented.

For Additional
Information

Contact:

Kathie Malzahn-Bass
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The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA)In December 2015, Congress reauthorized the Elementary and Second-
ary Education Act (ESEA). For the first time, it contains key protections for students in foster care to promote school sta-

bility and success, and requires collaboration
with the 2008 Fostering Connections to Suc-
sions dual-agency responsibility for support-
care. School stability protections include:
ment in school and transfer of school records
transportation when necessary. Per ESSA,
funded from the McKinney-Vento Homeless
432B during the upcoming legislative session.

between education and child welfare. Together

cess and Increasing Adoptions Act, ESSA envi-
ing the educational success of students in foster

Ou need- to remaining in the same school, immediate enroll-

if a move is in child’s best interest, and school

foster children will no longer receive services
Assistance Act.  This requires modification of

Implementation timelines are short - by Decem-

ber 10, 2016. Nevada and Delaware have an extension until December 10, 2017 to allow sufficient time to remove the

phrase “awaiting foster care placement” from their state child welfare statutes.

The implementation of the Prevent-

Nevada CSEC Coalition ing Sex Trafficking and
Strengthening Families Act
(P.L. 113-183) was to be phased in over
a two-year period after it was signed
into law in September 2014. Most of
the improving foster child opportuni-

MISSION: ties and supporting permanency por-

To combat c:

e tions of the act were codified in NRS
and implemented by September 2015.

The protecting children and youth at
risk of sex trafficking portions of the
act were to be phased in over two

years. The Statewide Action Plan to

Prevent Commercial Sexual Exploita-
tion of Children (CSEC) was submitted
to the Children’s Bureau last Septem-
ber. This year, states must demon-
strate to the Secretary of Health and
Human Services that child welfare is
implementing the plan. To accomplish
this, Nevada Division of Child and
Family Services (DCFS) has recently
contracted with Sierra Mountain Be-
havior Consulting to coordinate the
Coalition to Prevent CSEC and its
committees. Their initial focus will be
on developing a response protocol and
training.

If You Would Like to Join One of the CSEC Committees Contact: Kathie Malzahn-Bass

Help Tackling Child Sex Trafficking in Nevada

CIP spearheaded a multi-agency re-
quest for help addressing the child sex
trafficking problem in Nevada. CIP
along with the Division of Child and
Family Services (DCFS) and the De-
partment of Education submitted a
successful application to request tech-
nical assistance with the implementa-
tion of the commercial sexual exploi-
tation of children portion of P.L. 113-
183. The State of Nevada is one of six
jurisdictions in the country selected to

participate in a new federal initiative
to assist states serve at-risk youth
who are involved in multiple systems.
The Center for Coordinated Assis-
tance to States within Georgetown
University will assist Nevada’s multi-
disciplinary team develop stronger
formal relationships and structural
alignments to improve system pro-
cesses and outcomes for child victims
of sex trafficking.
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Nevada Supreme Court
Administrative Office of the Courts

Court Improvement Program
201 S. Carson street, Suite 250

Katherine Malzahn-Bass

Court Improvement Program Coordinator
Phone: 775-687-9809

Fax: 775-687-9811

Email: kmalzahn-bass@nvcourts.nv.gov

Robbie Taft

Court Services Analyst
Phone: 775-687-9812
Fax: 775-687-9811

Email: rtaft@nvcourts.nv.gov

Community Improvement Councils Quarterly News

In 2010, each of the State’s ten judicial districts created a
Community Improvement Council (CIC) that focused on
identifying barriers to  timely permanent placement of
children at risk. July 2015, the 11th JD was created. The CICs
have been meeting regularly in their communities and at an-
nual Summits where they have learned to interpret data spe-
cific to their districts, while creating strategies to reduce the
amount of time that it takes to move cases involving children
at risk through the court process. The overriding focus, in
addition to the safety of the child, is to create an environment

where the best decisions are made for each child.

CIP Working for the Protection &

Permanency of Dependent Children

Visit Our Web Site

http://nevadajudiciary.us/index.php/
courtimprovementprogram

For Judicial Districts’ CIC Information Contact:

1st JD

2nd JD

3rd JD

4th JD

5th JD

6th JD

7th JD

8th JD

9th JD

10th JD

11th JD

Maribel Gutierrez
mgutierrez(@carson.org

Laura Watts-Vial

Laura.Watts-Vial@washoecourts.us

Trudy Ingerson

tingerson@lyon-county.org

Julie L. Thuemler

jthuemler@elkocountynv.net

Tim Sutton
tsutton@co.nye.nv.us

Kathy Brumm
kbrumm@hcdenv.com

Faye Cavender
fcavender@decfs.nv.gov

Lori Parr

parrl@clarkcountycourts.us

Brenda Hoelzen

bhoelzen@douglas.nv.gov

Sue Sevon

ssevon@churchillcourts.org

MacKenzie Hodges

mhodges@11thjudicialdistrictcourt
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Nevada Community Improvement Council
Judicial Officer 2016 Roundtable

Hosted by
Nevada Court Improvement Program
&
The National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges
WHITNEY PEAK HOTEL
WHITNEY PEAK BALLROOM C/3, FLOOR 2
ReNO, NV
SEPTEMBER 28, 2016
Wednesday, September 28, 2016
12:00-12:15 Registration
12:15-2:00 Working Lunch, Welcome and Opening Remarks

The Honorable Deborah Schumacher, Ret.,
Second Judicial District Court, Reno, Nevada

The Honorable Nancy M. Saitta, Ret.
Supreme Court of Nevada

Round Table Discussion

This session will cover differences and similarities in documentation standards,
reasonable efforts findings, and ethical considerations related to dependency cases
among the various Judicial Districts throughout the State.

The Honorable Deborah Schumacher, Ret.

The Honorable Nancy M. Saitta, Ret.

2:00-2:15 Break

2:15-3:15 Brief ICWA Update
This session will cover recent changes and updates to ICWA regulations.

Victoria Sweet, JD
Program Attorney
National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges

* This conference has been funded by the State Court Improvement Program grant CFDA 93.586 through the Department of Health and Human Services,
Administration for Children and Families, Administration on Children, Youth and Families. Sec. 438, [42 U.S.C. 629th].



3:15-4:15 Round Table Discussion
The session will cover major federal and state legislation in the areas of child
protection, child welfare and adoption. Several key laws and issues will be discussed,
including ethical considerations and system of care related to dependency cases.
The Honorable Deborah Schumacher, Ret.

The Honorable Nancy M. Saitta, Ret.

4:15-4:30 Evaluations, Next Steps, and Closing Remarks
The Honorable Deborah Schumacher, Ret.

The Honorable Nancy M. Saitta, Ret.

* This conference has been funded by the State Court Improvement Program grant CFDA 93.586 through the Department of Health and Human Services,
Administration for Children and Families, Administration on Children, Youth and Families. Sec. 438, [42 U.S.C. 629th].
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The National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges® (NCJFC]J)
headquartered on the University of Nevada campus in Reno since 1969, provides
cutting-edge training, wide-ranging technical assistance, and research to help the
nation’s courts, judges, and staff in their important work. Since its founding in
1937 by a group of judges dedicated to improving the effectiveness of the nation’s
juvenile courts, the NCJFCJ has pursued a mission to improve courts and systems
practice and raise awareness of the core issues that touch the lives of many of our
nation’s children and families.

For more information about the NCJFCJ or this guide, please contact:

National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges
Juvenile Law Programs

University of Nevada

P.O. Box 8970

Reno, Nevada 89507

(775) 327-5300

www.ncjfcj.org

research@ncjfcj.org

©2015, National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges. All rights reserved.

This guide was made possible with funding from the Nevada Adminstrative Office
of the Courts Court Improvement Program.



A Guide to Integrating Continuous Quality Improvement into the Work of the Community Improvement Councils

INTRODUCTION

Continuous Quality Improvement (CQI), is an
important part of systems change efforts. CQI

has been defined as “the complete process of
identifying, describing, and analyzing strengths
and problems and then testing, implementing,
learning from and revising solutions.” Simplified,
the model identifies the cyclical steps in a process
of systems change—the plan, do, study, act model
(illustrated below). It is important to plan for
systems change, using the most current or most
available data that you have. From this, you plan
to make a change. Then you do, or implement a
change. Then, you must assess what you have done
(study). Assessment does not have to be a complex
process, it often requires a simple monitoring of
whether the change was implemented as expected
and what occurred after that. Following the study
phase, you use the information/data that you
gathered to set a course of action (act). You take
an action to either change the program/practice

that you implemented to make it better, or you

USING 7#):s GUIDE

This Guide offers practical suggestions for steps
to fully integrate CQI into planning and action
within your Community Improvement Council
(CIC). Steps are identified along the way with
helpful questions for you to ask yourself about
current practice. The Guide also offers some
concrete suggestions for tools to gather data, and
examples of process and outcome measures that

may be helpful in studying whether the changes

implement it full scale. Then the process begins
anew. It is important as stakeholders who work
with some of the nation’s most vulnerable youth
to examine practices and programs and make
sure that what we are doing has its desired effect
and is not harming kids. By integrating CQI into
current discussions and planning, it allows for an
opportunity to assess any changes in practice and
determine if you are moving in the right direction,
or if you need to course correct and make
adjustments to what you are doing to better serve

the needs of the families you serve.

you have made have had an impact. Included in
each step of the process is a CQI Self-Assessment.
Self-assessment asks questions to help you think
about where you are in the process. If the answer
to any of the questions is NO, the next question is
why not? If you are stuck at a step in the process,
technical assistance is available to you to help
move you forward toward successful integration of

CQI into your systems change efforts.

_01-
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>STEP 1:

ESTABLISH
DEDICATED

TEAM

process and often requires stakeholders
to adopt a new way of thinking about
achieving systems change, which ideally
permeates into organizational cultures. Each
judicial district in Nevada has established a
Community Improvement Council (CIC),
a collaborative team comprised of diverse
stakeholders who are dedicated to improving
system processes and outcomes. This is a critical
first step in any CQI endeavor. These teams
work to identify system needs and areas for
improvement; to coordinate and implement
improvement efforts; to assess the effectiveness
of improvement efforts; and to determine what
changes need to be made to promote continued

improvement and success.

COLLABORATIVE

Continuous Quality Improvement is

not a one-time activity. It is an ongoing

Collaborative teams dedicated to improving court

practices and outcomes for children and families
involved in child abuse and neglect cases tend to

be most successful when they:

o Are comprised of a diverse group of

stakeholders and agency leaders. Team members

could include one or more judicial officers,

attorneys (agency attorneys, parents’ attorneys,

children’s attorneys or child advocates such as

_02 -

CQI SELF-ASSESSMENT
(STEP 1)

o Does your judicial district
have an established CIC?

o Does the team include all
the persons that should be
involved?

o Ifnot, who is missing?
How can they be engaged?

o Does your CIC meet
regularly?

o Are meetings productive uses
of time?

« If not, what can be done
to improve them? (See
suggested agenda on next

page)
« Could you use some

Technical Assistance on this
issue?

Guardians Ad Litem (GALs) and/or Court
Appointed Special Advocates (CASAs), social
service professionals, and other influential
community members. Collaborative teams

also may include court staff and administrative
personnel, educators or school representatives,
treatment providers, data and IT system
professionals, members of law enforcement,
domestic violence advocates, and juvenile
justice professionals. The makeup of your

team should reflect the visions and objectives
for systems change in your jurisdiction. For
example, if you would like to improve outcomes
for children and families concurrently involved
in both juvenile dependency and delinquency
systems, then the collaborative team should

include juvenile justice professionals.

« Are motivated by a shared vision for systems

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JUVENILE AND FAMILY COURT JUDGES
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change. Each collaborative team should develop
and agree upon an overarching vision and
mission statement to guide their improvement
efforts. The vision and mission for every team
will differ, but should ultimately reflect shared

organizational values.

Communicate and convene on a regular basis.
The most successful court improvement teams
tend to hold in-person meetings on at least

a bi-monthly basis so that they can discuss
progress towards current goals and objectives,
identify and develop solutions to any problems
or obstacles, and share perspectives and new
ideas. A basic sample agenda for a Community
Improvement Council (CIC) Meeting is

provided below.

Utilize interdisciplinary expertise and
connections. It is important to develop a
team of diverse stakeholders so that team

members can 1) Offer a variety of different

CIC MEETING AGENDA - JULY 8, 2015
3:00 p.m. — 4:30 p.m.

« Welcome and Announcements

o Child Safety Guide Trainings
o Participant and presenter feedback
o Volunteers to coordinate fall trainings

o Presentation of results from Court User Surveys
o Discuss areas for improvement

+ Subcommittee updates
« Data subcommittee
» Policy subcommittee
o Leadership team

o Plans for the next month and next steps
o Schedule next meeting

+ Adjourn

perspectives, experiences, and resources to
help guide court improvement efforts; 2)
Represent their organization or agency by
sharing similar stakeholders’ perspectives to
help inform CQI processes; and 3) Discuss
and coordinate court improvement team

efforts with agency stakeholders.

 Clearly communicate and establish roles,

responsibilities, and next steps for implementing
and analyzing court improvement efforts. Court

improvement teams operate most efficiently and

effectively when necessary roles are established
(e.g., team leaders, organizers, note takers/

recorders, etc. and when specific individuals
are identified as responsible for any given task
related to planning or implementing a court

improvement effort.

TIPS FOR A SUCCESSFUL
MEETING

o Schedule meetings at least
one month in advance

o Draft and distribute agenda
1-2 weeks before each
meeting - ask CIC members
what needs to be included

o Identify a recorder to take
minutes at each meeting
and distribute to all CIC
members within one week
after the meeting

o Identify a facilitator for each
meeting who will ensure the
CIC stays on topic and that
all members have a chance to
speak

-03 -
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>> STEP 2:

and REFINE 4

CQI involves analyzing the processes and
outcomes of efforts made to achieve identified
goals. Therefore, to fully integrate CQI principles
into practice, Community Improvement Councils
(CICs) must clearly articulate measurable goals
and the plans for achieving these goals. This is
commonly accomplished by developing a strategic
plan or action plan for implementing and tracking
change efforts. Although it would be optimal to
begin CQIl’ing a new program or practice, the
reality is that integrating CQI often requires
retrofitting this process to something that already
exists. For instance, many CICs may have already
identified system needs or areas for improvement
and are working to address them, and CICs may
already have created strategic plans. Whether
your CIC is already executing a strategic plan or is
beginning to develop one, it is important to view
the strategic plan through a CQI lens. Strategic
plans guiding the CQI process must, at minimum,

include the following components:

A clearly articulated, measurable goal linked to

an identified need or improvement area

» Key steps or actions that must be taken to

achieve the goal

_04 -

CREATE, REVIEW,

STRATEGIC PLAN
throngh a CQI LENS

CQI SELF-ASSESSMENT
(STEP 2)

o Does your action plan have
clearly articulated and
measureable goals?

o Does your action plan
include concrete steps with
timelines and persons
responsible?

o Do you have a plan to track
progress?

« How will you know if your
change effects the outcome
you want?

o Could you use some
technical assistance on this?

« How you will know if the key steps or actions
needed to achieve the goal were implemented as

planned

« How you will track progress towards the goal

and determine whether the goal was achieved

It is also recommended that strategic plans
identify 1) a timeline for program implementation
and assessment of processes and outcomes;

2) specific persons or entities responsible for
implementing key steps and/or actions; and

3) desired longer-term outcomes linked to
achievement of the specified goal. For example,

a CIC may set a goal of improving the quality

of permanency hearings, and measure progress
toward that goal by systematically assessing the
breadth and depth of discussion surrounding key
topics at permanency hearings. However, although
improving the quality of permanency hearings is a
measurable goal, it is still unclear why improving
the quality of permanency hearings is important.

Is improved hearing quality expected to increase
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parties’ satisfaction and acceptance of the case
decisions, foster child well-being, or expedite

permanency?

A sample strategic plan summarizing CIC

activities and expected outcomes of increasing

>>> STEP 3:

and OUTCOME
MEASURES

Two main types of measures are used

to help inform the CQI process.
Process measures document program
activities and outputs, such as the number
of participants reached by a training or the
number of collaborative meetings held and the
minutes of those meetings. Documenting and
analyzing the processes of change initiatives

will help CICs determine the extent to which
programming was implemented as intended. In
the sample strategic plan (see Appendix A), process
measures would be developed from Column

D (Evidence to be collected to indicate that the
action has been implemented as planned). Process
measures are important for several reasons. If

the programming results in positive outcomes,
process measures can help illustrate how the
programming led to change and which elements

of the program were successful. This information
can then be used to develop a “road map for
success” that can be disseminated and adopted

by other CICs to promote broader change. If the

IDENTIFY PROCESS |-

focus on youth well-being at all juvenile
dependency hearings is included in Appendix
A. This sample plan will be used as an example
throughout the remainder of this guide to help
illustrate the CQI process.

CQI SELF-ASSESSMENT
(STEP 3)

Do you understand how
process outcome measures
can be used to help guide
CIC efforts?

o Do you have a plan to track
process measures (e.g.,
if your change has been
implemented as it was
supposed to be)?

o Do you have a plan to track
outcome measures (e.g., if
your change has the desired
effect?

o Could you use some
technical assistance on this?

programming did not lead to the desired change,
process measures can be examined to determine if
any discrepancies between what was planned and
what was actually implemented may have impeded
change. CICs refine their strategic plans to address
any barriers to program implementation and/or to
incorporate alternative actions that may be better

suited to achieving their goals.

Outcome measures assess the extent to which
programming led to desired changes are needed
to answer the question, “Did our efforts make a
difference?” The content of Column E (Evidence
to be collected to indicate that the action has

led to change) in the sample strategic plan can

-05 -
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be translated into outcome measures. Outcome
measures are essential in tracking progress towards
goals and in demonstrating how more immediate
impacts of programming are linked to broader
impacts in the following months or years. CICs
should articulate and measure both short- and
long-term outcomes of their change efforts. In the
sample strategic plan, Increased presence of youth
at all hearings represents an anticipated short-term
outcome of change efforts, whereas Increase in
positive well-being outcomes for youth involved in

dependency cases represents a long-term outcome.

Measuring processes is sometimes more
straightforward and less time-intensive than
measuring outcomes, although this still requires
time and dedication from CICs. For instance, the

CIC working on the sample action plan will need

>>>>STEP 4.

In the next step in the CQI process,

the CIC team will identify ways to
collect the data needed for the processes
and outcomes they wish to track. This
should include conversations with all system
stakeholders to assess the availability of data
elements through various IT systems. The agency
and the court will likely have data systems in
place and collect some data that would be useful

in tracking progress towards CIC goals and

-06 -

IDENTIFY WAYS /0 |-
COLLECT (ORFIND |-
EXISTING) DATA

to collect data on the number and disciplines

of participants attending trainings and conduct
evaluations of the trainings (i.e. to assess the
impacts of the training on participants’ knowledge
and intentions to apply this knowledge in their
work). The CIC team also will need to collect

data to determine if there has been an increase in
positive well-being outcomes for youth involved
in dependency cases. In doing so, the team will
first need to identify measures of youth well-being
they wish to use. Educational success, increased
community involvement, developing positive peer
relationships, and abstinence from drugs and
alcohol are just some indicators of youth well-
being. Next, the CIC team will determine how to

collect the data needed for those measures.

CQI SELF-ASSESSMENT
(STEP 4)

Do you know what data are
available to you?

Do you know what data you
need to collect?

o Do you have internal
capacity to collect additional
data?

o Could you use some
technical assistance on this?

objectives. Further, the agency reports their data

to the Adoption and Foster Care Reporting System
(AFCARS), which will provide state level data (and
sometimes jurisdiction specific data). Local school
districts and juvenile justice agencies may also have
data systems that include data elements that will
help inform CIC efforts.

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JUVENILE AND FAMILY COURT JUDGES



A Guide to Integrating Continuous Quality Improvement into the Work of the Community Improvement Councils

In Nevada, CICs have access to court timeliness
data collected from the child welfare data in the
SACWIS, UNITY, and in the SACWIS and UNITY
systems, which are distributed to the courts
quarterly. These data include the median days to
permanency hearings, to termination of parental

rights, and to permanency.

CICs also have access to agency data collected by
Chapin Hall', including data on placement stability,
case closure/exit type (i.e., whether a case ended

in reunification, TPR/adoption, guardianship,

etc.), and case timeliness (i.e., number of days

from petition filing to permanency and case
closure). This data is provided annually at the CIC
annual meeting. Other data can be requested from
NCJEC]J, who has access to the Chapin Hall data
system. Also, it may be possible for the CICs to
designate a person to gain access to Chapin Hall for

additional information.

If data are not already available, it will be
important to design a plan to collect data. This

may include the collection of quantitative or

1 For more information about Chapin Hall, see:
http://www.chapinhall.org/partners/ CSCWD

qualitative data. Quantitative data involves
collecting numeric information from various
primary sources (e.g., court records or stakeholder
surveys) or secondary sources (e.g., school data or
agency data). Qualitative data focus on descriptive
information rather than numbers and provide a
richer, more detailed description. Such data can be
collected through parent or stakeholder interviews
or focus groups, as well as through open-ended
survey questions. The information collected can be
used to better understand stakeholders’ and users’
perceptions about how well the program is working

and how to improve programs.

CICs may discover that there are several different
sources of data and data collection methods they
can use to track processes and outcomes, and
choose the source and method that is most efficient
and relevant to their goals. If a CIC determines
that data required to measure specific processes

or outcomes are truly unavailable, the CIC should
consider revising the desired process or outcome so

that it is measurable.

-07 -
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>>>>> STEP 3:

OWN DATA)

After CICs determine what data they will

need to collect in order to measure processes and
outcomes, they should then articulate how these data
will be collected. For primary data collection (that

is, quantitative or qualitative data that CIC members
will be requesting or collecting themselves), this
should include details about what method should

be used (e.g., online surveys, paper surveys, case file
review, court observation), who will be responsible for
collecting the data, and how data will be combined,
stored, and analyzed. CICs, or the CIC data/
performance measurement subcommittee groups
also will need to determine who is responsible for
entering, analyzing, and reporting data; how data will
be reported; and if any data sharing agreements or
Memorandums of Understanding need to be in place

to obtain the data needed to measure performance.

It is recommended that all CICs create a performance
measurement plan identifying process and outcome
measures to track progress towards their overarching
goal(s) and how these data will be collected and
analyzed. A comprehensive sample performance
measurement plan based on the sample strategic
plan (Appendix A) is included in Appendix

B. This example measurement plan includes

-08 -

DETERMINE HOW |
#0 COLLECT OTHER
NECESSARY DATA |.
(COLLETING YOUR

CQI SELF-ASSESSMENT
(STEP 5)

Are you familiar with
different methods to collect
your own data (e.g., surveys,
case file review, court
observation)?

Do you know which methods
would be best-suited to
measuring your processes
and outcomes?

o Do you have a clear plan for
collecting, analyzing, and
reporting your data?

o Could you use some
technical assistance on this?

measures and procedures to track all processes and
outcomes identified in the sample strategic plan
for demonstration purposes (i.e., to provide CIC

members with several different examples).

It is important to note that many CIC strategic
plans and performance measurement plans may
be briefer than the examples provided. Given
limitations on time and resources, a CIC may decide
to implement two activities aimed at promoting
systems change and identify 2-4 process measures
and 2-3 outcome measures. The process and outcome
measures selected should be directly linked to the
programming and/or activities. For example, a CIC
may direct their efforts towards implementation of

the following practices (adapted from Appendix A):

All judicial officers will inquire about
youth availability to attend hearings and
the judicial officers and clerks will make
every effort to schedule hearings so that

youth can attend.

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JUVENILE AND FAMILY COURT JUDGES



A Guide to Integrating Continuous Quality Improvement into the Work of the Community Improvement Councils

The CIC will organize multi-disciplinary
trainings on best practices for engaging
youth during juvenile dependency hearings
and the key topics related to youth
permanency and well-being that should be

discussed at hearings.

The CIC team then identifies the following process
measures they will use to determine whether these

activities were implemented as planned:

o Frequency with which judicial officers
inquire about youth schedules when

scheduling the next hearing.

« Frequency with which hearings are

scheduled that accommodate youth.

o Number of staff trained and disciplines

of staff trained.

 Participants’ satisfaction with training

and knowledge gained

Next, the CIC team identifies the following two
measures to determine if the activities are leading to

the anticipated outcomes:

Frequency with which youth attend their

court hearings.

Breadth and depth of discussion focused

on child well-being during hearings.

After the programming has been implemented

for some time and data have been collected for the
identified process and outcome measures, the CIC
may consider exploring more long-term outcomes
expected to result from their efforts. For instance,
increased attendance of youth at hearings and
increased quality of discussion focused on child well-
being at these hearings may be in turn expected to
improve readiness for living independently among
youth who are aging out of care. This outcome can
be measured by completing an Independent Living
Readiness Checklist for each youth as applicable.
Appendix B includes examples of potential data
collection sources and methods and measurement

plans for each of the measures identified above.

Some CICs may want to begin by implementing

a simplified data collection and performance
measurement plan. Such a plan should include 1)
CIC activities that are being implemented; 2) One or
more measures for each activity; and 3) The method
that will be used to collect data for the measure.

The table on the following pages provides examples
of simplified data collection and performance
measurement plans using many of the activities that
CICs identified in their Action Plans for 2014-2015
(completed at the 2014 Nevada CIC Summit).

-09 -
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PROPOSED CIC ACTIVITIES AND EXAMPLE DATA COLLECTION METHODS

ACTION

Monthly case review meetings with
DCEFS, PD, DA, and CASA

MEASURE(S)

« Frequency of meetings (date and
time)

» Frequency with which all specified
professionals attend

DATA COLLECTION METHOD

Identify a recorder and keep minutes
for each meeting. Record the date of
each meeting and persons present.
Save meeting minutes as word or
other electronic document.

Improve engagement of parents and
during hearings

» Responses to Parent Engagement
Survey

NOTE: Please see Appendix C for a
sample Parent Engagement Survey.

At the end of each hearing, the Bailift
will ask the parent(s) if they would be
willing to take the survey and provide
instructions. All completed surveys
will be dropped in a locked box in the
back of the courtroom

Increase the number of case plans
that are filed in a timely manner

» DPercentage of case plans that
are filed within the specified
timeframe

All social services staff responsible for
filing case plans will record the date
each case plan is supposed to be filed
by and the date each case is actually
filed in a simple Excel template. They
will send completed templates for
each month to administrators.

Increase focus on child well-being at
all hearings as appropriate

o Number of well-being topics
discussed at each hearing; extent
to which each topic is discussed
(e.g., brief mention or thorough
discussion)

Designated CIC members or other
trained volunteers will randomly
observe hearings and collect data
using a Court Observation Tool that
includes child well-being discussion
topics.

NOTE: Please see Appendix D for a
sample Court Observation Tool.

Expanding and improving petitions
and case plans to be rationally related

« Degree of correspondence between
allegations and presenting
problems noted in the petition and
case plans

Examine petitions and case plans
side-by-side. For each petition/case
plan pair selected, use a table to
record the number of instances in
which case plan services were not
related to petition allegations or
presenting problems.

Confirm ICWA status at each hearing

 Percentage of hearings during
which the judicial officer inquires
about ICWA (asks if child has
Native American heritage and if
ICWA applies)

CIC members, trained volunteers,

or ICWA compliance officers will
randomly attend hearings and record
whether ICWA status was confirmed
using a court observation instrument.

NOTE: Please see Appendix E for a
sample ICWA Compliance - Court
Observation Tool

- 10 -
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PROPOSED CIC ACTIVITIES AND EXAMPLE DATA COLLECTION METHODS

ACTION

Invite children to attend court (with
prior notification of team members)

MEASURE(S)

» Percentage of hearings that youth
attend

DATA COLLECTION METHOD

Pull random samples of electronic
case files and record whether the
child was present for each hearing in
the case in an Excel spreadsheet (e.g.,
Adjudication present? Y/N.

Promote attendance of foster parents
at hearings

 Percentage of hearings for which
foster parents are present

Judicial officers and/or court staff
will ensure that foster parents are
identified and entered into the court
case management system as present.
Random samples of hearings can
then be selected within the system to
determine the extent to which foster
parents appear.

Recruitment and retention of quality
foster parents

o Number of licensed foster care
providers in the jurisdiction.

Social Services will send the CIC
quarterly reports (pulled from their
case management system) with the
present numbers of licensed foster
care providers

Recruitment and retention of quality
foster parents

o Number of licensed foster care
providers in the jurisdiction.

Social Services will send the CIC
quarterly reports (pulled from their
case management system) with the
present numbers of licensed foster
care providers

Increase focus on child safety

« Number of safety issues addressed
during the initial hearing and
extent to which these issues were
addressed (Per the Child Safety
Guide)

CIC members or trained volunteers
will randomly observe initial hearings
(i.e., Shelter Care, Preliminary
Protective Hearings) and complete

a checklist of child safety topics that
should be discussed as recommended
per the Child Safety Guide.

NOTE: Please see Appendix F for a
sample Initial Hearing Observation
- Child Safety Checklist

11 -
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>>>>>> STEP 6:

ANALYZE YOUR
DATA 74 REACT

In developing a performance
measurement plan, CICs should

specify how the data collected or obtained
will be analyzed, the timeframe and/or frequency
with which the data will be analyzed (e.g., six
months after program implementation and every
six months following) and who will be responsible
for analyzing the data and reporting the findings to
the CIC and other stakeholders. After the findings
are shared, the CIC enters in perhaps the most
important phase of CQI: reacting to the findings.
This is what distinguishes CQI from other methods
of tracking processes, progress, and impacts.
Rather than simply reporting their findings and
moving on, CICs engaged in the CQI process
carefully consider the results obtained, identify

successes and areas for improvement, and begin

_12-

0o YOUR FINDINGS |-

CQI SELF-ASSESSMENT
(STEP ¢)

o  What did the data tell you
about your change?

o Was the change implemented
like it was supposed to?

Were there barriers to
implementation?

o Can something be done
differently to improve
implementation?

o Should you continue with the
change or stop?

o Were you able to illustrate a
positive outcome following
the change?

« Could you use some
technical assistance on this?

to develop plans for further improvement. These
plans may include maintaining and expanding
programs that have led to successes, modifying
programming that has fallen short of expectations,
and/or implementing new programs and activities
that may be more conducive to achieving the

desired outcomes.
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SEEK TECHNICAL
ASSISTANCE ~s NEEDED

The Nevada Court Improvement The NCJFEC]J can help the CIC develop a user-

Program contracts with the National friendly tool to use in data collection.
Council of Juvenile and Family Court
Judges (NCJFC]) to provide technical
assistance related to CQI of current

o Answering data questions. Data can be tricky

and always has some limitations. The NCJFC]

; . can help answer any questions you have about
statewide and local projects. The research

) ] ) the currently available data, its limitations, and
team at the NCJFC]J is available to assist the

e ) how it can best be used.
CICs in thinking about how to integrate CQI more

fully into current practice. Technical assistance can o Analysis of currently available data. The

take many forms, depending on the needs of the NCJEC] could also serve as a data analysis

court. These may include: partner. In addition to having access to
AFCARS and Chapin Hall data, the NCJFC]

o Identification of performance measures. In _ _ .
could potentially help with analysis of data

developing an action plan, the CICs often ]

. _ . the CIC has collected (e.g., analyzing survey
identify practice or program changes they
would like to make. The NCJFC]J can help

identify performance measures to correspond

responses, doing analysis of data collected in

excel, etc.)

to those suggested changes. For example, if o Brainstorming ideas for data collection. The
you want to increase involvement of children, NCJFC]J can serve as a thought partner, working
families, and other necessary parties, the with the CIC to consider all potential data
NCJFCJ can help you identify multiple ways you sources and ways to efficiently and effectively
might want to measure this to determine if your collect data needed to monitor change and
change is occurring as planned. assess outcomes.

o Assistance with tool development. Often it o Assistance with action planning. The NCJEC]
might be necessary to develop an instrument to can also assist in the action planning process,
collect all the necessary components you would helping to identify process measures, as well as
like to see. For example, an action plan might short term and long-term outcomes measures
be to better engage parents in the process. The of interest.

CIC may want to survey parents about current

engagement and barriers to coming to court.

_13.
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Appendix A — Sample Strategic Plan

Goal: Increase focus on child well-being at all hearings in juvenile dependency cases.

A. Description of action te bring
about change or improvemeant

B. Specific entities or persons
responsible for the action and
timeframe

C. Materials and
resocurces neaded
for action

D. Evidence to be
collected to Indicate
that the action has
been implemented as
planned

E. Evidence to be collected
to indicate that the action
has led to change

Inform all relevant parties (e.g.,
parents, foster parents, child
advocates, youth) that the court
encourages youth attendance at
hearings and provide one-page
information sheets about youth
attendance along with the next
hearing date to parties

Irquire about youth availability to
attend hearings and schedule
hearings accordingly

Multi-disciplinary trainings on
best practices for engaging

CIT representatives from each
agency (Lead Judge, social
worker, attorneys) will train other
staff on protocol. Youth in Court
subcommittee will draft and
supply information sheets.
Completion date: Oct. 2015

Lead Judge will train judicial
officers and court clerks to
accommodate youth schedules
Completion date: Sept. 2015

Representatives from the DA,
Public Defender, and GAL office

Youth in Court (Y1)
protocol and
guidelines,
information sheets

Reminder notices,
youth schedules.

Training curriculum,
presenters, and

FParties' awareness of
expectations that
youth are present in
court; number of staff
trained; extent of YIC
information sharing
and distribution.

Extent of inquiries and
hearings scheduled
that accommodate
youth

Mumber and discipline
of participants

Increased youth presence
at all hearings

Increased engagement of
youth who are present at
hearings

Increased depth and
breadth of discussion
focused on child well-being
at all hearings

Increased understanding
and perceptions of

youth and key hearing will coordinate trainings, to be eduu:a.tinnal attending training, procedural fairness among
digcussion topics held in Aug. and Sept. 2015 materials training evaluations youth regarding their case
Monthly multi-disciplinary case Social service agency _Case an_d child Mumber and Increase in positive well-
reviews, with a focus on representatives will coordinate | information from frequency of being outcomes for youth
prometing child well-being meetings. beginning Sept. 2015 | ach agency; staff | peetings: topics imvalved in dependency
pal'tll::lpatlon discussed CaASES
_14 -
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Appendix B — Sample Data Collection and Performance Measurement Plan

Measure

Process Measures

Data collection sources and methods

Measurement plan

Parties’ awareness of
expectations that youth are
present in court

Prior to each hearing, court staff will ask all relevant
parties (e.g., child advocates, parents/guardians/foster
parents, attorneys, social workers) if they have
received verbal and written information encouraging
youth presence at hearings.

Designated staff will pose this question to all relevant
parties prior to each court hearing and record their
responses on a standardized form. Forms will be
collected each week by designated court staff and
results analyzed on a monthly basis.

Number of staff trained and
disciplines of staff trained

All participants who attend trainings will be asked to
provide their name and discipline on a sign-in sheet

CIT representatives will collect sign-in sheets and enter
participants’ names and disciplines into an Excel file.

Participants’ satisfaction with
training and knowledge gained

Data will be collected using a post-reflective evaluation
survey distributed to participants at the end of each
training. The survey will ask participants to indicate
their satisfaction with the training and to rate their
knowledge in the topics covered before and after the
training.

CIT representatives will collect evaluation surveys at the
end of each training and enter data into an Excel file. CIT
representatives can calculate response frequencies and
averages using Excel to assess overall satisfaction with
the training and to determine the extent of knowledge
increase from pre to post training.

Frequency with which YIC
information sheets are
distributed to all relevant
parties

A CIT member will observe of 2-3 hearings per week
(including different judicial officers) for the first two
months of program implementation to determine
whether information sheets are distributed as planned.

The CIT member will record whether the information
sheet was distributed to all, some, or none of the
relevant parties for each hearing observed and enter this
information into an Excel file. These data will be
analyzed after three months into the implementation
phase to assess fidelity to distribution of the information
sheets.

Frequency with which judicial
officers inquire about youth
schedules when scheduling
the next hearing and the
frequency with which hearings
are scheduled that
accommodate youth.

A CIT member will observe of 2-3 hearings per week
(including different judicial officers) for the first two
months of program implementation to determine
whether judicial officers are inquiring about youth
schedules and, if so, whether hearings are scheduled
to accommodate youth.

The CIT member will record whether the judicial officer
did or did not inquire about youth schedules when
scheduling the next hearing and whether the hearing
was in fact scheduled to accommodate youth. This
information will be entered into an Excel file. These data
will be analyzed after three months into the
implementation phase to determine the extent to which
judicial officers are making efforts to accommodate youth
schedules.

Frequency of multi-disciplinary
case review meetings and
discussion of topics focused
on child well-being

Social services representative will document meetings
and complete a “checklist” of discussion topics,
marking all topics discussed related to child well-being
(e.g., placement, mental and physical health, visitation,
education)

The social services representative will enter data
collected at meetings into a shared Excel file. Data will
be analyzed on a bi-monthly basis to assess the extent
to which meetings are held and child well-being topics
are discussed.

-715-
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Appendix B — Sample Data Collection and Performance Measurement Plan

Measure

Outcome Measures

Data collection sources and methods

Measurement plan

Youth presence at hearings

Presence of parties at each hearing is already
documented in the court case management system.

Court IT staff will randomly select 30 cases closed prior
to program implementation and calculate the percentage
of hearings for which youth were present for each case.
A year after program implementation, IT staff will
randomly select 30 cases that opened after program
implementation and calculate the percentage of hearings
for which youth were present for each case. These pre
and post percentages can be compared o assess the
extent to which youth presence at hearings have
increazed as a result of CIT efforts.

Judicial engagement of youth
during hearings

Designated CIT members will observe at least 5
juvenile dependency hearings per month for which
youth are present beginning now (to establish a
baseline) and continuing throughout the following
months during and after program implementation. CIT
observers will use a standardized court cbservation
instrument to assess the extent and quality of judicial
engagement.

Each CIT cbserver or support staff (e.g., intems, student
volunteers) will enter the data collected via the
cbservation instruments into an Excel file. Means
(averages) will be calculated for each engagement
variable as well as fotal engagement scores. These will
be compared across months to assess improvements in
judicial engagement of youth.

Breadth and depth of
discussion focused on child
well-being during hearings.

Designated CIT members will observe at least 5
juvenile dependency hearings per month for which
youth are present beginning now (to establish a
baseline) and continuing throughout the following
months during and after program implementation. CIT
observers will use a standardized court cbservation
instrument to assess the breadth and depth of key
discussion topice as set forth in the Resource
Guidelines (e.g., placement, education, health,
permanent connections, etc.)

Each CIT observer or support staff (e.g., intems, student
volunteers) will enter the data collected via the
ocbservation instruments into an Excel file. Means will be
calculated for each discussion topic variable as well as
total "hearing quality” peraining to child well-being
scores. These will be compared across months to
assess improvements in the breadth and depth of
discussion focused on child well-being.

Youths' perceptions of
procedural fairness regarding

their court hearings and case.

At the end of hearings, Bailiffz will administer a survey
to youth who attended assessing their perceptions
related to procedural fairness- e.qg., whether they felt
the way their case was handled was fair and if the
hearing cutcome was fair, whether they had the
opportunity to be heard, whether the judge listened to
their side of the story. This will occur at each hearing
beginning immediately and throughout the months
during and following program implementation.

CIT volunteers or support staff will enter survey results
into an Excel database. Response frequencies and
means will be examined and compared over time to
determine if there are increases in youth's perceptions of
procedural fairness.

- 16 -
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Appendix B — Sample Data Collection and Performance Measurement Plan

Outcome Measures ‘

Measure

Data collection sources and methods

Measurement plan

Educational Benchmarks:
Percentage of youth
performing at or above grade
level at case closure.
(well-being measure)

Upon case closure, the Educational Liaison will submit
updated academic records to social services and
indicate if the student is performing at or above grade
level.

An additional field for “academic performance at case
closure” will be added to the Agency database with
codes to indicate whether youth are performing below,
at, or above grade level. These data will be analyzed
every six months to determine if youth academic
performance has improved.

Dual Involvement:
Percentage of children under
court jurisdiction who are also
involved in the juvenile
delinquency system.
(well-being measure)

Juvenile Services already tracks dual involvement-
youth who have open dependency and delinquency
cases. Youth who are dually involved are flagged in
their data system. The court case management system
tracks the total number of youth under court jurisdiction
(in child welfare cases).

Juvenile Services staff will run quarterly reports
indicating the number of youth who are dually involved-
the percentage of youth with open dependency cases
who are dually involved can then be calculated by court
IT staff. These data will be analyzed quarterly to assess
changes in the extent of dual involvement.

Independent Living Readiness
(well-being measure)

Social workers will complete the independent living
readiness checklist for all APPLA youth 2-3 months
prior to their eighteenth birthday or discharge from
care. The checklist includes variables related to
education, employment, housing, and independent
living skills.

Data from the independent living readiness checklist will
be entered into the Agency database. Every six months,
the CIT social services representative will request a
report on the checklists completed during the six month
time period. Checklist scores will be compared over time
to detect changes in Independent Living Readiness
among APPLA youth.
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Appendix C - Parent Engagement Survey
We are interested in your opinion of how you were treated in court today. Your answers to these
guestions can be used to help improve the court system. Your answers will only be used to measure the
court’s strengths and weaknesses and will not affect your case in any way. We appreciate you taking the
time to complete this survey.

When did your case open? month year

Please indicate your agreement with each statement, using the following scale.

1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neutral 4=Agree 5=Strongly Agree
The judge treated me with respect .......ccccevevvvcieeeiivciiee e 1 2 3 4 5
The judge listened t0 ME ...ccvveiiiiiiiiiee e 1 2 3 4 5
I had @ chance to SPEAK .....ccovcvviiiiiiiiie e 1 2 3 4 5
The judge spoke directly to Me ....cuevvevvciiiii i 1 2 3 4 5
| helped make the decisions for my case......cccccevveeevicieeeesivnnennn. 1 2 3 4 5
| agreed with the case plan ordered for me ......ccccccevvvvvveeeeiinnennn, 1 2 3 4 5 N/A
| understood what happened in court today.......cccccevviveeeeniineennn, 1 2 3 4 5
| understand what | am supposed to do next........cccoevvveeeerivnnennn. 1 2 3 4 5
All of my questions were ansWered ........ccceevveveeeeeecieeeesesciieeee e 1 2 3 4 5
The judge Was fail.....ccueeei i 1 2 3 4 5
| agree with the decisions made in court today ......cccccvvevvvivnennnn. 1 2 3 4 5

Is there anything else you would like to tell us about your experience in court today?

Please check your role in the case: [1 Mother [ Father

Please check your race/ethnicity (mark all that apply):

0 White/Caucasian [ Black/African American O Hispanic/Latino
[0 Asian/Pacific Islander [0 Native American O oOther:
_18 -
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Appendix D — Example Court Observation Tool 2

The following is an excerpt from a court observation tool used to assess hearing practice in review
hearings. The top portion gathers descriptive data regarding when the hearing was held, who was
present, the scheduled start and end time, as well as the child’s current placement. The bottom

portion focuses just on what was discussed at the hearing.

& @ Foster Parent & @ Father Aty
@ ®Relative Caretaker @ © COther:

@ @ Extended Family @ ® Cther:

@ Foster Care
@ Group Home
® Treatment Facility

Date Inquiry about parties not present? Who? ® @ @
MONTH| DAY Explanation from agency to locate missing parties? @ @ @ Scheduled Time: I:l
SN
oF Parties Present/ Spoke at Hearing Start Time:|:|
M@ o @ ®Judge @ & Treatment Provider EE—
DA | D & @ Child{ren) 0 © State's Atty End Time:
WM |@ @ @ ®Caseworker @ @ Agency Atty Current Placement
Dl @ o ® Attomey ad liftem @ © Mother @™Home
o @ ® ®GAL @ @ Father @ Relative/Kin
DA |® @ ®CASA @ ® Mother Atty @ Pre-Adoptive Home

@

@

®

©)

CHCHSRCHCHCN®

@UD

For each of the discussion items below, use the 0 to 2 scale to identify how much discussion
occurred in the hearing. 0 = No discussion, 1=statement only/little discussion, 2=more than a
statement/substantive discussion.

Well-Being

Educational needs being met ©DO DB
Educational placement appropnate @O
Physical well-being ojole)i
Mental health needs @D D s
Special needs @D s
Independent Living Plan @D D B

2 More information about this tool and measuring ICWA compliance generally can be found in the Measuring Compliance with the Indian Child
Welfare Act: An Assessment Toolkit, Available online at: http://www.ncjfcj.org/resource-library/publications/measuring-compliance-indi-
an-child-welfare-act-assessment-toolkit
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Appendix E — ICWA Compliance Tool?

H . | | H . H . H
\ ICWA Performance Measurement Court Observation Tool
Court Case File Number Type of Hearing l Coder | Tribe(s) of Child Date
Tudicial Officer County/Jurisdiction rs‘tate tum of L:vhlld [:D:[]:E
hildren selected:
Parties Present at Hearing ) Relatives ) Interpreter &) Foster Parent
®Mother & Mother's Atty @ Child @Child's Aty & Tribal Representative®) CASA ) Treatment Prov
() Father () Fathers Atty () Social worker () State's Atty ) Atty for Tribe GAL  (MOther:
Was an attorney appointed at this hearing for: the mother?() @% the father?() (0 thechild? (O @b
ICWA Applicability
1. Application of ICWA Yes No
1a. Did the judge inquire about the applicability of ICWA? ® ©®
Who was asked?
1b. Has the child’s tribe(s) been identified? ® ®
1c. Is the child a member, or eligible for membership of a federally recognized tribe? ® ® ®
1d. Did the judge make a finding orally on the record that ICWA does/does not apply? ® ®
le. Does ICWA apply in this case? (even if no finding) ® ® ®
| 2. Jurisdiction Yes No |
2a. Did the judge make a finding on the record that the tribe(s) received formal notice of petition filing? ® ®
2b. Is the child a ward of a tribal court? ® ®
2¢. Is the child domiciled or living on the reservation? ® ®
2d. Does the state court have jurisdiction? ® @
“*If this is not the nitial hearing, is there indication that this is an ICWA case? ®
ICWA Compliance Yes No
3. Findings on the Record & Placement | Finding Made Notice Giver|
3a. Did the judge make a finding that the tribe(s) received notice of this hearing? ® ® ()
3b. Did the judge make a finding that the mother received notice of this hearing? ® ©®
3c¢. Did the judge make a finding that the father received notice of this hearing? ® ®
3d. Did the judge make a finding that the Indian custodian received notice of this hearing? @
3e. Did the judge order the child in to (or to remain in) out of home placement?
3f. Did the judge make a finding that emergency removal was necessary to prevent imminent physical damage or harm
to the child?

3g. Was there gualified expert witness testimony presented at this hearing?

3h. Did the judge make a finding that there was clear and convincing evidence that the child was likely to suffer serious
emotiond or physical damage if continued in the custody of the parent?

3i. Did the judge make a finding of active efforts ) (0 topreventremoval? ) (@ toreturn the child home?

3j. Was there discussion of why child was not placed with relatives? @

3k. Did the judge make a finding of good cause not to follow the placement preferences? If yes, why 2

RRRR BB BRR
P02 @ ©eee

|_4. Tribal Intervention Yes No |
4a. Did the tribe petition or move to intervene in the case? ® ®
4b. Did the judge grant the tribe's petition or motion to intervene in the case? @ ®©® ®
4c. Did the tribe have a recommendation to present to the court? ® ®
4d. Did the judge allow the tribe to present its recommendation to the court? Q © ®
4e. Did the judge adopt all ) adopt some () ornot adopt () the tribe’s recommendation? @
|_5. Transfer to Tribal Court Yes No |
5a. Did a party request a transfer of the case to tribal court at this hearing? ® ®
5b. Did the judge make a decision about the transfer to tribal court? & (@ Grant &) Deny &
Sc. Did the judge make a finding of good cause to deny the request to transfer the case? If yes, why? ® ®
[ 6. Engagement of Tribe Yes No |
6a. Was there discussion of how the tribe has been involved in case planning? ® ®
6b. Was there discussion of culturally appropriate services for the family? ® ®
6¢. Was there discussion of how the tribe has been involved in locating relatives? ® ®
Child Placement Order: &) New order ) Continuation Is this an adoptive home? @ @) D
Home/Parent @ Indian Home @ Treatment Facility
@ Relative @ Non-Indian Home ®Unable to Determine
@ Tribal Home @ Group Home

? More information about this tool and measuring ICWA compliance generally can be found in the Measuring
Compliance with the Indian Child Welfare Act: An Assessment Toolkit, Available online at:
http://www.ncjfcj.org/resource-library/publications/measuring-compliance-indian-child-welfare-act-assessment-
toolkit
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Appendix F --Sample Child Safety Initial Hearing Checklist

Date: Coder: (OR  (OL Sched. Start Time:

PARTIES PRESENT:
(O Mother
(O Father
(O Child(ren)
(O child Advocate OA (OG  (Oc¢
(O Foster Parent
(O Relative:

(O Tribal Rep
(O Other:

ICWA Finding? (O Yes (O No

CHILD DISCUSSION TOPICS:

Child Placement OH (R (QFC
Child education- general ON/A
Child educational placement  (ON/A
Child physical health

Child mental health

Child other well-being

Child safety

Visitation OP (S

Efforts to reunify/prevent removal

INITIAL HEARING DISCUSSION TOPICS:
Parents’ rights

Permanency timeframes

Review of the petition

Paternity

Diligent search

Relative resource

Safety planning

Prevent child from returning home today?
Judge ask about Native American heritage?

ENGAGEMENT:

Overall Mother engagement (ON/A
Overall Father engagement  (ON/A
Overall Child engagement ON/A

Start Time: End Time:
SAFETY TOPICS:
Threats of Danger @ @ @
Present threats identified? Qy ON
Impeding threats identified? Oy ON

If identified, were threats considered in:
Placement? QY ON  Safety plan? QY ON
Visitation plan? QY (ON Service plan? QY ON

Threats of Danger:

Vulnerability @@@

Vulnerabilities identified? QY ON

If identified, were threats considered in:
Placement? QY (ON  Safety plan? QY ON
Visitation plan? ()Y (ON Service plan? QY (ON

Vulnerabilities:

Protective Capacities @@@
Cognitive capacities identified? Oy ON
Behavioral capacities identified? QY ON
Emotional capacities identified? QY ON

If identified, were protective capacities considered in:

Placement? QY (ON  Safety plan? QY ON
Visitation plan? QY ON Service plan? OY ON

Protective Capacities:

@8 BB CLROLELEE  CELEEEEEE
OB O 0OEECEOE  CEEEEECEOE
O OO CREEEEEEE  CEEEEEEEE

SERVICES:

Mother ON/A

Father ON/A Note
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Executive Summary

Washoe County Mediation

In late 2011, the Second Judicial District of Nevada (Washoe County) implemented a mediation program
for parents and stakeholders who are in the midst of the child abuse and neglect court system. The goal
of mediation is to avoid further litigation through voluntary case resolution, which can enhance case
processing and improve outcomes in juvenile dependency cases. Parties can come together in a neutral
setting to address the issues surrounding the case and what options are available given the status of the
case, through the assistance of an impartial third-party.

The Nevada Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) contracted the National Council of Juvenile and
Family Court Judges (NCJFCJ) to conduct an assessment of the juvenile dependency mediation program.
The assessment included a process evaluation, a satisfaction evaluation, and an outcome evaluation. As
part of these evaluations, the NCIFCJ reviewed satisfaction surveys completed by parents and
stakeholders at the conclusion of the mediation session, surveyed stakeholders about the
implementation process, conducted key-informant interviews, and reviewed cases files to examine
timeliness and case outcomes. Surveys and interviews were analyzed to examine common themes, level
of satisfaction with the current mediation practice, and areas of improvements suggested.

Key Findings

Key findings from the process evaluation included:

° General perception that mediation is successful;

° Perceived decreased workload for stakeholder;

° Need for ongoing education and outreach of system stakeholders; and
° Problem with “no-show” parents.

Key findings from the satisfaction survey included:

° The majority of mediations (78%) result in agreement, but parties do not also have
consensus as to the actual agreement level;

° Mediation creates an environment where parents felt heard, respected, and treated
fairly during the process; and

° Mediators clearly explaining the process and parents being part of the decision-making
both predicted agreement in mediations.

Key findings from the outcome evaluation included:
° Mediated cases had fewer default orders for mothers and fathers;

° Mediated cases were related to longer time for case outcomes for mothers but no
difference for fathers;

° An association between mediation and an increased number of continuances; and

° An association between mediation and vacated settlement conferences and trials.



Based on these findings, the following lessons learned and recommendations emerged.

Implementation Lessons Learned

1. Education & Outreach Are Important. Program startup should include education and outreach to
all stakeholders who may/should be involved in the mediation.

2. Buy-In From All Stakeholders Will Help Encourage Mediations. Even if project partners are
educated about the benefits of mediation, mediation may not be successful if key professional
stakeholders do not believe the program is beneficial and useful.

3. The Referral Process Makes a Difference. Mediations were much less common when they were
on a referral basis. Court ordered mediation increased the number of mediations and ensured
stakeholder participation.

4. Parent Education is Necessary. Parents should learn about mediation prior to attending a
mediation session. Protocols or practices should be developed to identify how to best educate
parents about this process.

Recommendations for Improving Process & Next Steps

5. Ensure All Parties Understand the Agreement. Satisfaction surveys revealed that the parties
involved did not always have the same perception of the level of agreement that was reached. It
is important that all persons understand whether full agreement was reached. In particular, this
is important for parents, to ensure that they know what occurred at the mediation and what the
next steps are in the case.

6. Ongoing Education & Outreach. Education and outreach should not stop with implementation.
Continuing education and outreach efforts will ensure that new stakeholders are familiar with
the program. One potential outlet in Washoe for this continued education may be the Model
Court collaborative meetings that occur monthly.

7. Consistent Domestic Violence Screening & Treatment. There did not seem to be consistency
among mediators as to how the cases were screened, or how they treated cases when domestic
violence did occur. At a minimum, all cases should be screened using a standard tool (across
mediators), where parents are directly asked.

8. Decrease No-Show Rate. If parents do not show up for mediation, the mediation cannot occur.
Consider making mediation information available (such as the mediation brochure) to parents
when they are at court hearings.

9. Identify Areas for Improved Efficiency. A few stakeholders mentioned that mediation is too
lengthy. System participants should consider what other efficiency strategies may help with this
process.

10. Share Results. A summary of the mediation reports might be useful to share with system
stakeholders in order to increase buy-in and to demonstrate the positive results of mediation. At
a minimum, identifying the number of the mediations held, the agreement rate, and the
percentage of time mediation results in vacated hearings would be interesting to stakeholders
and could help with outreach and buy-in of other stakeholders in the process.
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Assessing Mediation in Nevada

Introduction
When a child is removed from a home by child protective services (CPS), this child has entered the child

dependency system where an adversarial relationship between parents and CPS may develop. Distrust
and confusion about the child dependency system can arise for parents and there is need for
collaboration and resolution. Mediation is an option to avoid further litigation, which has been used for
decades to catalyze case processing and improve outcomes in juvenile dependency cases.! This
alternative dispute resolution practice is a method that brings together all concerned parties to
negotiate and resolve issues with the assistance of a neutral third party (mediator). The main objective
of mediation is to facilitate a discussion where parties voluntarily resolve the issues that brought a
family into the dependency system and produce a written agreement, in lieu of a traumatic contested
hearing.” The mediation can include parents, CPS, attorneys, and all others that may be involved in the
case (e.g., guardian ad litem, Court Appointed Special Advocates (CASA), foster parents, other family

members, etc.).

The topics discussed depend largely on what issues are contested. If the mediation occurs pre-
adjudication, topics may include petition allegations. Other contested issues that often arise and are
discussed at mediation may include: case planning, custody, visitation, shared parental responsibility,
temporary and long-term placement, foster care, relative placement, non-relative placement, shelter
care, family dynamics, parent education, available services to families, family reunification, termination
of parental rights, and/or adoption.> Mediation should focus on the family’s strengths, create an
environment where parents are incorporated in decision making about their children, and prevent any
further abuse or neglect for the child.? There are several potential benefits to mediation in child
dependency cases which can include, but are not limited to: time savings, efficiency, parent

engagement, and improved outcomes for children involved.

1 Giovannucci, M., and Largent, K. (2009). A guide to effective child protection mediation: Lessons from 25
years of practice. Family Court Review, 47, 38-52.

Z Superior Court of California, County of Alameda. Dependency Mediation. Retrieved from:
http://www.alameda.courts.ca.gov/Resources/Documents/Dependency%20Mediation.pdf

3 Eighth Judicial Circuit of Florida. Frequently Asked Questions: Juvenile Dependency. Retrieved from:
http://circuit8.org/mediation/dependency-mediation



Time-savings may occur for courts, attorneys, and social workers. This time-savings can produce a
potential lightened workload through the avoidance of further litigation and the trial preparation.*
Although mediation can take up to three hours (in Washoe County), if resolution occurs, this can save
the courts countless hours and provide more time for other cases to be processed. The mediation
process is also advantageous because of parent engagement. A parent may come into mediation feeling
angry, distrustful, and confused, but leave feeling empowered with a better understanding of the child
welfare agency and the dependency process. Mediation is conducted by an experienced professional, in
a confidential and respectful place.” Confidentiality can foster an environment where parents feel they
can be honest because what they say will not be used against them in court. Because interested parties
at are the table, resolution (either full or partial) can be quite common and this can result in faster case

progression, and ultimately may result in shorter times to permanency for children and families.

Although there are benefits to mediation, it does come with limitations. These include no-show parents,
disjointed buy-in from stakeholders, and lack of facilitation skills on the part of mediators. With careful
evaluation of each court’s mediation process, many of these limitations can be mitigated with improved
outcomes for the dependency system. For this reason, it is important to assess mediation programs,
both in terms of the process of mediation, determining if it is being implemented as expected, and the

outcomes of evaluation in terms of how it may meet case goals.
Program Background

In August of 2011, the Second Judicial District of Nevada (Washoe County) established a juvenile
dependency mediation program. Modeled after a mediation program that ran in the district in the early
2000s, the new program is funded by the Court Improvement Program (CIP), a U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services program designed to support court initiatives related to improving
outcomes for maltreated children involved in the court system.® To secure the funding, the lead juvenile
dependency judge in Washoe County worked with the state CIP Coordinator to identify mediation as a

goal for the jurisdiction and apply for grant funds. Three mediators with years of experience mediating a

* Summers, A., Wood, S. and Russell, J. (2011) Assessing Efficiency and Workload Implications of the King County
Mediation Pilot. OJJDP Journal of Juvenile Justice, 1, 48-59. Retrieved from:
http://www.ncjfcj.org/sites/default/files/King%20County%20Mediation%20Pilot%20Article.pdf

> Crowley, M. (2012). Dependency Mediation. Nevada Family Law Review, 25, 12-17.



variety of issues were recruited for the program, and the program is administered by staff of the Second

Judicial District.

In Washoe County, juvenile dependency cases are automatically ordered to mediation by the court if
there is a contested termination of parental rights (TPR) petition, contested permanency planning
hearing, or other contested case issues. The date and time of the mediation session is set by the court,
and formalized through a court order; participation by all parties to the case is mandatory. Three hours

are set aside for each mediation session.

On the day of mediation, the mediator provides a mediation orientation for the parents and parties new
to mediation. Recently, mediators have started staggering arrival times so that social workers and
attorneys are not sitting idly in the waiting room. The mediators give each parent a brief overview of the
mediation process and parents then sign a confidentiality statement. Additionally, all parties sign a

confidentiality statement prior to the mediation.

Mediators in Washoe County use a facilitative model of mediation, a style of mediation that emphasizes
the neutrality of the mediator. A facilitative mediator does not present his or her own views of the case
or of the agreement, and is instead focused on ensuring that all parties have an opportunity to be heard

and that parties reach an agreement that meets everyone’s needs.®

At the conclusion of a mediation session, the mediators use a laptop to write the agreement while all
parties are in the same room. The agreement is printed, signed by those who have authority to do so,
and each party receives a copy. The agreement is then entered into the electronic case management
system and forwarded to the judge, who has to then sign the agreement and file a court order. All
participants are then asked complete a short survey regarding their perceptions of the mediation, the

outcome and how they were treated.

6 Imperati, S.J. (1997). Mediator practice models: The intersection of ethics and stylistic practices in mediation. Willamette Law
Review, 33, 703.
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Study Overview

The Nevada Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) contracted the National Council of Juvenile and
Family Court Judges (NCJFCJ) to conduct an assessment of the juvenile dependency mediation program
in Washoe County. The assessment goals were threefold: to evaluate the implementation process of the
program; to evaluate satisfaction with the program; and to assess what impact the mediation program
might have on outcomes for maltreated children. Along these lines, the current study seeks to answer

the following questions:

Process Evaluation
1. What were the challenges and successes with program implementation?
2. What could have improved the program implementation process?
3. Is the mediation program successfully engaging parents and stakeholders?
4. Does mediation save court time/reduce workload?
5. In what ways could the program be improved?
Satisfaction Evaluation
6. How are parents treated during mediation sessions?
7. Do parents’ perceptions of treatment affect agreement rates?
8. Do stakeholders and parents perceive that mediation is helpful?
9. What did participants find most and least helpful about the mediation session?
Outcome Evaluation
10. Does mediation result in different outcomes for children and families?
11. Does mediation result in timelier outcomes for children and families?

12. Does mediation result in time savings in terms of vacated trials, hearing hours, and case
continuances?

For the process evaluation, an online survey was sent to stakeholders involved with the juvenile
dependency mediation program to learn more about successes and challenges with program
implementation, how the program is currently functioning, mediation utilization barriers, how
mediation affects workload, and how the program can be improved in the future. Follow-up interviews
with the mediators, program administrator and stakeholders were conducted to gain a full

understanding of program implementation and functioning.



As part of ongoing efforts to gauge program satisfaction, mediators give all mediation participants—
parents and stakeholders—a survey after each mediation session. The survey asks participants whether
an agreement was reached, if participants had opportunities to voice their opinions and be a part of
problem resolution, if participants felt like they had been ignored, treated with respect and truly
listened to, if the mediation session was conducted fairly, if they believed the mediated agreement
would work, and what they found the most and least helpful. A sample of the satisfaction surveys (n =
44) was given to NCIFCJ researchers to explore differences in perceptions between parents and

stakeholders and answer the research questions.

In Washoe County, enough cases had been mediated to assess the program’s effect on case outcomes
and timeliness of case processing. Using a standardized case file review instrument, researchers coded a
sample (n = 44) of cases that had been referred to mediation and a sample of cases (n = 47) that were

not mediated for. Because the majority of mediations occur at the TPR phase, the sample focused only

on cases that had filed a petition to terminate parental rights.

Process Evaluation

To assess the mediation process, researchers administered an online survey to system stakeholders and
conducted follow-up in-depth interviews with key mediation participants (i.e., mediators, attorneys,
etc.). The online survey was sent to child welfare stakeholders and mediators in February, 2013.

Seventeen responded to the online survey. Fourteen respondents indicated their role (Table 1).

Table 1. Role of Respondents

N %
Administrator 1 7
Attorney 6 43
Social Work Supervisor 2 14
Child Advocate 1 7
Mediator 4 29
Total 14 | 100

Fourteen respondents indicated how many mediation sessions they attend per month on average. Half
of the respondents (50%) said they attend one to two mediation sessions per month, while 29% attend

three to four. The remaining 21% indicated they never attend mediation sessions.



Implementation

To understand how the mediation program was implemented, stakeholders involved in the

implementation process answered the following questions in the online survey:

¢ What were the barriers or challenges in implementation?
¢ What were the strengths in implementation?
e Were there things that you believe could have been done to expedite the implementation or

improve the implementation process?

Implementation Barriers

In Washoe County, program start up activities lasted about one month; the program was funded to
begin in July of 2011, and the first mediation occurred in August of 2011. The small delay was due to
several reasons: extra time needed to update the program forms, procedures, and protocols; training
mediators and stakeholders; and hiring a third mediator. Respondents said that barriers included a need
for more start up activities and training than anticipated, push back from some stakeholders because
they felt mediation consumed time they did not have, lack of knowledge of how mediation could help
move cases forward, and resistance to mediating rather than litigating. These challenges carried into the
first few months of the mediation program; few cases were mediated until the court mandated that

certain types of cases be sent to mediation.

Implementation Strengths

Participants were also asked what worked well during project start up. Several respondents cited the
initial outreach to the stakeholders groups—child welfare agency, public defenders, district attorneys,
children’s counsel, and CASA—in introducing the program and educating them on the mediation process
as a crucial step in implementation success. Other elements important to program implementation
success were judicial leadership, mediators with enough experience to jump in and apply mediation

principles to the child protection arena, and staff assistance and support.

Improving Implementation Process

Participants were asked what could have been done to improve the implementation process. Responses

varied from “introduce the program to stakeholders weeks in advance to implementation” to “there
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needs to be someone in place who organizes and guides the project [implementation] from the start.”
Additionally, several stakeholders said that it would have been better to start out the program with

court ordered mediations rather than relying on people to volunteer.
Program Goal

When asked what the goal of the dependency mediation program is, several respondents said the
primary goal of the program is to engage in non-adversarial dispute resolution to save time and
eliminate the need for court. Respondents also said that the goal of the program is to give parties, and
especially parents a voice in the dependency process; to help move cases forward to permanency; to
help everyone look to the best interests of the children; and to get parties communicating and problem

solving.
Program Functioning

Survey participants’ were asked to rate their level of agreement on several response items related to
implementation, participation, and effects of mediation. Table 2 presents the results for all responses
along a five-point scale, with 1 being “strongly disagree” and 5 being “strongly agree.” Higher numbers,

therefore indicate more agreement with the statement.

Table 2. Average Response Ratings

The implementation of the mediation program was a success (n=13) 4.6
All stakeholders who are invited attend mediation sessions (n=12) 4.2
Parents, who are invited, attend mediation sessions (n=12) 3.9
Mediation sessions are successful in reaching agreements (n=12) 4.7
Parents at mediation sessions are engaged in the process (n=12) 4.7
Mediation reduces the time to case resolution (n=11) 4.6
All stakeholders at mediation sessions are prepared (n=13) 4.2
All stakeholders at mediation sessions work toward reaching agreement (n=12) 4.3
Parents at mediation sessions work toward reaching agreement (n=13) 4.2
Mediation is a good alternative to court (n=13) 4.8
All stakeholders get a voice at mediation sessions (n=12) 4.7
Parents get a voice during mediation session (n=12) 5

Age appropriate children are invited to attend mediations (n=13) 3.3

’ The n’s reflect the total number of participants who answered the question. While there were 14 participants
overall, not all completed the entire survey.



As shown in the above table, the average response for most items ranged between somewhat agree and
strongly agree. Some notable exceptions are that respondents indicated less agreement with “Parents,
who are invited, attend mediation sessions” and “Age appropriate children are invited to attend
mediations.” All survey participants who answered the question “Parents get a voice during mediation

sessions” strongly agreed.
Participants were also asked several open ended questions:

e What are the barriers to utilizing mediation for parents?
e What are the barriers to utilizing mediation for stakeholders?
e In moving forward with the mediation program, what are some ways in which the program could

be improved?

Utilization Barriers: Parents

In terms of barriers for parents, one respondent noted that scheduling can be a barrier depending on
parent’s employment and/or child care situation. Also, early morning sessions (i.e. 9am) have been a

barrier for parents sometimes due to work schedules, lack of established daily routine, or other issues.

The circumstances of parents’ lives can also act as barriers and prevent parents from attending
mediation sessions. Several participants said that parents are often unemployed, unsettled and have a
lack of resources, including transportation and telephone services. As a result, parent’s attorneys are
often unable to reach the parents to remind them or tell them of the mediation appointment. These

factors contribute to the rate of no shows.

Utilization Barriers: Stakeholders

Barriers for stakeholders include time and competing demands. Attorneys, social workers, and
mediators are very busy and scheduling all parties for 3-hour blocks is a challenge. Another significant
challenge for stakeholders is buy-in and satisfaction with the mediation process. One stakeholder noted

that mediation is a court-ordered time investment that does not consistently result in an agreement.



Program Improvement

Areas for improvement broadly included: providing parents with more information ahead of time on the
mediation process; more feedback to stakeholders regarding mediation; better trained mediators in the
area of dependency law; and more proactive mediation. One participant also said that more visible
court support of the program would be useful, while another suggested that there should be some
“focus on ways to have the mediations occur sooner in the case. So much time is lost [in terms of legal

timelines] before the parents come to agreement and get to work on their reunification tasks.”

In terms of providing parents with more information ahead of time on mediation, one respondent
suggested providing an instruction sheet or appointment reminder at the hearing in which mediation is
ordered. The reminder could include the date, time, and place of the scheduled mediation, along with
the mediation department's contact information, and be provided to the parties along with the

program's brochure.

Several respondents noted that more feedback from the mediators and more contact with the
stakeholders would be beneficial. This includes providing information and statistics regarding the
agreement rate, and time and costs savings associated with mediation. This also includes follow up
training with stakeholders to enhance engagement, and more frequent stakeholder meetings in order to
better understand their perception of mediation. One participant said that a feedback process that

allows all participants to feel comfortable in giving honest opinions would also be an improvement.

Another participant indicated that training in the area of dependency law would be of great benefit to
the mediators. This opinion was seconded by another respondent who indicated that “if the mediators
were better educated on the procedural status of any given case and what must really be mediated at
any given session...much less time would be wasted.” In terms of mediation style, another participant
said that the mediation sessions need to stick to the relevant issues being mediated and that, at times,

the mediator needs to take better control over the session.

Workload

Survey participants were asked how mediation affected their workload. The answers are reported in

Table 3.



Table 3. Mediation and Workload

Mediation reduces my workload (n=11) 3.64
Mediation requires the same amount of time as going to court (n=12) 2.36
Mediation adds to my workload (n=12) 2.82

As shown above, the average answer from participants regarding reduction of workload was between

”n

“neither agree nor disagree” and “somewhat agree.” Conversely, the average answer regarding
increases to workload was between “neither agree nor disagree” and “somewhat disagree.” The

respondents “somewhat disagreed” that mediation requires the same amount of time as going to court.
Additional Comments regarding workload included:

e When all the parties come to the table in good faith with a collaborative attitude and are
prepared, mediation often results in an agreement, which reduces the stakeholders' workload.

e Mediation actually increases my workload because | typically am not required to testify in trials.
Mediation requires me to do a lot of preparation and meet with the workers and attorney in
advance of the session, and then the session itself is set for 3 hours. In my opinion there is a lot
of time wasting that occurs in the 3 hours. It doesn't feel like there is ever a sense of urgency to

get the work of the meeting completed.

Follow Up Interviews

In-depth interviews were conducted with eight mediators and juvenile dependency stakeholders to get
a better sense of how the program was implemented, how it is currently working, and any areas for
improvement. Interview participants were asked specifically about the barriers and successes related to
program implementation, challenges, improvement areas, parent and stakeholder engagement, and
benefits of the program. (Questions are listed below in blue.) The themes that arose from the interviews
were similar to the responses found in the online survey and although there were several different

questions asked, the same issues seemed to appear in different questions.
What did you see as barriers to implementing the mediation program?

e Buy-in from stakeholders. Most interview participants noted that after attending several

mediations and seeing the results, opinions began to shift about mediation. It was no longer
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seen as “just one more thing to do” but is now seen, by most, as a time savings investment by

ultimately preventing days-long trials.

Voluntary mediations. In the beginning of project implementation, mediations were voluntary;
however they are now court-ordered. When the mediations were voluntary, there was little

buy-in from stakeholders who already felt over-worked, so this made success difficult to attain.

Parent attendance issues. Although mediation is now court-ordered in dependency cases, there
is no enforcement when parents do not show up. Some respondents felt there should be some

consequences for not attending mediation.

Fragmented framework. Some participants stated that the inadequate framework in the
beginning was a barrier, because this created confusion about the process and expectations.
Many people proceeded and felt they couldn’t wait for others to “get on board”; this may have

created discomfort for some who may have been new to the process.
What did you see as successes to implementing the mediation program?

Good communication. It was noted that communication among mediators and the court was

good. This helped to smooth out the referral process.

Outreach and passion. Initial outreach by mediators to educate stakeholders about mediation
was successful. Many of the mediators are very passionate about mediation and know how

successful it can be.

Transition to court-ordered mediation. As stated above, when the program was initially
implemented the mediation was voluntary but that has since moved from voluntary to court

ordered mediations.
What are the biggest challenges to reaching an agreement?

Adversarial propensity. Some in the mediation process still have the desire to litigate rather than
reach an agreement outside of court. There can be unwillingness to compromise and some

participants are coming into mediation very positioned.
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Juvenile dependency timelines (Adotion and Safe Families Act of 1997). Some parents may still
be trying to reunify, even though it may be a termination case. This may leave parents feeling

like they are not part of the process and parties come to mediation with different agendas.

No shows. This was an issue that appeared many times throughout the interviews and there was
a level of frustration with this. Some participants felt that there may be a communication issue,
with some parents being transient and difficult to get a hold of, and others felt that parent’s

attorneys did not clearly communicate the mediation date to them.

New to the process. Unclear understanding of juvenile dependency on part of mediators was
discussed as an issue, because they lack a clear understanding of the law. Also, new or private
attorneys can create a challenge because they may be new to the dependency system and the

mediation process and are unclear as to the goals of mediation.

Parents. Parents themselves can sometimes pose the biggest challenge in mediation because for
them so much is at stake and often times they may have “dug their heals in” before they reach

mediation.

What do you see as areas of the program that need improvement?

Education about the benefits of the process. Several stakeholders acknowledged that more
information about the program’s results would be beneficial to all stakeholders, especially for
those who do not frequently attend mediations or who are new to juvenile dependency and
may still be skeptical. Sharing statistics on agreement rates and time saved would help

stakeholders understand mediation within a larger context.

Strategies for dealing with no-show parents. This would be up to court ultimately but possible
consequences could be default if they don’t show to the settlement conference. Currently, there
are no ramifications if parents don’t show to mediation. Some participants suggested that if
there was more of an enforcement of parents showing up to mediation this might address this

issue.

Quality assurance of survey process. Post-mediation surveys need to truly allow honest and

anonymous feedback for the mediators.
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Increased skilled mediators and fidelity to a mediation model. Some participants noted that
mediators should be more pro-active and less passive mediators. Also noted was that all the

mediators should use the same style of mediation and techniques.

How parent engagement with the mediation process could be improved?

Better education for parents. Prior to their mediation session, it is essential to educate parents
so they can learn how mediation is different from court—the parents don’t know the process
and don’t know what to expect. It is not uncommon for the “regular players” to speak before

mediation but there is a need to reach the parents as well.

Improved communication. It is currently the parent attorneys’ responsibilities to notify their
clients of the mediation time and date and to prepare them for the mediation. This can be
problematic with a highly mobile population and many attorneys do not have a chance to meet
with their clients before meditation. This contributes to the no show rate and also confusion by

the parents as to the purpose of mediation.

Empowering parents. Making certain that the parents are heard and that their attorneys don’t
do all the talking is important. One participant noted that it is important not to demonize
parents during mediation. If there was an education piece prior to mediation, parents might
come to a session with an understanding that this is different from court and this is their chance

to be heard and to engage.

How could stakeholder engagement with the mediation process be improved?

Development of stakeholder buy-in. In order to improve stakeholder engagement with the
mediation process, every interview participant discussed the importance of buy-in and the need
for a consistent feedback loop between the mediators and the stakeholders. The mediators
want to improve buy-in and recognize the need to share the program’s impact with stakeholders

but don’t necessarily know how to best go about that.

Improved reporting system and information sharing. The stakeholders also want to know more
about the program and would like to see data that demonstrates time savings. All participants
noted that “the proof is in the pudding,” meaning that most people change their perspective of

mediation after attending a few and seeing the results. But that is an inefficient way of getting
13



buy-in, especially since many stakeholders don’t attend much mediation (especially social
workers). Quarterly reports that could be easily adapted and disseminated to stakeholders were

suggested.

e Relationship building. A closer relationship between mediators and stakeholders should be
developed for future success. Exploration of mediators becoming part of the Model Court was

suggested.
What they find the most beneficial about mediation?

e (Creation of cooperative relationships. Having people come to better working relationships is
invaluable. Mediation especially improves relationship between parents and social workers and

creates more cooperation between parents and agency.

e Conflict resolution. Less stressful than hearings for parents, mediation is a better way to problem
solve, especially for parents and children. Mediation gets all players involved and allows them

an opportunity to talk and listen to each other

e Time-savings. Time saving frees up judge’s and lawyers’ calendars and takes pressure off the

workload.

e Encouraging environment. Gives parents a different venue for being heard and it is an
alternative that can be conducive to moving case forward. Mediation is a great opportunity for

people to find their voice, which is often lost in the court process

Satisfaction Evaluation

After a mediation session, all participants are given satisfaction surveys. The surveys ask parents and
other family members to indicate their perceptions of how they were treated and involved during the
mediation session, along with the level of agreement. The surveys ask stakeholders to indicate where
the case stands in the dependency process, their perceptions of how they were treated and involved
and whether the session was conducted fairly. The surveys ask all participants to note what was most

and least helpful about the mediation session.
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Surveys for 44 mediation sessions were given to researchers. Parent and stakeholder responses were

matched, allowing researchers to assess whether perceptions differ.
Level of Agreement

The surveys asked participants to indicate whether the mediation session resulted in full, partial or no
agreement. It is difficult to report the agreement rate from the satisfaction surveys. Out of the 44
mediations, all participants indicated the same level of agreement in only 14 sessions (32%). In the
remaining mediations, participants marked different levels of agreement. For example, in one session,
five participants marked “no agreement,” one participant marked “partial agreement” and one
participant marked “full agreement.” The discrepancy in agreement levels indicates a breakdown in
communication as to the formal level of agreement in the majority of mediation sessions. Despite the

discrepancy, 50% of mediation participants indicated that the mediation resulted in full agreement (see

below).

Table 4. Level of Agreement

N %
No 62 22
Partial 76 27
Full 140 50
Missing 3 1
Total 281 100

Parental treatment and participation during mediation sessions

Sixty-four of the 281 mediation participants were biological parents, extended family members,
children, foster parents or guardians. All were asked if the mediator explained the process so they knew
what to expect. The majority “strongly agreed” with that statement (59%). Participants were also asked
if they had a chance to voice their opinion and if they were treated with respect. A majority of
respondents “strongly agreed” that they had a chance to voice their opinion and were treated with
respect (56% and 58%, respectively). There was no substantive difference when biological parents’
responses were analyzed separately. All parents were also asked if they felt listened to during the
mediation. The majority of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed (45% and 41%, respectively). In

terms of feeling ignored or unimportant, a majority of respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed (48%
15



and 36%, respectively). Parents were asked if they were a part of finding answers to problems discussed;
47% agreed and 41% strongly agreed. Finally, when asked if the mediator treated everyone fairly, 64% of

parents strongly agreed. See Table 5, below.

Table 5. Parental Treatment and Involvement (Percent)
No, No Yes,

SFroneg Disagree Yes, Agree Strongly Missing

Disagree Agree
The mediator explained the mediation 0 ) 33 59 6
process clearly
ch.i You have chance to voice your 0 ) 38 56 5
opinion?
Were you treated with respect? 2 3 38 58 0
Were you really listened to? 2 8 45 41 5
Did you feel ignored or unimportant? 36 48 8 2 6
Were you able to be a part of finding 0 3 47 41 9
answers to problems?
Did the mediator treat everyone fairly? 0 0 31 64 5

Do parents’ perceptions of having a voice and being part of the decision-making process affect

agreement rates?

A linear regression analysis was calculated to determine if the above variables affected parents’
reported agreement rates. Two variables were significantly related to higher agreement rates: the
mediator clearly explaining the mediation process so the participants knew what to expect (B = 0.52, SE
=.25, p =.04) and parents feeling as though they were able to be a part of finding answers to problems
(B = 0.60, SE = .27, p = .03). The overall R? of the model was .31, indicating that these variables explain
31% of the variance. For each of these variables, higher agreement with the variable was related to

higher probability of reaching full agreement in the mediation.
Do stakeholders and parents perceive that mediation is helpful?

Even in instances where no agreement was reached, many stakeholders and parents indicated that
mediation was helpful. The survey asked parents if they thought the agreement would work. Forty-three
(67%) parents answered the question. The majority of respondents (65%) said yes, while 33% were
unsure or hoped so. Only one parent said the agreement would not work, and that was in an instance

where no agreement was reached. There were no statistically significant differences between
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perceptions of voicing an opinion, being listened to, or being treated with respect by stakeholders and

parents.
Most and least helpful about mediation

Across the board, what participants found most helpful about mediation was the opportunity for all
parties to gather at the same table, share information and talk openly in a neutral, non-hostile
environment. Other benefits to mediation were learning about the positions of other parties, receiving
updates on the case and child placement, engaging in problem solving, reaching compromises, and
allowing parties, especially parents, to express their opinions—all within an environment that is less

stressful than court.

What participants found least helpful about mediation were instances where discussion would get off
topic or too focused on irrelevant issues, tension between parties, parties unwilling to compromise, and

unprepared parties.

Outcome Evaluation

For the outcome evaluation, researchers employed a systematic review of the court case files using a
structured data collection instrument. Three coders collected data on 91 cases that had filed a
termination of parental rights (TPR) petition; 44 cases had been referred to mediation at the TPR phase
and 47 that had not been referred to mediation. Although 44 cases were referred to mediation, only 30
were mediated. To be considered a mediated case, it had to meet two criteria. First, the mediation could
not be vacated. Second, one or both parents must have attended the mediation. If both parents did not
attend the mediation, but the parties reached an agreement via their legal counsel, this would be
considered a mediated case. Using these criteria, 30 mediated cases and 61 non-mediated cases were

used to answer the following research questions:

e Does mediation result in different outcomes?
e Does mediation result in timelier outcomes for children and families?

e Does mediation result in time savings in terms of vacated trials, hearing hours, and case
continuances?
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Outcomes

Several chi-square tests of independence were conducted to examine the relationship between
mediation and parent outcomes. As only termination of parental rights cases were examined, these
outcomes included whether parents defaulted, relinquished their parental rights, had their parental
rights terminated by the court, or had the termination petition against them dismissed. Overall, 29% (N
= 26) of mothers and 35% (N = 32) of fathers defaulted.? Forty-five percent (N = 41) of mothers and 33%
(N = 30) of fathers relinquished their parental rights. Seven percent (N = 6) of mothers and 15% (N = 14)
of fathers had their parental rights terminated by the court. Finally, 7% (N = 6) of mothers and 4% (N =
4) of fathers had the petition against them dismissed. The remaining cases had not yet terminated

parental rights.

The analyses indicated that mediation was significantly related to default orders against the mother,
¥2(1, N =91) =5.09, p =.02. In 13% (N = 4) of mediated cases the mother defaulted, compared to 36%
(N = 22) of non-mediated cases. Mediation was also significantly related to default orders against the
father, x2(1, N =91) = 4.51, p =.03. In 20% (N = 6) of mediated cases the father defaulted, compared to
43% (N = 26) of non-mediated cases. There were no differences in mediated and non-mediated cases in

terms of relinquishment, the court ordering termination, or in the dismissal of the termination petition.
Timeliness

Removing children from their homes is traumatic for all involved parties. Moreover, federal and state
legislation (e.g., ASFA) exists to ensure timeliness to final case outcomes. For these reasons, several
independent samples t-tests were conducted to examine mediated and non-mediated cases with regard
to differences in timeliness to case outcomes (i.e., time from initial removal to final TPR order, time from
initial removal to dismissal, time from TPR filing to final TPR order, and time from TPR filing to dismissal)
of the dependency petition) for mothers and fathers. See Table 6 for the average number of days for

mothers and fathers for each timeliness measure.

® Default cases are those in which the parent(s) did not show up for the termination of parental rights petition
hearing to enter a plea of admit or deny. Mediated cases should be less likely to result in default as parents are
often referred to mediation at this hearing. If the parents are not present, they would not be referred to
mediation.
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Table 6. Timeliness Measures for Mothers and Fathers Across All Cases (Average Number of Days)

Mothers Fathers
Initial Removal to Final TPR Order 671 663
TPR Filing to Final TPR Order 165 157
TPR Filing to Petition Dismissal 318 284
TPR Filing to Mediation 185
Mediation Referral to Mediation Occurrence 61
TPR Filing to Settlement Conference 170

There was a significant difference between mediated and non-mediated cases in the amount of days
from initial removal and the mother’s final TPR order, t(56) = 2.16, p = .04. For mothers, cases that were
mediated averaged 816 days, while non-mediated cases took 586 days from initial removal to final TPR
order. For fathers, cases that were mediated and non-mediated did not differ on the amount of days

from initial removal to their final TPR order.

This difference is likely due, at least in part, by the difference in time from TPR filing to relinquishment of
parental rights. For mothers, the cases that were mediated were shorter if they did not relinquish

parental rights, but were longer if the mother did relinquish parental rights. The table below illustrates

these times.
Table 7. Timeliness from TPR Petition to Final TPR Order
Mothers Mediated Non-Mediated
Mother did not relinquish 74 140
Mother relinquished parental rights 249 168
Fathers
Father did not relinquish 180 134
Father relinquished parental rights 173 207

There were also no significant differences between mediated and non-mediated cases for overall time

from TPR filing to final TPR order or time from TPR filing to petition dismissal for mothers or fathers.
Time Savings

A final series of analyses were conducted to examine whether mediation provides a time savings to the
court over non-mediated cases. With court dockets becoming crowded and resources becoming limited,
the ability to save time is increasingly important. Areas where mediation may save time are in the

number of trial hours scheduled, continuances, and hearings vacated. In the current sample, the average
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number of trial hours scheduled across all cases was 10.63. The average number of continuances was

less than one (.40). The average number of hearings vacated was 1.78.

Mediated cases significantly differed from non-mediated cases on the number of trial hours scheduled,
F(1,72) = 19.75, p < .001. Mediated cases were scheduled, on average, for 15 hours, which was
significantly more than non-mediated cases, which were scheduled for 8 hours, on average. There was a
significant difference between mediated and non-mediated cases on the number of case continuances,
F(1,89) = 5.80, p = .02. Mediated cases were continued an average of .7 times in the case, while non-
mediated cases were continued .3 times. There was also a significant difference in the number of
hearings vacated between mediated and non-mediated cases, F(1,89) = 26.60, p < .001. Mediated cases
averaged 2.9 vacated hearings, compared to non-mediated cases, which averaged 1.3. There was no

significant difference between mediated and non-mediated cases on the number of hearings held.

Additional chi-square tests of independence were conducted to examine the relationship between
mediation and whether several hearings (i.e., settlement conference, first TPR trial, and last TPR trial)
were vacated across the life of the case. Mediation was significantly related to vacating the settlement
conference, x2(1, N = 66) = 4.07, p = .04. Mediated cases had the settlement conference vacated 34%

(N=10) of the time, compared to 14% (N=5) of the time for non-mediated cases.

Limitations of Case File Review

It should be noted that the results of the case file review only show associations of mediation with case
outcomes. The study design does inhibit causal inference. That is, we cannot drawn cause and effect
conclusions, or say that mediation causes changes. In particular, time may be the biggest indicator of
change. The pre-mediation group had TPR petitions filed in late 2009, 2010, or early 2011, compared to
the post-mediation group, which was late 2011, early 2012. Practice may have changed over time,
resulting in the scheduling of longer hearings or more continuances. Indeed, the cases that had TPR
petitions filed later (late 2011, early 2012) and did not go to mediation, looked more like the mediated
cases than the comparison group. Another limitation of this research is that TPR cases are separate from
their juvenile dependency cases, making it impossible to determine what the case outcome was,

including whether and when the child was adopted.
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Overall, mediation in dependency cases (in Washoe County) is successful with some lessons learned
during the implementation phase. In general, both parents and stakeholders agreed that mediation
generally speaking is successful. Stakeholders agreed that mediation lessoned their workload in
preparation and hearings and is a good alternative to court. Parents also agreed that they felt heard,
respected, and treated fairly during the process. When parents felt part of the process and when the
mediators clearly explained the process, this was associated with a higher level of agreement. In terms
of outcomes, mediation appeared to reduce the number of default orders for mothers and fathers. For
mothers, mediated cases resulted in longer time for case outcomes for mothers but no difference for
fathers. There was also an association between mediation and an increased number of continuances

and vacated settlement conferences and trials.

There are some areas of improvement, such as addressing so-called no-show parents. This may be an
issue of communication, where an innovative approach to scheduling may need to be explored by
stakeholders. As stated by interview participants, this population can be problematic because they are
transient in nature, but there needs to be an understanding that parents may not understand what
mediation will accomplish for them and what barriers exist for them to attend mediation. Barriers might
include transportation, time-off work, child-care, or not knowing where they (parents) need to be. A
discussion of any barriers and the benefits of mediation with parents before mediation is scheduled may
alleviate this attendance issue. Another area of improvement is education of parents and stakeholders.
For parents, an orientation of mediation before their session would be extremely helpful for them to
understand how mediation is different than a hearing. There also needs to be education for

stakeholders about the results that are seen through mediation in terms of time-savings.
Recommendations for Program Improvements

The findings of this process, satisfaction and outcome evaluation allowed for generation of some
recommendations for program improvements. These recommendations are meant to help guide
discussions of ways that the program could be improved, but are also important to provide context and
useful information to new sites that may be struggling with or in the process of establishing their own
mediation programs. The recommendations listed below include the areas of implementation and

startup as well as considerations for improving current practice.
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Implementation Lessons Learned & Recommendations

1. Education & Outreach Are Important. Program startup should include education and outreach to
all stakeholders who may/should be involved in the mediation. The Washoe mediation program
did a good job of outreaching to partners. Enhancing this educational piece by discussing the
benefits and goals of mediation at collaborative meeting and ensuring follow-up with all
stakeholders sites will be important to any program starting out.

2. Buy-In From All Stakeholders Will Help Encourage Mediations. Even if project partners are
educated about the benefits of mediation, mediation may not be successful if key professional
stakeholders do not believe the program is beneficial and useful. Engaging in meaningful
discussions about the benefits of mediation may help to improve buy-in.

3. The Referral Process Makes a Difference. Mediations were much less common when they were
on a referral basis. Court ordered mediation increased the number of mediations and ensured
stakeholder participation.

4. Parent Education is Necessary. Parents should learn about mediation prior to attending a
mediation session. Protocols should be developed that address how to best educate parents.
Some ideas generated from these findings suggest that providing parents with a brochure that
describes mediation or having attorneys discuss the benefits of mediation with their clients prior

to the scheduled hearing may help facilitate parent involvement in mediation.

Improving Process & Recommendations for Next Steps

5. Ensure All Parties Understand the Agreement. Satisfaction surveys revealed that the parties
involved did not always have the same perception of the level of agreement that was reached. It
is important that all persons understand whether full agreement was reached. In particular, this
is important for parents, to ensure that they know what occurred at the mediation and what the
next steps are in the case.

6. Ongoing Education & Outreach. Education and outreach should not stop with implementation.
There is a high rate of turnover for many of the professional stakeholders involved in the child
welfare system. Continuing education and outreach efforts will ensure that new stakeholders
are familiar with the program. One potential outlet in Washoe for this continued education may

be the Model Court collaborative meetings that occur monthly.
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7.

10.

Consistent Domestic Violence Screening & Treatment. Although domestic violence screening was
not a focus of the review, researchers noted several court referrals that indicated that domestic
violence was involved in the case. There did not seem to be consistency among mediators as to
how the cases were screened, or how they treated cases when domestic violence did occur. At a
minimum, all cases should be screened using a standard tool (across mediators). Parents should
be asked the questions directly to ensure the mediators are accurately able to identify concerns
with coercive or threatening behavior by the perpetrator, in order to inform a safe mediation
where all parties feel like they have a voice.

Decrease No-Show Rate. If parents do not show up for mediation, the mediation cannot occur.
Many stakeholders noted the “no-show” rate as a barrier. Consider making mediation
information available to parents when they at court hearings. A pamphlet that explains what
mediation is, includes contact information for the mediation administrator, and has the time,
date, and location of the scheduled mediation would be useful for both orienting parents to the
purpose of mediation and serving as a reminder for when they are supposed to be there.
Increasing parent’s understanding of the benefits of mediation prior to attending or being
referred to mediation may also help increase parents’ attendance. Other sites have also had
success with playing a video that describes their mediation program. This may be effective
played at Family Services, so parents better understand the process.

Identify Areas for Improved Efficiency. A few stakeholders mentioned that mediation is too
lengthy. The mediation program has implemented some efficient practices, such as staggering
arrival times to ensure professional stakeholders are not kept waiting, and ensuring a laptop is
on site for immediate documentation of the agreement for distribution. System participants
should consider what other efficiency strategies may help with this process.

Share Results. A summary of the mediation reports might be useful to share with system
stakeholders in order to increase buy-in and to demonstrate the positive results of mediation. At
a minimum, identifying the number of the mediations held, the agreement rate, and the
percentage of time this results in vacated hearings would be interesting to stakeholders and

could help with outreach and buy-in of other stakeholders in the process.
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Conclusion

Overall, the mediation program is successful in meeting several of its goals. Parents who attend

mediation are engaged. They feel that they have a voice in the system and they believe it is helpful.
Stakeholders also believe the process is helpful, although they did express some concerns with no-show
parents and time commitments. Mediation also results in agreement the majority of the time, which
facilitates communication and collaboration among system stakeholders. Mediated cases were also
related to more hearings vacated than the comparison group. This information should be interpreted
with caution, however, and the number of trial hours scheduled (and vacated) appeared to increase

over time.

Mediation was not related to timeliness of case processing. This may be because researchers only
examined termination of parental rights cases and the majority ended in relinquishment by one or both
parties. It may be that mediation does not result in timelier case processing at the TPR phase, but it may
still result in better outcomes. For example, the relinquishment agreements in mediated cases may
result in more opportunities for parents to negotiate the adoption language and future contact with the
child. Future research can examine a more qualitative perspective of mediation to determine if it is
better meeting the needs of the parents. Future research should also examine cases where mediation
occurred at different times in the process to determine if mediation is related to timely case progression

and outcomes when it is held earlier in the case.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In August of 2011, the Second Judicial District of Nevada (Washoe County) implemented a mediation
program for parents and stakeholders who are in the midst of the child abuse and neglect court
system. The goal of mediation is to avoid further litigation through voluntary case resolution, which
can enhance case processing and improve outcomes in juvenile dependency cases. Parties can
come together in a neutral setting to address the issues surrounding the case, and what options are

available given the status of the case, through the assistance of an impartial third party.

In 2012, Nevada Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) contracted the NCJFCJ to assess
mediation. The assessment included a process evaluation, a satisfaction evaluation, and an
outcome evaluation. The initial outcome evaluation focused on only termination of parental rights
(TPR) cases. When the mediation program first began in Washoe County, these cases were primarily
referred to mediation. An additional outcome evaluation was recently conducted to assess
differences between dependency cases that were referred to mediation to those that were not. This
study expands on the first outcome evaluation by examining the effectiveness of mediation earlier in
the case. This follow-up study excluded any cases that were in the TPR phase because this had
already been examined during the first outcome evaluation, and included a case file review of 27

mediated cases compared to 25 cases that had not been mediated with the use of a standardized

instrument.
Key Findings
Key findings included:
. Mediated cases were more likely to result in reunification when compared to non-
mediated cases.
° Fathers who participated in mediation were present at more hearings compared to

fathers who did not participate.

. Mothers and fathers who participated in mediation were less likely to stipulate to

allegations listed on the petition compared to parents who did not participate.

This outcome evaluation demonstrated that many of the variables of interest trended in a positive
direction, but did lack statistical significance. The study was limited in sample size and a larger
sample size may have yielded more significant findings. A very positive finding from this outcome
evaluation was that mediated cases result in more reunifications compared to non-mediated cases
and that fathers were more engaged in the process. The Washoe County Mediation program has

demonstrated that cases referred mediation can result in more reunified families.
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ASSESSING MEDIATION IN NEVADA

Introduction

Mediation is utilized to improve case processing and outcomes in juvenile dependency cases, as it
helps to avoid further litigation.1 Mediation is a form of alternative dispute resolution that resolves
issues with the assistance of a neutral third party (mediator). The main objective of mediation is to
facilitate a discussion where parties voluntarily resolve the issues that brought a family into the
dependency system and produce a written agreement, in lieu of a traumatic contested hearing.2
Parties that may attend mediation can include parents, child protective services, attorneys, and all
others that may be involved in the case. During mediation, there is a focus on the family’s strengths.
The topics discussed depend largely on what issues are contested and may include: petition
allegations, case planning, custody, visitation, shared parental responsibility, temporary and long-
term placement, foster care, relative placement, shelter care, family dynamics, parent education,

available services to families, family reunification, termination of parental rights, and/or adoption.3

Benefits to mediation in child dependency cases can include: time savings, efficiency, parent
engagement, and improved outcomes for children involved. Time savings may occur for courts,
attorneys, and social workers through potential lightened workload by the avoidance of additional
litigation and the trial preparation.4 Although mediation can take several hours, if resolution occurs,
this can save the courts countless hours and provide time for other cases to be processed. The
mediation process can also engage parents. It is not uncommon for parents to feel angry,
distrustful, and confused prior to mediation and, after mediation, feel empowered and like they have
a voice in the process. Mediation is conducted by an experienced professional, in a confidential and
respectful place that will foster an environment where parents feel they can be honest.2 Anything
disclosed during mediation cannot be used against the parents later in the case. Resolution (either
full or partial) can be quite common and can result in faster case progression, which ultimately may

result in shorter times to permanency for children and families.

1 Giovannucci, M., and Largent, K. (2009). A guide to effective child protection mediation: Lessons from 25
years of practice. Family Court Review, 47, 38-52.

2 Superior Court of California, County of Alameda. Dependency Mediation. Retrieved from:
http://www.alameda.courts.ca.gov/Resources/Documents/Dependency%20Mediation.pdf

3 Eighth Judicial Circuit of Florida. Frequently Asked Questions: Juvenile Dependency. Retrieved from:
http://circuit8.org/mediation/dependency-mediation

4 Summers, A., Wood, S. and Russell, J. (2011) Assessing Efficiency and Workload Implications of the King
County Mediation Pilot. OJJDP Journal of Juvenile Justice, 1, 48-59. Retrieved from:
http://www.ncjfcj.org/sites/default/files/King%20County%20Mediation%20Pilot%20Article.pdf
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Program Background

In August of 2011, the Nevada Court Improvement Program (CIP) funded the Second Judicial District
of Nevada (Washoe County) to establish a juvenile dependency mediation program. This program
was modeled after a mediation program that ran in the district in the early 2000s. Four mediators
with years of experience mediating a variety of issues were recruited for the program. Mediation is
administered by staff of the Second Judicial District. In Washoe County, juvenile dependency cases
are automatically ordered to mediation by the court if there is a contested termination of parental
rights (TPR) petition, contested permanency planning hearing, or other contested case issues. The
date and time of the mediation session is set by the court, and formalized through a court order;
participation by all parties to the case is mandatory. Three hours are set aside for each mediation

session.

On the day of mediation, the mediator provides each parent a brief overview of the mediation
process. All parties sign a confidentiality statement prior to the mediation. Mediators use a
facilitative model of mediation, a style where the mediator does not present his or her own views of
the case or of the agreement, and is instead focused on ensuring that all parties have an opportunity
to be heard and that parties reach an agreement that meets everyone’s needs.s If an agreement is
reached at the conclusion of mediation, a written agreement is printed and signed by those who
have authority and each party receives a copy. The agreement is then entered into the electronic
case management system and forwarded to the judge, who has to then sign the agreement and file
a court order. All participants are then asked to complete a short survey regarding their perceptions

of the mediation, the outcome and how they were treated.

A previous process and outcome evaluation was conducted by National Council of Juvenile and
Family Court through a contract with the Nevada Administrative Office of the Courts. A multi-method
approach was used, including structured interviews, online surveys, satisfaction surveys, and case
file review. The results of the original process and outcome evaluation were positive, with high
satisfaction with the program. The implementation process of the mediation program was
highlighted, as well as outcome differences between mediated and non-mediated termination of

parental rights cases. The full report can be found at

http://www.ncjfcj.org/sites/default/files/Assessing%20Mediation%20in%20Nevada Washoe.pdf

5 Imperati, S.J. (1997). Mediator practice models: The intersection of ethics and stylistic practices in mediation. Willamette
Law Review, 33, 703.
2



STUDY OVERVIEW

The Nevada Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) contracted the National Council of Juvenile and
Family Court Judges (NCJFCJ) to conduct an assessment of the juvenile dependency mediation
program in Washoe County. The Nevada Court Improvement Program (CIP) supports mediation as
one method for improving timeliness of case process. The current outcome evaluation sought to
assess what impact the mediation program might have on outcomes for maltreated children. The
previous outcome evaluation only examined cases that were in the TPR phase, whereas this study
excluded those cases and focused instead on cases mediated early in the process (typically pre-

adjudication). Along these lines, the current study seeks to answer the following questions:

e Does mediation result in different outcomes for children and families?

o Does mediation improve engagement of parents in the process, in terms of:
a. Increased participation in the hearings?
b. Differences in the number of services offered to parents?
c. Compliance with case plans?

e Does mediation result in timelier outcomes for children and families?

e Does mediation result in time savings in terms of number of hearings and case
continuances?
In Washoe County, enough cases had been mediated to assess the program’s effect on case
outcomes and timeliness of case processing. The inclusion criteria for this study were cases that
were mediated from August 2011 through the end of 2012. These mediated cases were matched to
non-mediated cases whose petition was initiated in August 2011 through the end of 2012. Using a
standardized case file review instrument, researchers coded a sample (n = 27) of cases that had
been mediated and a sample of cases (n = 25) that were not mediated for. It should be noted that
32 cases were referred to mediation within this period; however, five cases were vacated due to
various reason and were placed in the non-mediated sample for comparison. Common reasons for
mediation being vacated were parents not showing up to participate, an agreement was reached
before mediation, or contested hearings. Because the previous outcome evaluated focused only on
cases that had filed a petition to terminate parental rights, these cases were excluded from review
and the focus was on cases that were referred to mediation for other reasons (i.e. contested

petition).



OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS

For the outcome evaluation, researchers employed a systematic review of the court case files using
a structured data collection instrument. Three coders collected data on 52 cases that had filed a
juvenile dependency petition; 32 cases had been referred to mediation and 20 that had not been
referred to mediation. Although 32 cases were referred to mediation, only 27 were mediated and 5
were vacated. To be considered a mediated case, it had to meet two criteria. First, the mediation
could not be vacated. Second, one or both parents must have attended the mediation. Using these
criteria, 27 mediated cases and 25 non-mediated cases were used to answer the following research

questions:

e Does mediation result in different outcomes for children and families?
o Does mediation improve engagement of parents in the process?
e Does mediation result in timelier outcomes for children and families?

e Does mediation result in time savings in terms of number of hearing and case continuances?

Case Characteristics

To ensure mediated and non-mediated cases had similar characteristics when they entered the
dependency system, several variables were examined. These included total average number of

allegations listed on the petition, total average number of presenting problems and child’s race.

The total average number of allegations against mothers listed on the petition did not vary much
between mediated (1.22) and non-mediated (1.24) cases. For mothers, the average total number of

presenting problems also did not vary greatly between mediated (2.2) and non-mediate cases (2.3).

The total average number of allegations against fathers listed on the petition did not vary much
between mediated (0.71) and non-mediated (0.68) cases. For fathers, the average total number of

presenting problems was 1.5 for mediated cases and 1.2 for non-mediated cases.

Child’s race was collected during case reviews, and there did not appear to be major differences
between mediated and non-mediated cases. See table 1 for full description. Based on the averages
of the allegations, presenting problems and children’s race, we can say the groups are statistically

comparable and did not appear to be different coming in to the courts.



OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULT

TABLE 1. CHILD'S RACE |

Race Mediated % (n) Non-mediated % (n)
African American 7.1% (1) 9.1% (2)
Hispanic 7.1% (1) 13.6% (3)
Caucasian 42.9% (6) 40.9% (9)
Native American 7.1% (1) 0% (0)
Undetermined 35.7% (5) 27.3% (6)
Missing Data (13) (3)
Outcomes

Does mediation result in different outcomes for children and families?

Fifty percent of all the cases had closed at the time of case file review. Of the mediated cases, 59%
had closed and of the non-mediated cases, 40% had closed. Among mediated and closed cases,
87.5% of cases had reunified, 6.3% resulted in termination of parental rights (TPR)/Adoption and
6.3% were other outcomes. Among the non-mediated closed cases, only 50% had reunified, 10%
guardianship, 10% TPR/adoption, 20% aged out, and 10% had been dismissed. This descriptive
analysis demonstrates that more mediated cases had been closed at time of review and there were

higher rates of reunification.

Chi-square tests of independence were conducted to examine the relationship between mediation
and case outcomes. There was a significant difference between mediated and non-mediated cases
and the likelihood of reunification compared to all other outcomes (p=0.037). Cases referred to
mediation were more likely to result in reunification compared to cases not referred to mediation

(see Figure 1).

FIG. 1 - CASE OUTCOME AS A PERCENTAGE
OF CLOSED CASES
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Children whose parents participated in mediation had slightly fewer placements compared those
who did not participate. Cases that were referred to mediation resulted in an average of 2.1
placements compared to 2.7 among those who did not participate. This differences was not

statistically significant (p = .27).
Parental Engagement
Does mediation improve engagement of parents in the process?

Engagement of parents in the process was conceptualized in two ways. First, we assessed parents
participation in hearings (i.e., how often across the life of the case did a parent attend the hearings).
This measure is reported as a percentage (ranging from 0 to 100). Second, we examined the number
of services ordered for each party. While this may not affect parent’s engagement in the process, it
illustrates the amount of effort that the agency is requiring of the parent. Third, we examined case
plan compliance (i.e., findings at the review or permanency hearing as to how much the parent has
complied with their plan). In theory, parents that are more engaged in the case will likely have higher

compliance with their plan.
Hearing Participation

Overall, mothers were present 87% of all possible hearings. Mothers who participated in mediation
attended 88% of hearings possible. Mothers who did not participate in mediation attended 85% of
hearings possible. Participation in mediation slightly increased mother’s presence at hearing, but not

significantly.

Overall, fathers were present 62% of all possible hearings. Fathers who participated in mediation
attended 72% of hearings possible. Fathers who did not participate in mediation only attended 50%
of hearings possible. Participation in mediation significantly increased father’s presence at hearings

compared to fathers who did not participate in mediation (p=0.057).
Services Ordered

On average mothers who participated in mediation were referred and ordered to 4.1 services in their
case plan. Mothers who did not participate in mediation were referred and ordered to an average of
4.8 services in their case plan. It is important to note that other services (i.e. home visits, compliance

with parole, family drug court, etc.) were captured in an “other” category and not counted within this
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analysis. Independent t-tests did not demonstrate statistically significant differences between the

two groups.

On average fathers who participated in mediation were referred and ordered to 2.6 services in their
case plan. Fathers who did not participate in mediation were referred and ordered to an average of
1.6 services in their case plan. Independent t-tests did not demonstrate statistically significant

differences between the two groups.
Case Plan Compliance

Case plan compliance was also examined to explore any relationship with mediation. No statistically
significant associations were found between mediation and case plan compliance. See Table 2 for

descriptive analysis.

TABLE 2. SERVICE COMPLIANCE AT REVIEW AND PERMANENCY HEARINGS

Hearing Mediated % (n) Non-mediated % (n)
Review hearing (mother)
None 25% (5) 27.3% (6)
Partial 37.5% (9) 45.5% (10)
Full 37.5% (9) 27.3% (6)
Permanency hearing (mother)
None 22.7% (5) 33.3% (6)
Partial 40.9% (9) 27.8% (5)
Full 36.4% (8) 38.9% (7)
Review hearing (father)
None 38.9% (7) 30.8% (4)
Partial 38.9% (7) 38.5% (5)
Full 22.2% (4) 30.8% (4)
Permanency hearing (father)
None 43.8% (7) 50% (6)
Partial 37.5% (6) 33.3% (4)
Full 18.8% (3) 16.7% (2)

Stipulations

Data were also collected on whether parents stipulated to charges in the petition. A stipulation is a
situation where the parents agreed to (or did not contest) the allegations found in the petition. This
variable was coded to either a parent stipulating or not at any point in the case. Overall, parents were
less likely to stipulate to one or more allegations if they participated in mediation compared to
parents who did not participate. This association was significant for fathers (p=0.01) and mothers
(p=0.08).
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Timeliness

Removing children from their homes is traumatic for all involved parties. Moreover, federal and state
legislation (e.g., ASFA) exists to ensure timeliness to final case outcomes. For these reasons, several
independent samples t-tests were conducted to examine mediated and non-mediated cases with
regard to differences in timeliness to case outcomes (i.e., time from initial removal to case closure,
time from petition filing to adjudication, and time from petition to permanency hearing) for mediated

and non-mediated cases. See Table 3 for the average number of days for each timeliness measure.

TABLE 3. TIMELINESS MEASURES ACROSS ALL CASES

(AVERAGE NUMBER OF DAYS)

Mediated Non-mediated
Initial Removal to Case Closure 474 487
Petition Filing to Adjudication 65 34
Petition Filing to Permanency Hearing 356 341
Petition Filing to Mediation 190 n/a
Mediation Referral to Mediation Occurrence 30 n/a

There were no significant differences between mediated and non-mediated cases in the amount of
time between initial removal to case closure, petition filing to adjudication, and petition filing to

permanency hearing.

Continuances were examined at adjudication and total average number of continuances within the
case. Mediated cases resulted in an average of 0.70 continuances at adjudication and non-
mediated cases resulted in 0.64. Mediated cases resulted in an average of 1.48 total continuances

and non-mediated cases resulted in 1.26. These differences were not statistically significant.
Limitations of Case File Review

It should be noted that the results of the case file review only demonstrated associations of
mediation with case outcomes and fathers presence at hearings. The study design does inhibit
causal inference. That is, we cannot drawn cause and effect conclusions, or say that mediation
causes changes. In particular, time may be the biggest indicator of change. An additional limitation
to this study was a small sample size. While we cannot say for certain that mediation created the
differences in cases, we can say there appears to be an association between mediation and some

positive outcomes.



DISCUSSION

Association findings between mediated cases and outcomes, parental engagement, and timeliness
indicators were limited. Mediated cases were more likely than non-mediated cases to result in
reunification when compared to all other outcomes. Fathers who attended mediation were more
likely to be present at hearings. Referring fathers to mediation may be a useful way to engage them
in the juvenile dependency process. Fathers were also less likely to stipulate to allegations compared
to fathers who were not referred to mediation. Mothers were also less likely to stipulate to
allegations when they were referred to mediation. There were not statistically significant differences
between services for mothers and fathers, average number of continuances, and timeliness

indicators (i.e., case closure, petition to adjudication and permanency).

The previous process and outcome evaluations also demonstrated positive findings that should be
emphasized. In the previous study of Washoe County’s mediation program satisfaction surveys
showed that both parents and stakeholders agreed that mediation generally speaking is successful.
Stakeholders agreed that mediation lessoned their workload in preparation and hearings and is a
good alternative to court. Parents also agreed that they felt heard, respected, and treated fairly
during the process. When parents felt part of the process and when the mediators clearly explained
the process, this was associated with a higher level of agreement. In terms of outcomes, mediation

appeared to reduce the number of default orders for mothers and fathers.

These types of findings are limited to surveys and the nuanced benefits of a mediation program may
be lost in case file reviews. This case file review is a cross-sectional analysis, which cannot
demonstrate long term benefits. Continued follow-up studies may be conducted to observe trends in
case outcomes and re-entry into the system as a result of participating in mediation. Mediation

observation could also be conducted to further understand and improve the current program.



CONCLUSION

This study demonstrated that mediated cases were more likely to result in reunification compared to
cases not referred to mediation. This may indicate that mediation may be particularly useful as a tool
for reunification. Mediation was also related to an increase engagement among fathers who
participated in mediation. Fathers attended more hearings compared to fathers who do not attend
mediation. Referring fathers to mediation may increase their overall participation in the dependency

process and increase the likelihood of reunifying with their children.

The previous and current studies have shown that the mediation program in Washoe County can be
an important piece to improve outcomes for children and families. Previous satisfaction surveys from
parents showed that those who attend mediation are engaged, have a voice and believe it is helpful.
Stakeholders also felt that the process is helpful. To demonstrate long-term results, it is important

that the program monitor and track case outcomes and other key indicators.

Although the statistically significant findings in this study were limited, this may be a result a low
sample size and it should not be interpreted to mean that mediation is not an important program for
families involved in the dependency system. Washoe County’'s mediation program has been

successful in meeting several of its goals since its implementation in 2011.

This outcome evaluation sought to answer if mediation impacts outcomes for children and families
and the results demonstrated that families referred to mediation are more likely to reunify with their
children compared to those who were not referred. Researchers look at parental engagement and
found that fathers referred to mediation attended more hearings compared to fathers who were not
referred. Researchers also sought to answer if mediation results in timelier outcomes and time
savings for the court. Although there were no statistically significant findings with these two
questions, it is important to point out that many of the cases were not closed at the time of case file
review making it difficult to ascertain differences. Many of the variables collected that were analyzed
trended in a positive direction for cases that were mediated. Since many of the cases were not
closed at the time of case file review, additional research may help to understand the long term

impacts of mediation.
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Executive Summary

Clark County Mediation

In early 2013, the Eighth Judicial District of Nevada (Clark County) began implementation of a mediation
program for parents and stakeholders who are in the midst of the juvenile dependency system. The goal
of mediation is to avoid further litigation through voluntary case resolution, which can enhance case
processing and improve outcomes in juvenile dependency cases. Parties can come together in a neutral
setting to address the issues surrounding the case and what options are available given the status of the

case, through the assistance of an impartial third-party.

The Nevada Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) contracted the National Council of Juvenile and
Family Court Judges (NCJFCJ) to assess the juvenile dependency mediation program. The assessment
includes review of satisfaction surveys given to parents and stakeholders at the end of mediation and
surveys and interviews with key system stakeholders. Surveys and interviews were analyzed to examine

common themes, level of satisfaction with the current mediation practice, and areas for improvements.
Key findings from the surveys and interviews included:

e There is a general perception that mediation is successful;
e The program is still new and working out issues as they come, keeping the process fluid; and

e Mediation provides an environment where parents felt heard, respected, and treated fairly during
the process.

Areas of improvement included:
e Increasing stakeholder buy-in through education about the results that are seen through
mediation in terms of time-savings;

e Exploring the idea of limiting how many parties are attending mediation sessions and limiting it to
only necessary parties.

The study was somewhat limited by the low number of survey respondents for the stakeholders and
number of total mediations that have occurred to date. With low numbers, it is difficult to assess overall
satisfaction with the program, as this report is limited to the views of those who participated in the
survey and phone interviews. In addition to those limitations, long-term case outcomes were not
determined in Clark County. Without this piece, it is difficult to determine the long-term outcomes of
mediated cases or whether mediation results in timelier case processing. However, the current
evaluation is the first step in this process. An outcome evaluation is planned for a future date, at a time
in which the number of mediated cases is large enough to make adequate comparisons to non-mediated

cases.



Introduction

When a child is removed from a home by child protective services (CPS), this child has entered the child
abuse and neglect court system where an adversarial relationship between parents and CPS may
develop. Distrust and confusion about the system can arise for parents in a time when there is a need
for collaboration and resolution. Mediation is an option to avoid further litigation, which has been used
for decades to catalyze case processing and improve outcomes in juvenile dependency cases.' This
alternative dispute resolution practice is a method that brings together all concerned parties to
negotiate and resolve issues with the assistance of a neutral third party (mediator). The main objective
of mediation is to facilitate a discussion where parties voluntarily resolve the issues that brought a
family into the dependency system and produce a written agreement, in lieu of a traumatic contested
hearing.” The mediation can include parents, CPS, attorneys, and all others that may be involved in the
case (i.e. guardian ad litem, Court Appointed Special Advocates (CASA), foster parents, other family

members, etc.).

The topics discussed depend largely on what issues are contested. If the mediation occurs pre-
adjudication, topics may include petition allegations. Other contested issues that often arise and are
discussed at mediation may include: case planning, custody, visitation, shared parental responsibility,
temporary and long-term placement, foster care, relative placement, non-relative placement, shelter
care, family dynamics, parent education, available services to families, family reunification, termination
of parental rights, and/or adoption.® Mediation should focus on the family’s strengths, create an
environment where parents are incorporated in decision making about their children, and prevent any
further abuse or neglect for the child.? There are several potential benefits to mediation in child
dependency cases which can include, but are not limited to: time savings, efficiency, parent

engagement, and improved outcomes for children involved.

1 Giovannucci, M., &, Largent, K. (2009). A guide to effective child protection mediation: Lessons from 25 years
of practice. Family Court Review, 47, 38-52.

Z Superior Court of California, County of Alameda. (n.d.). Dependency mediation. Retrieved from:
http://www.alameda.courts.ca.gov/Resources/Documents/Dependency%20Mediation.pdf

3 Eighth Judicial Circuit of Florida. (2013). Frequently asked questions: Juvenile dependency. Retrieved from:
http://circuit8.org/mediation/dependency-mediation



Program Background

In October of 2012, the Eighth Judicial District of Nevada (Clark County) established the Dependency
Mediation Program (DMP). DMP is funded by the Court Improvement Program (CIP), a U.S. Department
of Health and Human Services program designed to support court initiatives related to improving
outcomes for maltreated children involved in the child abuse and neglect court system.* To secure the
funding, the lead juvenile dependency judge in Clark County worked with the state CIP Coordinator to
identify mediation as a goal for the jurisdiction and apply for grant funds. Three mediators with years of
experience mediating a variety of issues were recruited for the program, and a contracted mediator of

the Eighth Judicial District administers the program.

As part of the implementation process, systems stakeholders began convening monthly meetings to
discuss and develop the program’s goals, vision, protocols, and next steps. These discussions involved
many key stakeholders, including: the lead juvenile dependency judge in Clark County; Department of
Family Services personnel (staff, managers, and supervisor); the District Attorney; the Special Public
Defender; Children’s Attorney Project (CAP) attorneys; court appointed special advocates (CASAs); DMP

mediators and administrator; a domestic violence consultant; and community service providers.

At the initial meeting, the lead judge explained that the DMP is the next step in bringing the Court’s
programs closer to nationally recognized “best practices.” In addition, the desired outcomes of the DMP,
the specific goals of the DMP, and the need for stakeholder training were discussed; draft mediation
process documentation was provided; a glossary defining acronyms was proposed; and other areas of
discussion (e.g., documents to be provided to mediators and staff participants, process of mediation,
and level of mediation agreement) were addressed. At follow-up, pre-implementation meetings, topics
included: potential start date; days, times, and locations for mediation; the process for providing case
records to the mediator, as well as other pertinent documents to the other involved parties; training for
mediators; revisions to informational brochures; issues to be mediated (e.g., petition language,
visitation, case plan, and placement); and status checks. The meetings served as opportunities to
examine what was and was not working and allowed the DMP administrator to make necessary

adjustments, both to the implementation process, and to the mediation program as it progressed. For

4 Crowley, M. (2012). Dependency mediation. Nevada Family Law Review, 25, 12-17.



example, mediation was originally slated to start with termination of parental rights cases, but was

adjusted to begin earlier in the cases (pre-adjudication).

One of the primary goals of these monthly, pre-implementation meetings (as well as the subsequent
monthly post-implementation meetings) was to ensure that the program was poised to meet its six

specific goals:
1. Mediate 65cases during the initial year;
2. Achieve full or partial agreement in 75% of mediations;

3. For mediated cases, reduce the average time from petition to a permanency outcome that

includes reunification, adoption or guardianship, to 18 months or less;

4. Ensure that 80% of the mediated cases in which agreement is reached come to a permanency

outcome that includes reunification, adoption or guardianship;
5. Create a 33% reduction in the number of TPR actions awaiting trial;

6. For those cases in which the petition is denied, reduce the amount of time mediated cases
spend in the subsequent court hearing or trial by at least 50%, from the current average of 3

hours.

At present, only one judge is ordering cases to mediation. All of the cases being ordered to mediation
are early in the case process, and primarily include cases where parents deny the petition allegations.
The date and time of the mediation session is set by the court, and formalized through a court order;
participation by all parties to the case is mandatory. Three hours are set aside for each mediation

session. The first mediation occurred February 2013.

On the day of mediation, the mediator provides an orientation for the parents and any parties new to
process. The mediators give each parent a brief overview of the mediation process and parents then
sign a confidentiality statement. Additionally, all parties sign a confidentiality statement prior to the

mediation.

Mediators in Clark County use a facilitative group mediation model of mediation, a style of mediation

that emphasizes the neutrality of the mediator. A facilitative mediator does not present his or her own



views of the case or of the agreement, and is instead focused on ensuring that all parties have an

opportunity to be heard and that parties reach an agreement everyone can agree on.”

At the conclusion of a mediation session, the mediators use a laptop to write the agreement while all
parties are in the same room. The agreement is printed, signed by those who have authority to do so,
and each party receives a copy. The agreement is then entered into the electronic case management
system and forwarded to the judge, who has to then sign the agreement and file a court order. All
participants are then asked complete a short survey regarding their perceptions of the mediation, the

outcome and how they were treated.

Study Overview

To assess the implementation and current functioning of the mediation program, an evaluation was

conducted of the Clark County Mediation Program. The evaluation had several components, including a
process evaluation that examined the implementation of the mediation program as well as its current
functioning and a satisfaction evaluation that assess users’ perceptions of the mediation program.

Process Evaluation

For the process evaluation, an online survey was sent to stakeholders involved with the juvenile
dependency mediation program to learn more about implementation and current functioning. The
survey was sent in March 2013. Follow-up interviews were conducted with key stakeholders to gain a
more in-depth understanding of the program and provide additional context to the online survey
results. The follow-up interviews were conducted in April — June of 2013. The process evaluation

examines five research questions:
1. What were the challenges and successes with program implementation?
2. What could have improved the program implementation process?
3. Is the mediation program successfully engaging parents and stakeholders?
4. Does mediation save court time/reduce workload?

5. In what ways could the program be improved?

> Imperati, S. J. (1997). Mediator practice models: The intersection of ethics and stylistic practices in mediation. Willamette Law
Review, 33, 703-745.



Satisfaction Evaluation

As part of ongoing efforts to gauge program satisfaction, mediators give all mediation participants—
parents and stakeholders—a survey after each mediation session. Participants are provided an envelope
into which they are asked to place the completed survey. The sealed envelope is given to the lead
judge’s judicial assistant and later mailed to NCJFCJ. This is to ensure confidentiality of responses. The

satisfaction evaluation addresses four research questions:
1. How are parents treated during mediation sessions?
2. Do parents’ perceptions of treatment affect agreement rates?
3. Do stakeholders and parents perceive that mediation is helpful?
4. What did participants find most and least helpful about the mediation session?

Project staff provided NCIFCJ researchers with all of the satisfaction surveys collected from the first 10
mediations. This resulted in a sample of 77 surveys that were used to explore differences in perceptions

between parents and stakeholders and answer the research questions.

Process Evaluation

Twelve stakeholders (60%) responded to the online survey. Eleven respondents indicated their role

(Table 1).
Table 1. Role of Respondents
N %
Administrator 0 0.0
Attorney 4 36.4
Social Work Supervisor 0 0.0
Child Advocate 3 27.3
Mediator 3 27.3
Judge 1 9.1
Total 11 | 100.00

Eleven respondents indicated how many mediation sessions they attend per month on average. Sixty-

three percent of the respondents (n=7) said they attend one to two mediation sessions per month,



18.2% (n=2) attend three to four, and 9.1% (n=1) attend 5 or more per month. The remaining 9.1% (n=1)

indicated they never attend mediation sessions.
Implementation

To understand how the mediation program was implemented, stakeholders involved in the

implementation process answered the following questions in the online survey:
e What were the barriers or challenges in implementation?
e What were the strengths in implementation?

e Were there things that you believe could have been done to expedite the implementation or

improve the implementation process?

Barriers to Implementation. In Clark County, program start up activities lasted approximately four
months; the program was funded to begin in October of 2012 and the first mediation occurred in
February of 2013. The delay was due to several reasons: another transition in the juvenile court,
concerns from community partners about the sustainability of the program, initial lack of staffing and
resources, resistance from stakeholders, disagreements about mediation timing in a case, logistical and

administrative issues, engagement and creating buy-in, and conflicting priorities in Family Court.

Strengths of Implementation. Participants were also asked what worked well during project start up.
Respondents cited the communication and initial outreach between mediators and stakeholders played
a key role. Stakeholders and partners were able to express their concerns openly which allowed for a
flexible and dynamic situation. This created a state where the program could be fluid and change as
stakeholders saw it appropriate. It also fostered an environment for buy-in, and allowed an opportunity
to educate partners on the benefits of a mediation program. Other elements important to program
implementation success were stakeholder buy-in, collaboration, team building, judicial leadership,

commitment to the program, and shadowing Washoe County mediation program.

Areas of Improvement. Participants were asked what could have been done to improve the
implementation process. Respondents cited bad timing and slow start-up as things that could have
improved the implementation process. Other suggestions included starting meetings with partners
earlier, introducing the program to stakeholders prior to implementation, and more concrete start dates

to keep all parties accountable to the start date.

Program Goal



When asked what the goal of the dependency mediation program is, several respondents said the
primary goal of the program is to achieve permanency for families and children in the child welfare court
system in an expedited manner, which is safe and best for the children involved. Others said that
mediation acted as an alternative to court and a way to engage families. Survey participants indicated
that mediation gave a forum for all parties to negotiate and resolve conflicts in a “solution-oriented”
process with improved outcomes. Participants also noted that mediation saves the court time and
resources. The quote below is from one respondent and the statement describes the objective of the

mediation program.

“To change the ‘culture’ of the child welfare system from the traditional litigation mindset to a

family-driven, family-supportive mindset in order to achieve permanency for the children in a more

timely manner.”

Program Functioning

Survey participants were asked to rate their level of agreement on several response items related to
implementation, participation, and effects of mediation. Table 2 presents the results for all responses
along a five-point scale, with 1 being “strongly disagree” and 5 being “strongly agree.” Higher numbers,

therefore, indicate more agreement with the statement.

Table 2. Average Response Ratings

The implementation of the mediation program was a success (n=10) 2.9
All stakeholders who are invited attend mediation sessions (n=10) 4.1
Parents, who are invited, attend mediation sessions (n=10) 4.3
Mediation sessions are successful in reaching agreements (n=10) 4.2
Parents at mediation sessions are engaged in the process (n=10) 4.9
Mediation reduces the time to case resolution (n=10) 3.2
All stakeholders at mediation sessions are prepared (n=10) 3.7
All stakeholders at mediation sessions work toward reaching agreement (n=10) 3.9
Parents at mediation sessions work toward reaching agreement (n=10) 4.3
Mediation is a good alternative to court (n=10) 4.2
All stakeholders get a voice at mediation sessions (n=10) 4.8
Parents get a voice during mediation session (n=10) 4.9
Age appropriate children are invited to attend mediations (n=10) 4.6

As shown in the above table, the average response for most items ranged between somewhat agree and
strongly agree. Some notable exceptions are that respondents indicated less agreement with “The

implementation of the mediation program was a success” and “Mediation reduces the time to case
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resolution.” Most of the survey participants who answered the question “Parents get a voice during

mediation sessions” strongly agreed.
Participants were also asked several open ended questions, which are answered below.
What are the barriers to utilizing mediation for parents?

In terms of barriers for parents, one respondent noted that adequate attorney representation is critical.
Many respondents noted that time and transportation are issues for parents who are typically low
income, lacking resources, or possibly incarcerated. It may be hard for them to take three hours off work
or find child care to attend mediation and therefore choose not to attend. One respondent noted that
caseworkers do not always locate and offer transportation to reluctant parents. Some respondents
noted that parental education of mediation is important so that parents understand the purpose of
mediation. Many respondents noted that they did not see any immediate barriers for parent

engagement at this time.
What are the barriers to utilizing mediation for stakeholders?

Barriers for stakeholders included lack of resources, time, and a commitment to the program. Some
respondents said that there is a shortage of staff at agencies and this can make it difficult to balance
caseloads with mediation. Other stakeholders believe that mediation creates duplicate work and
actually adds to workload. Another barrier cited was a lack of cooperation and willingness to mediate as
opposed to litigate. For instance, one respondent noted that when the Safety Assessment Tool by the
Department of Family Services (DFS) was mentioned in mediation, it is often ignored and is viewed
negatively by other stakeholders. A second respondent indicated that the DA’s office may discourage

their client from taking a particular position, making it difficult for CPS workers to fully participate.

In moving forward with the mediation program, what are some ways in which the program could be

improved?

Areas for improvement included reducing the amount of time for stakeholders in mediation, training
and engagement of stakeholders, and continuing to modify the process as necessary. A few respondents
felt that most, if not all, dependency cases should be referred to mediation, which would demonstrate
the courts’ commitment to the mediation and not litigation of these cases. Some also felt that mediation
should not be in addition to, but instead of court, which would reduce overall time for the case. One

respondent would like to see a shorter time between ordering the mediation and when it occurs.
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Training and education for all stakeholders was cited as a strategy for ongoing improvement, as it would
help attorneys who may be more comfortable litigating. One respondent felt that the mediators should
be more involved during the mediation process. The need to continue to adjust the program as concerns
are raised was pointed out by a few respondents. Some felt the program is still very new and did not
know exactly how the program could be improved at this time. One respondent thought the program

should be discontinued.
Workload

Survey participants were asked how mediation affected their workload. The answers are reported in

Table 3.
Table 3. Mediation and Workload
Mediation reduces my workload (n=10) 2.6
Mediation requires the same amount of time as going to court (n=10) 2.5
Mediation adds to my workload (n=10) 3.9

As shown above, the average answer from participants regarding reduction of workload was between
“neither agree nor disagree” and “somewhat disagree.” The average answer regarding increases to
workload was “somewhat agree.” The respondents “somewhat disagreed” that mediation requires the
same amount of time as going to court. This indicates most responded felt that mediation increased

their workload.
Additional Comments regarding workload included:

e | have no doubt that mediation, in the long run, will definitely lower my workload and result in
better outcomes for the children by engaging the family and others in arriving at solutions
instead of being told what the family needs to do in order to have the children returned.

e When all the parties come to the table in good faith with a collaborative attitude and are

prepared, mediation often results in an agreement, which reduces the stakeholders' workload.
Follow Up Interviews

Six in-depth interviews were conducted with mediators and other juvenile dependency stakeholders to
get a better sense of how the program was implemented, how it is currently working, and any areas for
improvement. Interview participants were asked specifically about the barriers and successes related to

program implementation, challenges, improvement areas, parent and stakeholder engagement, and
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benefits of the program. (Questions are listed below in blue.) The themes that arose from the interviews
were similar to the responses found in the online survey and although there were several different

guestions asked, the same issues seemed to appear in different questions.
What did you see as barriers to implementing the mediation program?

e Inadequate buy-in from stakeholders. The mediation program is new and may be seen as time
consuming compared to going to court. Initially, there was resistance from attorneys about
mediation and some see it as time wasted. There was a previous mediation program in Clark
County and they did not successfully demonstrate the long term benefits to families and the
system, therefore this program may be seen in the same light. There may be “initiative fatigue”

on the part of stakeholders in the system.

e Fragmented framework. Some participants stated that the unclear framework in the beginning
was a barrier because this created confusion about the process and expectations. A number of
the mediations have many social workers in attendance and there is some role confusion
between investigators and permanency workers. There may need to be an exploration of who

needs to attend and who does not.

e Adversarial environment. Although the purpose of mediation is to create a non-adversarial
environment, in some situations this still exists. Stakeholders noted they felt the purpose of
mediation is to get children out of the system faster and that all parties need to be reasonable
in their expectations. This confrontational style can create walls between parties and

unnecessarily lengthen the process.
What did you see as successes to implementing the mediation program?

e Successful outcomes. In the short time that mediations have occurred in Clark County, they have
been relatively successful. The large majority of cases have reached either full or partially

agreement. The informal feedback from stakeholders involved in those cases has been positive.

e Dynamic and flexible environment. This program continues to improve through meetings with all
partners. At these meetings concerns are brought up and addressed, which keeps this program

fluid in nature and ever-adjusting for quality improvement.
What are the biggest challenges to reaching an agreement?

o lack of cooperation of parties. The juvenile dependency system in Clark County has functioned
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in its capacity for many years and this mediation program can create a situation that may
challenge some parties’ old way of dealing in the child welfare system. All parties need to
understand each other roles in order to work together as a team to get the families the help

they need. All parties also need to come to the table willing to compromise.

Large number of people at mediation, possibly not appropriate for facilitative model. As stated
previously, there are many individuals at the mediation table, each with their own roles and
responsibilities. Having so many stakeholders involved makes reaching an agreement difficult.
Stakeholders have different visions for the case, all with competing interests. This can create a
chaotic environment that can result in a breakdown in the agreement. Based on the model of
mediation used, this may not be the best scenario. Some respondents noted that there are
issues brought to mediation that cannot be mediated, such as placing a child back home with a

parent who still has major safety issues to address.

Adversarial propensity. Some in the mediation process still have the desire to litigate rather than
reach an agreement outside of court. There can be unwillingness to compromise and some

participants are coming into mediation very positioned.
What do you see as areas of the program that need improvement?

More directive mediators. Some participants noted that mediators should be more pro-active
and less passive mediators. Stakeholders would like to see the mediators move the
conversations and enhance their skills. It would also be beneficial for mediators to understand

the role of all stakeholders.

Systematic approach to improving mediation. The Clark County mediation program is currently
working and engaging partners in how to tighten up mediation. As discussed previously, there

are many people at the mediation table and this creates a challenging and chaotic environment.

Limiting the number of attorneys present. A proposed idea to mediation is limiting the role of
the attorneys to just the legal issues, such as petition language. The idea is that parties may
engage the family faster if they are more selective in what the attorneys are included in. The

Clark County mediation program is exploring a similar model that is used in Santa Clara, CA.

Solution-focused problem solving approach. It was suggested that parties be more sensitive
toward parents and their approach to mediation. The primary focus should be on problem

solving.
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How could parent engagement with the mediation process be improved?

Less accusatory environment. To ensure that parents stay engaged in the mediation process, it is
important to create an environment that is less accusatory towards the parents. It is important
to be aware of body language and the words used. A wall goes up with parents when you use

words like “You did this or that.”

Current satisfaction with parent engagement. Some stakeholders noted that parent engagement
was a current strength of the program and did not feel as if this area needed strong attention.

The parents are encouraged to invite people in their lives to the process.

Chaotic environment can impact families. As noted several times, there are many people at the
table during mediation and that can create a chaotic environment that is not linear in nature.
This can impact the parents’ experience with mediation. It may be necessary to identify the

decision makers at the table and limit the discussion role to these individuals.

Better education for parents. Prior to their mediation session, it is essential to educate parents
so they can learn how mediation is different from court—parents do not know the process and

do not know what to expect. Helping these parents initially in the process is important.
How could stakeholder engagement with the mediation process be improved?

Development of stakeholder buy-in. In order to improve stakeholder engagement with the
mediation process, participants discussed the importance of buy-in and the need for a
consistent feedback loop between the mediators and stakeholders. Stakeholder understanding

of the long-term goals of the program could use some improvement.

Invite additional community partners to the table. Some respondents felt it would be helpful to
have drug treatment partners available during these discussions. In addition, respondents
suggested that it would be useful to have some peer model programs available for parents to

advocate their position better.

Improved reporting system and information sharing. Stakeholders would like to know more
about the mediation program and would like to see data that demonstrates time savings.
Positive results from mediations would encourage stakeholders to stay vested in the program.

There have been similar programs in Clark County that were unsuccessful, so there is a fear that
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this program may not work out either. Quarterly reports that could be easily adapted and

disseminated to stakeholders were suggested.

e Current satisfaction with stakeholder mediation. Some participants said they are happy with the

engagement by family services, CASA, and domestic violence (DV) partners.
What they find the most beneficial about mediation?

e (Creation of cooperative relationships. Having people come to better working relationships is
invaluable. Mediation especially improves relationship between parents and social workers, and

creates more cooperation between parents and agency.

e Early engagement with family. Engaging the family early in the case can alleviate issues later.
Some people noted that working with DFS early in the case benefits their clients and keeps all
parties accountable to the agreement reached in mediation. Social workers also like seeing the

families early in the case and being able to ask them non-confrontational questions.

Satisfaction Evaluation

After a mediation session, all participants are given satisfaction surveys. The surveys ask parents and
other family members to indicate their perceptions of how they were treated and involved during the
mediation session, along with the level of agreement. The surveys ask stakeholders to indicate where
the case stands in the dependency process, their perceptions of how they were treated and involved
and whether the session was conducted fairly. The surveys ask all participants to note what was most

and least helpful about the mediation session.
Level of Agreement

The surveys asked participants to indicate whether the mediation session resulted in full, partial, or no
agreement. It is difficult to report the agreement rate from the satisfaction surveys. Out of the 10
mediations, all participants indicated the same level of agreement in only 3 sessions (30%). In the
remaining mediations, participants marked different levels of agreement. For example, in one session,
four participants marked “no agreement” and one participant marked “partial agreement.” The
discrepancy in agreement levels could indicate a breakdown in communication as to the formal level of
agreement in the majority of mediation sessions. Despite the discrepancy, 39% of participants indicated

that the mediation resulted in full agreement (see Table 4).
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Table 4. Level of Agreement

N %

No 12 16
Partial 35 45
Full 30 39

Missing 0 0
Total 77 100

Parental treatment and participation during mediation sessions

Twenty-four of the 77 mediation participants were biological parents, extended family members, or
children. All were asked if the mediator explained the process so they knew what to expect. The
majority “strongly agreed” with that statement (56.5%). Participants were also asked if they had a
chance to voice their opinion and if they were treated with respect. A majority of respondents “strongly
agreed” that they had a chance to voice their opinion and were treated with respect (57% and 62%,
respectively). There was no substantive difference when biological parents’ responses were analyzed
separately. All parents were also asked if they felt listened to during the mediation. The majority of
respondents either agreed or strongly agreed (42% and 54%). Parents were asked if they were a part of
finding answers to problems discussed; 59% agreed and 36% strongly agreed. Finally, when asked if the
mediator treated everyone fairly, 54% of parents strongly agreed. See Table 5, below, for percentages

across all questions and response categories.

Table 5. Parental Treatment and Involvement (Percent)
No, No Yes,

SFroneg Disagree Yes, Agree Strongly Missing

Disagree Agree
The mediator explained the mediation 0.0 0.0 435 56.5 0
process clearly
ch_i You have chance to voice your 0.0 4 549 416 0
opinion?
Were you treated with respect? 0.0 0.0 41.7 58.3 0
Were you really listened to? 0.0 4.2 45.8 50 0.0
Were you able to be a part of finding 0.0 45 59.1 36.4 0.0
answers to problems?
Did the mediator treat everyone fairly? 0.0 0.0 41.7 54.2 4.2

Do stakeholders and parents perceive that mediation is helpful?
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Even in instances where no agreement was reached, many stakeholders and parents indicated that
mediation was helpful. The survey asked parents and stakeholders if they thought the agreement would
work. Forty-three (67%) answered the question. The majority of respondents who answered the
guestion said “yes,” while 22% were “unsure” or “hoped so.” No party said the agreement would not

work.
Most and least helpful about mediation

What participants found most helpful about mediation was the opportunity for all parties to gather at
the same table, share information and talk openly in a neutral, non-hostile, and respectful environment.
Other benefits to mediation were learning about the positions of other parties, having a DV advocate
present, visitation discussions, engaging in problem solving, reaching compromises, and allowing parties,

especially parents, to express their opinions—all within an environment that is less stressful than court.

What participants found least helpful about mediation were instances where discussion would get off
topic or too focused on irrelevant issues, tension between parties, parties unwilling to compromise, and

unprepared parties.

Overall, mediation in dependency cases (in Clark County) is positive with some lessons learned during
the implementation phase. In general, both parents and stakeholders agreed that mediation is
successful. Stakeholders agreed that mediation lessened their workload in preparation and hearings,
and is a good alternative to court. Parents also agreed that they felt heard, respected, and treated fairly
during the process. When parents felt part of the process and when the mediators clearly explained the

process, this was associated with a higher level of agreement.

The mediation program in Clark County, NV had some delays with implementation. While the program
was slated to begin in October of 2012, the first mediation was not help until February of 2013. The
delay was due to logistical concerns, transitions in the juvenile court, and inadequate buy-in from
system stakeholders. While mediation did finally begin, it appears that some of these concerns persist
within the system. Responses from stakeholders do indicate that there is insufficient buy-in to the
program, with many believing it will not be effective in meeting its goals, and others believing it actually
adds to their workload. These implementation barriers may be contributing to the low number of

mediations that have occurred. Further, changes in the child abuse and neglect court system may also
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be serving as system barriers. The lead judge was the only judge referring to dependency mediation and
this was occurring when the parents entered a plea regarding the petition allegations. Recent structural
changes to the court process have changed so that the lead judge now does not oversee this portion of
the case. The result is that between May 4 and June 30, only three cases were referred to mediation,

one of which was cancelled.

It does appear that once cases are sent to mediation, that the result is primarily positive. According to
stakeholder perceptions, 84% of mediations have resulted in full or partial agreement. Stakeholders
indicated that the mediation is beneficial in engaging parents in the system. Survey responses support
this, as parents who participated felt that they had a voice in the system, were treated with respect, and
were listened to. Overall, the system seems to be effective in engaging parents and creating cooperative

relationships between parties.

The program also appears to be doing well in terms of continuous quality improvement (CQl). The
program administer has definitely embraced a CQl focus and has worked diligently to make needed
modifications to the program as concerns arise. As evidenced by the monthly meetings (which are still
ongoing), several issues have arisen which required changes to the program, either logistics, or program
implementation. The program administrator has followed up with key system stakeholders whenever
concerns arose and worked with the entire committee to come up with timely and effective resolutions.
While there are still kinks in the system, many improvements have already been made to ensure that
mediation began and was meeting the needs of the parents and the stakeholders. The program should
be commended for its flexibility and desire to make the necessary adjustments to improve
implementation and functioning. These efforts should continue until the program is fully embraced and

meeting all of its goals.
Recommendations for Program Improvements

The findings of the process and satisfaction evaluation allowed for the generation of some
recommendations for program improvements. These recommendations are meant to help guide
discussions of ways that the program could be improved, but are also important to provide context and
useful information to new sites that may be struggling with or in the process of establishing their own
mediation programs. The recommendations listed below include the areas of implementation and

startup as well as considerations for improving current practice.
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Implementation Lessons Learned & Recommendations

1. Education and Outreach Are Important. Program startup should include education and outreach
to all stakeholders who may/should be involved in the mediation. Clark County did a good job of
bringing multiple systems stakeholders to the table for the monthly meetings. An additional
educational piece might be effective in helping stakeholders to understand the importance of
mediation. This may include a one-page research summary of the benefits of mediation in child
abuse proceedings and/ or dissemination of a report of findings from a similar jurisdiction that
has implemented a mediation program.

2. Buy-In From All Stakeholders Will Help Encourage Mediations. Even if project partners are
educated about the benefits of mediation, mediation may not be successful if key professional
stakeholders do not believe the program is beneficial and useful. Engaging in meaningful
discussions about the benefits of mediation may help to improve buy-in.

3. Referrals to Mediation Need To Be Consistent. While Clark County is a large jurisdiction, very few
referrals to mediation have occurred in the project period. Judges and Masters who are
committed to the program need to ensure that referrals are consistently being made. If the plan
of the program is that all parents who deny petition allegations are referred to mediation, then
judicial officers who oversee these hearing types must consistently make these referrals. Again,
this will be critical in evaluating the effectiveness of the program. Without a sufficient number

of mediations, comparisons cannot be made to determine effectiveness.

Improving Process & Recommendations for Next Steps

4. Ensure All Parties Understand the Agreement. Satisfaction surveys revealed that the parties
involved did not always have the same perception of the level of agreement that was reached. It
is important that all persons understand whether full agreement was reached. In particular, this
is important for parents, to ensure that they know what occurred at the mediation and what the
next steps are in the case.

5. Ongoing Education & Outreach. Education and outreach should not stop with implementation.
There is a high rate of turnover for many of the professional stakeholders involved in the child
welfare system. Continuing education and outreach efforts will ensure that new stakeholders
are familiar with the program. One potential outlet in Clark for this continued education may be

the Model Court collaborative meetings that occur periodically.
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6. Generate Buy-In & Stress Importance for Research Efforts. Project partners should be made
aware of the necessity of buy-in as an important piece in ensuring the program can be
evaluated. Resistance may be because stakeholders do not believe in the program or feel that it
will add to their workload. If stakeholders understand that research can provide these answers
to them, but only if they give the program a real chance to work, this could increase buy-in.
Further, the lack of buy-in reduces the overall number of mediations and may reduce its
effectiveness. Better buy-in from stakeholders can help to ensure program fidelity.

7. Continue with CQl Efforts. The program administrator has done a good job of trying to identify
challenges to successful implementation of the mediation program. Problems with the program
still exist and must be addressed to ensure necessary adjustments are being made that will
make mediation successful in Clark County.

8. Share Results. A summary of the mediation reports might be useful to share with system
stakeholders in order to increase buy-in and to demonstrate the positive results of mediation. At
a minimum, identifying the number of the mediations held, the agreement rate, and the amount
or percentage of time this results in vacated hearings would be interesting to stakeholders and

could help with outreach and buy-in of other stakeholders in the process.

Conclusion

Although the Clark County DMP was delayed in implementation and has held very few mediations to
date, it does appear to be successful in meeting some of its goals. Eighty-four percent of mediations
have resulted in full or partial agreement (per perceptions of users). The parents appear to be engaged
in the system. Parents feel like they have a voice and are part of the decision-making process. Most
stakeholders also feel that mediation is successful in increasing cooperation among parties and engaging

parents.

The program, however, does have areas for improvement. In particular, stakeholder buy-in and the
referral process could be improved to ensure that cases are being referred and that all parties involved
believe that the mediation process can be helpful. It is difficult to draw broader conclusions as this study
was limited in scope by the number of mediations that have occurred and the limited stakeholder
perspectives (as some had only been to 1 or 2 mediations). This research could easily be expanded
when more cases have been mediated. The expanded research could help to confirm or clarify the

current findings and provide additional context. Future research should also examine the outcomes of
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the case to determine if workload is higher for mediated cases and if mediation is successful in

improving outcomes for the child and families involved.
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Fifth Judicial District Mediation

In early 2013, the Fifth Judicial District of Nevada (Nye, Mineral and Esmeralda Counties)
implemented a mediation program for parents and stakeholders involved in the child abuse and
neglect (dependency) system. The overarching goal of mediation is to avoid further litigation through
voluntary case resolution, which can enhance case processing and improve outcomes in juvenile
dependency cases. Parties can come together to address the issues surrounding the case and what

options are available given the status of the case, through the assistance of a neutral third-party.

Through a contract with Nevada Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), the National Council of
Juvenile and Family Court Judges (NCJFCJ) conducted an assessment of the juvenile dependency
mediation program. The assessment included a process and satisfaction evaluation. The mediation
program in the 5t judicial district is fairly new and has currently mediated fewer than ten cases. It
appeared there were initial issues with the referral process and a new referral protocol was
implemented. This new protocol includes direct referrals to mediation from the Division of Child and
Family Services (DCFS). The courts have approved this protocol which no longer requires a court

order, but court ordered mediations are still accepted.

The dependency mediation program in the 5t Judicial District (NV) is still in the initial phases and
adjusting according to needs. The process evaluation demonstrated promising results for this new
program. The mediation program could consider monitoring long-term outcomes of cases that have
been mediated and compare to those that have not been to understand how mediation can impact a

case from start to finish. Key findings and recommendations from the evaluation are listed below.

KEY FINDINGS

e Parental engagement in the program has been productive and positive
e Overall positive attitudes about mediation program from stakeholders and parents
e Parents felt respected and heard during the mediation sessions
e Lack of buy-in from defense attorneys
e Referral process issues and adjustments
RECOMMENDATIONS

e Additional training and education opportunities to help stakeholders understand
mediation and its purpose to build buy-in

e Employ SMART Objectives when setting yearly goals and objectives

e Increase the number of cases referred to mediation from child welfare agency and court
e Judicial leadership to ensure a successful program

e Explore utilizing mediations in other points in the case instead of only at the initial phases
e Long term follow up study to examine outcomes
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ASSESSING MEDIATION IN NEVADA

Introduction

Distrust, anger, and confusion are common feelings that parents may have when their children are
removed from home by child protection services (CPS) due to allegations of child abuse and neglect.
An adversarial relationship may develop and the need for collaboration and resolution are evident.
Mediation may be an option to get to a resolution. Mediation has been used for decades to improve
case processing and outcomes in juvenile dependency (child abuse and neglect) cases.® Alternative
dispute resolution, such as mediation, brings together all concerned parties to negotiate and resolve
issues with the assistance of a neutral third party (mediator). Facilitating a discussion where parties
voluntarily resolve the issues that brought a family into the dependency system and produce a
written agreement, in lieu of a traumatic contested hearing can be a productive alternative to
litigation.2 Parents, CPS, attorneys, and all others that may be involved in the case (e.g., guardian ad
litem, Court Appointed Special Advocates (CASA), foster parents, other family members, etc.) can be

involved in the mediation session.

The topics discussed may include: petition allegations, case planning, custody, visitation, shared

parental responsibility, temporary and long-term

BENEFITS OF MEDIATION IN placement, foster care, relative placement, non-
JUVENILE DEPENDENCY CASES relative placement, shelter care, family dynamics,
e Time savings for attorneys, parent education, available services to families, family
courts and social workers reunification, termination of parental rights, and/or

e Parental engagement adoption.3 Focusing on the family’s strengths, creating

e Focus on family strengths an environment where parents are part of decision

e Non-adversarial environment making about their children, and preventing any

e Alternative to litigation further abuse or neglect for the child should be the

e Improved outcomes for main objectives of mediation in juvenile dependency
children and families cases.?2 Time savings, efficiency, parent engagement,

and improved outcomes for children involved are all

potential benefits of mediation.

1 Giovannucci, M., and Largent, K. (2009). A guide to effective child protection mediation: Lessons from 25 years of
practice. Family Court Review, 47, 38-52.

2 Superior Court of California, County of Alameda. Dependency Mediation. Retrieved from:
http://www.alameda.courts.ca.gov/Resources/Documents/Dependency%20Mediation.pdf

3 Eighth Judicial Circuit of Florida. Frequently Asked Questions: Juvenile Dependency. Retrieved from:
http://circuit8.org/mediation/dependency-mediation




Time-savings may occur for courts, attorneys, and social workers, through the avoidance of further
litigation and trial preparation.4 Although mediation can take several hours to resolve, this can save
the courts countless hours and provide more time for other cases to be processed. The mediation
process may enhance parental engagement. Before mediation, a parent may feel a range of
emotions (angry, distrustful, confused) that their child has been removed from their home, but after
they may leave feeling empowered with a better understanding of the child welfare agency and the
dependency process. If mediation is conducted by an experienced professional, in a confidential and
respectful place, 2 it can foster an environment where parents feel they can be honest because it will
not be used against them. Resolution (either full or partial) can be quite common and may result in
faster case progression, and ultimately may result in shorter times to permanency for children and

families.

Although benefits to mediation are ample, there are limitations, which include no-show parents,
disjointed buy-in from stakeholders, and lack of facilitation skills on the part of mediators. With
careful evaluation of each court’s mediation process, many of these limitations can be mitigated with
improved outcomes for the dependency system. For this reason, it is important to assess mediation
programs, both in terms of the process of the mediation program, determining if it is being

implemented as expected, and the outcomes of evaluation in terms of how it may meet case goals.

Program Background

In early 2013, the Fifth Judicial District (5th JD) of Nevada (Nye, Esmeralda, and Mineral Counties)
established a juvenile dependency mediation program. This new program is funded by the Court
Improvement Program (CIP), a U.S. Department of Health and Human Services program designed to
support court initiatives related to improving outcomes for maltreated children involved in the court
system.5 The 5t JD’s Community Improvement Council (CIC) was instrumental in program start-up
and implementation efforts. One mediator with many years of experience mediating a variety of
issues was recruited for the program, and the program is administered in part by Nye County staff.
The program has held a total of five mediations to date and more are scheduled in the future. The
program has confidentiality and domestic violence protocols in place. The initial objective was to

mediate a total of 20 cases within the first year.

4 Summers, A., Wood, S. and Russell, J. (2011) Assessing Efficiency and Workload Implications of the King County
Mediation Pilot. OJJDP Journal of Juvenile Justice, 1, 48-59. Retrieved from:
http://www.ncjfcj.org/sites/default/files/King%20County%20Mediation%20Pilot%20Article.pdf

5 Crowley, M. (2012). Dependency Mediation. Nevada Family Law Review, 25, 12-17.
2



PROCESS EVALUATION RESULTS

The Nevada Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) contracted the National Council of Juvenile and
Family Court Judges (NCJFCJ) to conduct an assessment of the juvenile dependency mediation
program in the Fifth Judicial District of Nevada (Nye, Mineral and Esmeralda Counties). As the
program is in its early stages, an outcome evaluation was not feasible, but may be useful moving
forward. A process evaluation was conducted to assess the strengths and challenges the program

implementation experienced. The current study seeks to answer the following questions.

Process Evaluation
1. What were the challenges and successes with program implementation?
2. What could have improved the program implementation process?
3. Is the mediation program successfully engaging parents and stakeholders?
4. Does mediation save court time/reduce workload?
5. In what ways could the program be improved?
Satisfaction Evaluation
1. How are parents treated during mediation sessions?
2. Do stakeholders and parents perceive that mediation as helpful?
3. What did participants find most and least helpful about the mediation session?

For the process evaluation, an online survey was sent to stakeholders involved with the juvenile
dependency mediation program to learn more about successes and challenges with program
implementation, how the program is currently functioning, mediation utilization barriers, how
mediation affects workload, and how the program can be improved in the future. Follow-up
interviews with stakeholders were conducted to gain a full understanding of program implementation

and functioning.

As part of ongoing efforts to gauge program satisfaction, the mediator gives all mediation
participants—parents and stakeholders—a survey after each mediation session. Participants are
asked to place their completed surveys in an envelope to ensure confidentiality. The survey asks
participants whether an agreement was reached, if participants had opportunities to voice their
opinions and be a part of problem resolution, if participants felt like they had been treated with
respect and truly listened to, if the mediation session was conducted fairly, if they believed the
mediated agreement would work, and what they found the most and least helpful. Satisfaction
surveys (n =28) were given to NCJFCJ researchers to explore perceptions of parents and
stakeholders and answer the research questions.
3



PROCESS EVALUATION RESULTS

To assess the mediation process, researchers administered an online survey to system stakeholders
and conducted follow-up in-depth interviews with key mediation participants (i.e., mediators,
attorneys, etc.). The online survey was sent to child welfare stakeholders and mediators in

December, 2013. Seven responded to the online survey and indicated their role (Table 1).

Seven respondents indicated how many mediation
sessions they attend per month on average. Over half N %
of the respondents (57.1%) said they attend one to | Administrator 3 | 429
o ) o Agency Attorney 2 28.6
two mediation sessions per month. The remaining Parent’s Attorney 0 0.0
42.9% indicated they never attend mediation | Social Work Supervisor 0 0.0
sessions. Child Advocate 1 14.3
Mediator 1 14.3
Implementation Total ’ 100

To understand how the mediation program was implemented, stakeholders involved in the

implementation process answered the following questions in the online survey:

e What were the barriers or challenges in implementation?
« What were the strengths in implementation?

o Were there things that could have been done to improve the implementation process?

Implementation Strengths & Barriers

In the Fifth Judicial District, the Dependency Mediation Program (DMP) was expected to begin in April
2013. The first mediation took place on April 11, 2013. Seventy-five percent of respondents of the
online survey said they believed the program started on-time. An official contract was established in

May of 2013 between Nye County District Attorney’s office and the DMP administrator.
Worked Well

Participants were asked what worked well during project start up. Survey participants were asked to
rate stakeholder buy-in at the beginning of program start-up. Fifty percent of respondents rated the
start-up as “Excellent”, while 25% rated it as

“Good.” Twenty-five percent of respondents
‘THERE HAVE ONLY BEEN 5 CASES

rated start up as “Fair” and were asked to MEDIATED. AND MOST VIEWED BY SOME
explain why. There were no explanations PARTNERS AS ‘NOT RESOLVABLE'.

] ) ] AGREEMENTS WERE REACHED IN ALL CASES.”
provided as to why it was rated this way. No



PROCESS EVALUATION RESULTS

respondents rated the start-up as “Poor.”

When the question was posed “do you believe that everyone that should have been involved with
program start-up activities was involved,” respondents were split 50/50. Those who said not

everyone was not involved, cited a lack of defense attorneys’ participation and social workers.
Strengths

Participants were asked what strengths they saw during implementation. Among those who
answered the question, respondents cited that Department of Child and Family Services (DCFS) and
Court Appointed Special Advocates (CASA) were very involved. There was a strong commitment from
stakeholders to identify an alternative means to resolve challenges in child welfare. Good
communication and enthusiasm for the program were also cited as strength to program

implementation.
Barriers PROGRAM GOALS

Participants were also asked to identify Respondepts wels agked to e?<pla|n thelzies i
goals. Their answers included:

barriers and challenges to program
g prog e “To help get the cases closed sooner.”

implementation. Two respondents . __
e “To help participants reach a better

acknowledged lack of public defender understanding of each other’s position in

participation and buy-in as major regards to reaching reunification.”

challenges to program start-up. There e “To help resolve child protection case issues.”

was a lag time in understanding how e “The DMP was developed as an alternative to
trial, based on the premise that a confidential

the program would work, which is to be conversation with all parties may result in

expected with implementation of a new improved outcomes for the family and a

) savings in court time and expense.”
program. The lack of cases being
e “Toreach an understanding with all parties on

referred to mediation was identified as the things that needs to be done in order to
a barrier to imp|ementation_ bring this action to a swift close.”
e “Toincrease timely permanency for children
Improving Implementation Process placed out of home and thus reduce trauma
on the children. Additionally, shorter case
Participants were asked what could span will reduce use of court and community
resources.”

have been done to improve the
implementation process. Responses varied
from unreasonable implementation goals, awareness of staff members, and participation from the

defense attorneys. During program start up, goals and objectives are established in order to evaluate
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outcomes during a specific time frame. It is important to ensure that these goals are attainable,
appropriate, and within the control and influence of the program. In the 5th Judicial District, the initial
goal of the dependency mediation program was to mediate 20 new cases within the first year from
start-up. A recommendation would be to have included new cases entering the system, but also

identify older cases that are already under court supervision.
Policies and Procedures

Respondents identified specific policies and procedures related to the dependency mediation
program. There are policies related to the referral process and how session should be conducted. In
addition, there are policies around confidentiality and how agreements should be written. Sixty-six
percent of respondents believed the policies/procedures were being followed and the other 33.3%
responded “Other.” The other response: referrals to mediation are not as frequent as could be

helpful to families in conflict with the child welfare agency.

The dependency mediation program in the 5t Judicial District does have Domestic Violence Protocol.
This protocol provides the steps that are needed to ensure safety for the victim and that their rights
are protected during mediation. It assumes the responsibility of ascertaining if domestic violence is
present in a case is held by Division of Child and Family Services (DCFS). If DCFS identifies domestic
violence in a dependency case, they will need to inform the mediation program. If domestic violence
is involved, options are provided to the victim including: holding separate sessions for victim and
perpetrator, inviting an advocate to the session, the victim’s attorney can serve as advocate, or any
other options that are introduced from stakeholders and/or victim. The protocol does state that

domestic violence itself will never be mediated.
Program Functioning

Survey participants were asked to rate their level of agreement on several response items related to
implementation, participation, and effects of mediation. Table 2 presents the results for all
responses along a five-point scale, with 1 being “strongly disagree” and 5 being “strongly agree.” The

higher numbers indicate more agreement with the statement.

Mediations sessions are successful in reaching agreements. (n=6) 417
Mediation reduces the time to case resolution. (n=6) 4.00
The implementation of the mediation program was a success. (n=6) 3.67

6
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Mediation is a good alternative to court. (n=6) 4.00
All stakeholders, who are invited, attend mediation sessions. (n=5) 4.00
All stakeholders at mediation sessions are prepared. (n=5) 4.60
All stakeholders at mediation sessions work toward reaching an agreement. (n=5) | 4.80
All stakeholders get a voice at mediation sessions. (n=5) 5.00
Parents, who are invited, attend mediation sessions. (n=6) 4.75
Parents at mediation sessions work toward reaching agreement. (n=6) 4.50
Parents at mediation session are engaged in the process. (n=6) 5.00
Parents get a voice during mediation session. (n=6) 5.00
Age appropriate children are invited to attend mediation. (n=6) 4.25

As shown in the table, the average response for most items ranged between somewhat agree and
strongly agree. One notable exception was respondents indicated less agreement with “The
implementation of the mediation program was a success.” All survey participants strongly agreed to
the following questions: “All stakeholders get a voice at mediation sessions,” “Parents get a voice

during mediation sessions,” and “Parents at mediation session are engaged in the process.”

Participants were also asked several open ended questions:

e What are the barriers to utilizing mediation for parents?
e What are the barriers to utilizing mediation for stakeholders?

e In moving forward with the mediation program, what are some ways in which the

program could be improved?
Utilization Barriers: Parents

No barriers were identified for parents from those responding to the survey. It was noted that
caseworkers provide transportation when necessary. In addition, one respondent said that the

mediation process is thoroughly explained to parents, so they understand what is going to happen.

Utilization Barriers: Stakeholders

Barriers that were identified for stakeholders included: court buy-in, increase amount of time spent
in mediation, and lack of defense participation in the program. One respondent felt that even though
there was a perception that mediation can take a good amount of time upfront, it results in more
engaged parents and this could increase the likelihood of faster resolution. Some responses
indicated there is some confusion about the process of referring to mediation and that attorneys

may not want their clients to participate in the event they “admit” to something during the process.
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There were also several respondents who did

not feel there were any barriers that ‘EFFORTS TO KEEP MEDIATION AT THE
‘TOP OF THE MIND  WHEN

ENCOUNTERING A CASE IN DISPUTE,

respondents felt that the mediator does a HAVE NOT BEEN ENTIRELY SUCCESSFUL.”

good job of accommodating stakeholders’

stakeholders experience. In fact, those

needs and is flexible. There were additional positive comments regarding the mediator.

Program Improvement

Areas for improvement broadly included: absence of referrals for mediations either from the court or
child welfare agency, lack of participation from defense attorneys, streamlined process, and lack of
training for attorneys. One participant also said that more visible court support of the program would
be useful. Judicial leadership can be a critical component to a successful juvenile dependency

mediation program.

A participant indicated that training for attorneys and caseworkers about mediation and its purposes
would greatly benefit the program. Mediation advocacy trainings should be explored to assist those

new to mediation to understand the process and the added benefits to dependency cases.

Workload

Survey participants were asked how mediation affected their workload. The answers are reported in
Table 3. Generally speaking respondents did not feel that mediation adds to their workload. One
person who responded “Other” stated “It has not affected my workload at this time, but | anticipate
that it could reduce my workload in the long run.” Other responses also included: “Does not affect
my personal workload” and “...my answer does not appear relevant here.” This is a positive finding
because if stakeholders view mediation as a means to reduce workload, there will be increasing buy-

in for the program and therefore an increased number of cases that will be referred.

Mediation reduces my workload (n=1) 14.3%
Mediation requires the same amount of time as going to court (n=1) 14.3%
Mediation adds to my workload (n=1) 14.3%
Other (n=4) 57.1%
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Mediation Satisfaction (Parents and Stakeholders)

Satisfaction surveys are distributed after a

WHAT DID YOU FIND MOST HELPFUL ABOUT mediation session to stakeholders and
EC parents who just participated. These surveys
A chance to talk without a judge or attorney were provided to researchers at NCJFCJ to
The mediator
Being able to open up
Being part of the solution and parents perceive the program. A total of
Communication
Forum to allow parents to be heard
Respectful discussion and no negativity sessions, were sent to researchers (15 from
Solutions for reunification are planned
We were all able to sit down and talk

examine trends and report how stakeholders

28 surveys, from four of the five mediation

stakeholders and 13 from parents or other

family members). The fifth mediation

occurred after data had been analyzed.

All the mediation sessions that have occurred in the 5t Judicial District have resulted in either all or
partial agreements. This is a positive accomplishment for the program. Many of the stakeholders
who filled out the survey felt that the agreement was comparable to one that might be reached in

court.

Parents had positive experiences with mediation among those who completed the satisfaction
surveys. When asked “Did the mediator explain the process clearly so you knew what to expect,” all
respondents either strongly agreed (72.7%) or agreed (27.3%). When asked “Did you have a chance
to voice your opinion,” all respondents
either strongly agreed (76.9%) or agreed WHAT DID YOU FIND LEAST HELPFUL
(23.1%). Sixty-one percent of parents ABOUT MEDIATION?

strongly agreed and 38% agreed they felt

e | felt uncomfortable and nervous
listened to. One hundred percent of e  Mom did not always listen
. e Needed more information when to speak up
parents either strongly agreed or agreed to e Not binding to Judge
the statements “Was your mediation e Verbal sparing
[ ]

. - “ Uncompromising
session conducted fairly” and “Were you

able to be part of finding answers to
problems discussed.” Only one parent responded negatively regarding the statement “Were you

treated with respect” and the other 92% of respondents either strongly agreed or agreed.
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Like parents, stakeholders also had generally positive experiences with mediation according to those
who completed the sastifaction surveys. When asked “did your client have a chance to voice their
opinion,” 100% of respondents answered strongly agree (93.3%) or agree (6.7%). When asked “was
your client really listened to,” 100% of respondents answered strongly agree (80%) or agree (20%).
All stakeholders answered strongly agree to the question “were you treated with respect.” When

asked “was your mediation session conducted fairly,” 100% of respondents answered strongly agree

(93.3%) or agree (6.7%).

“I LIKE REMOVING THE WHOLE SYSTEM FROM THE CASE. YOU STEP
INTO A COURTROOM AND...PEOPLE GET CONFRONTATIONAL. IN
MEDIATION, YOU LOOK AT A PERSON FACE-TO-FACE AND IT'S NOT
DICTATED BY THE PROTOCOLS OF COURT.”
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DISCUSSION

The results of this process evaluation demonstrate that the juvenile dependency mediation program
in the 5t Judicial District of Nevada has had a fairly successful start. From the online survey and
satisfaction surveys, there is a general perception from both parents and stakeholders that they

found mediation to be a very helpful tool in moving their case forward.

Parents who participated in the satisfaction survey given to them after their mediation, expressed
they felt they were listened to and their opinions were respected. Parents also felt that they were
made part of the decision process. These are all positive findings because parental engagement
during the life of a dependency case can be problematic. If there is a way to keep parents engaged in

the process and feel they have a forum to speak, this can improve the likelihood of reunification.

Stakeholders who participated in the online and satisfaction surveys and interviews also had similar
feelings toward mediation as parents did. Overall, the majority of stakeholders found mediation to be
an effective tool in increasing parental engagement and providing an alternative to litigation. An
issue that was brought up several times as a challenge with the program start-up was a lack of
participation from defense attorneys. Since the initial buy-in was low from defense attorneys, this
may need to be addressed for the program to be successful moving forward. This can be addressed
in multiple ways by either increasing efforts to gain buy-in from attorneys or exploring models where
no parties have attorneys (not having an attorney will mean that extra care should be given to

ensuring that parents are not coerced into decisions).

In addition, stakeholder survey responses and interviews revealed high satisfaction with the current
mediator and her skills in mediation. Respondents noted the mediator’s ability to keep the
discussion civil and on-track. Stakeholders noted that the mediator can recognize when parents

begin to disengage and get them engaged again.

One limitation to this process evaluation that should be noted was low survey response. There were
no defense/parent attorneys who responded to either the online survey or requests for phone
interviews. The other limitation to this process evaluation was the fact that few mediation sessions
had taken place at the time of the assessment. It may be early to draw many conclusions about the
program as it still needs to evaluate and make adjustments to function in its capacity to meet yearly

goals and objectives.
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CONCLUSION

These are all positive signs for a successful mediation program. Court Improvement Program (CIP)
directors and coordinators are encouraged to continue incorporating Continuous Quality
Improvement (CQI) into their strategic plans. Continued support, evaluation and guidance for on-
going and beginning mediation programs would be advantageous. It is also important for the
administrators of the mediation program to incorporate CQI techniques and strategies to always
improve their programs to ensure the best possible results for children and families. This is done by
1) utilizing the data collected from such programs to inform the needs of the program, 2)
continuously monitor and measure effectiveness, and 3) provide feedback to the stakeholders
involved with the program. For example, dependency mediation programs should track and monitor
the progress of individual cases before and after mediation. The long-term outcomes (e.g. time to
permanency, re-entry rates, reunification rates, etc.) of mediated cases could be compared to cases
that did not get referred to mediation to explore the differences. Yearly reports could be generated
for dissemination to stakeholders that could help them identify places for improvement. Continuous
guality improvement includes making data-driven decisions to improve the functioning of a program

to ultimately improve outcomes for children and families.
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CONCLUSION

Although the dependency mediation program is still new, there were positive perceptions among
those who participated in the online and in-person survey. It is also important to understand the
benefits of a juvenile dependency mediation program and to continue to monitor outcomes of this
current program in the 5th judicial district. Benefits that can be seen from an effective mediation
program can include: time savings, parental engagement, focus on family strengths, non-adversarial

environment, an alternative to lengthy litigation, and improved outcomes for children and families.

The key findings from the process evaluation were that parental engagement in the program has
been productive and positive. Stakeholders and parents generally have positive experiences when in
mediation. Parents felt they had a forum to speak and respected during the mediation. Program

start-up was generally successful except for a lack of participation from defense attorneys.

General recommendations to the program include exploring additional training opportunities for
stakeholders involved in mediation and those who might be new to it. This may help increase buy-in
and understanding how mediation is beneficial. Judicial leadership is also needed for this program to
be successful. Exploring the use of

mediation at different stages of dependency “I' THINK MEDIATION SHOULD BE USED AT

case progression might increase the number ALL STAGES OF THE CASE. | HAD A FAMILY

WHO WAS HEADED TO TERMINATING THEIR
PARENTAL RIGHTS AND NOW

referring cases that are in other phases of REUNIFICATION IS THE GOAL!”

of cases referred to mediation. In addition,

the dependency case progression might

change the trajectory of a case. For instance, mediation could take a case that is non-resolvable or
heading towards termination of parental rights and completely turn it around. It could also engage
parents who are not complying with their case plan to renew their commitment and get back on-
track. Currently, mediations are only held at the initial phases of the case, but mediation can be

used at all stages, including termination of parental rights.

As with all research and evaluation, continued monitoring and data collection are needed to ensure
the program is functioning in the capacity as intended. A well-structured outcome evaluation can dig
deeper into the long term effects of mediation on the outcomes for children and families. As more
mediation sessions are scheduled in the 5t judicial district, mediation administers and other

stakeholders should consider monitoring the outcomes of those families that have participated. The
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CONCLUSION

mediation program is already seeing parental engagement, among those parents who have
participated and positive feelings towards mediation. Findings from interviews and online survey

responses show a strong commitment to the program’s success.
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' FINAL PROGRAM REPORT

PROGRAM NAME: Juvenile Dependency Mediation Program
Second Judicial District Court
Contract # 15-429

January - March (due April 30'")

April - June (due July 30™)

July — September (due October 30t")
October - December (due January 30™)

Reporting for:

Oo0Ooao

As outlined in the proposal logic model, describe the project activities during the quarter. For
example: the project plan, design and pilot; impact analysis; study of project impact; project
improvement and adjustment.

The Family Services Division of the District Court sought funding from CIP in 2015 to expand
opportunities for mediating child protection disputes in the Second Judicial District Court. As
described by Giovannucci and Largent in “A Guide To Effective Child Protection Mediation:
Lessons From 25 Years of Practice,” early mediation programs were developed to encourage
family participation in the decision making about child protection cases, to resolve or narrow
issues brought before the court, and to achieve timely and appropriate permanency planning
for children. Those goals still resonate today. While mediation isn’t a magic cure for dependency
courts, there is growing evidence that dependency mediation is an extremely valuable tool
which allows the system to operate more effectively. As Giovannucci and Largent observe,
“Families who often struggle because of socioeconomic conditions, substance abuse, mental
illness, domestic violence and cognitive or education deficits, are afforded a voice in the critical
decisions made about their children. Child welfare agencies, families, courts and most
especially children benefit from a more conciliatory approach to decision making in child
protection cases.” (Family Court Review, Vol. 47, No. 1).

During the final reporting period for this grant (January 1, 2016 — March 15, 2016), the
Dependency Mediation Program in the SJDC continued to provide a forum where parties are
allowed a say in case outcomes and agreements are tailored to the case. In a recent panel
presentation to 21 newly trained dependency mediators from a majority of the state’s judicial
districts, parent’s counsel Emilie Meyer observed, “Dependency mediation creates a human
place for these discussions.” Washoe County District Attorney Kathleen Baker concurred,
noting “Parents have a voice, perhaps for the first time.” Panel members uniformly agreed that
mediation is the engine that brings all the parties together at one place and at one time. Often,
it is the first and only opportunity to talk through the issues. The importance of providing a place
to share information and ideas and for parents to maintain a sense of dignity cannot be
underestimated. As a recent parent participant noted in a post mediation survey, “I liked the
fact that | didn’t feel attacked. We are all in agreement. | appreciate this meeting. | believe it
helped out a lot.” In another case, a parent said simply, “Thanks for understanding.”




As outlined in the grant agreement between the Nevada Administrative Office of the Court,
Nevada Supreme Court and the Second Judicial District Court, Family Division, the grant period
for the current grant began February 2, 2015 with an anticipated completion date of January
15, 2016. Because funds remained at the mid-January 2016 mark, an extension was granted
through March 2016. All funds have now been expended and this report reflects the final
reporting as required. To date, four quarterly reports have been submitted.

Over the final 2 2 months of the dependency mediation grant, 22 mediations were held. In 3
cases, parties failed to show. Of the remaining 18 cases, full agreement was reached in 10
cases and partial agreement was reached in 2 cases. The agreement rate for this period is
67%. While this is below the target goal of 75% agreement reflected in Project Goal 2, it is
higher than the agreement rate of 57% reported the previous quarter.

It is worth noting that in the real world of mediation, cases do not simply “reach agreement” or
“not reach agreement.” Depending on the issues bringing the case into the process, there may
be a consensus about all of the issues, some of the issues or none of the issues. The
agreement may cover interim steps or outline tasks that parents will complete and services the
department will provide. Each case is unique. Having to check a box marked agreement or no
agreement is, at best, only one measure of the effectiveness of mediation. Participant
satisfaction, increased communication among participants, improved outcomes for children and
timely case resolution are other important factors when defining mediation “success.”

Of note, one of the recent challenges we’ve faced is how to integrate dependency mediation
into shortened times frames for case processing. Referrals to mediation at the initial petition
stage of a case have dropped as the court has committed to new and stricter timelines. In lieu
of formal mediation, the court has encouraged informal negotiation. Given how recently this
change was implemented, it may be too soon to assess how effective informal discussion is in
helping resolve contested issues early in a case.

This raises an important follow up question: to what extent is agreement in mediation
determined by the issues in dispute, the legal stage at which the case is referred, or other case
specific factors. As SUDC mediator Tamatha Schreinert observed about mediating TPR cases,
“When you mediate a TPR, an agreement that day is difficult. The mediations are often very
productive—we hash out the details of a post-adoption agreement, the parents and the adoptive
parents get to talk, the attorneys lay out what will happen if the case goes to trial, etc. But there
is not “agreement” because the contact agreement isn’t signed at mediation, or it needs to be
written up and reviewed by counsel. | don’t know how to quantify this—the fact we have fewer
agreements is not a failure. In fact, the mediation is a crucial step towards getting an
“agreement.”

We will continue to address this as we develop a research agenda focusing on agreement rates
and factors associated with agreement. The more we know about outcomes and the factors
that influence settlement, the better prepared we are to show how mediation serves families,
the dependency court and the child protection system.

Importantly, we continue to build a foundation for dependency mediation and focus on
continuous program improvement. We are indebted to CIP for helping us expand dependency
mediation in the SUDC and deliver a valuable service to children, families and the juvenile
dependency community.




Describe evaluations conducted and the results, including all relevant statistics concerning
planned outcomes and impact, in the logic model.

1) Outcomes:

Having mediated 118 cases over the project period, a key question is: Are quality services
being delivered that make a difference and how do we know? As a first step in answering this,
we offer a more detailed review of the cases mediated from February 1, 2015 — March 15, 2016.

During the project period, a total of 128 cases were scheduled for mediation and 118 mediations
were held. Of the 118 completed mediations, outcomes reflect 80 full agreements (68%) and 9
partial agreements (8%). In 29 cases, no agreement was reached (24%). The agreement rate
for the project period is 75.4%. This meets Project Goal 2 which was to reach agreement in
75% of mediations held.

Another important outcome measure is whether mediation results in improved engagement of
parents. Many studies have suggested a host of benefits of actively involving parents in
dependency mediation. Giovannucci, Firestone and Storcel describe some of the benefits as:
improving the quality of the agreement due to greater input from all the parties, reinforcing the
parent’s role by providing parents with an opportunity to contribute to the solution, increasing
the parent’s sense of ownership and understanding of the agreement and increasing the
parent’s confidence in the child protection process (2015 AFCC Conference).

Parent participation starts with attending mediation. Over the 14 month project period covered
by this grant, parents appeared for their scheduled mediation in 118 out of 128 cases (92%).
Getting all the participants to the table has been an ongoing challenge. During the first two
years of the SUDC’s dependency mediation program, parent attendance at mediation was hit
or miss. We recognized that for most families the mediation format was unfamiliar. As parent’s
counsel became more invested in dependency mediation and parents, themselves, expressed
satisfaction with the process, we began to see parent attendance rates rise. Even now, we
certainly appreciate that parents often face significant challenges around attending. However,
support from parent’s counsel appears to be a highly effective pathway to help parents know
what to expect, understand the process, be less anxious and have a greater likelihood of being
engaged and feeling empowered.

Parent engagement in mediation, and more particularly father engagement, was, indeed, one
of the most significant research findings from the 2013 NCJFCJ outcome study of the SIDC’s
mediation program commissioned by CIP. By fostering cooperation and understanding,
mediation allows parents to take back some control in a time of fear and uncertainty. Giving
parents a voice may be the first step towards a constructive and participatory problem solving
approach though the life of a case.

2) Impact:

Judge Egan Walker observes, “In cases where the dependency process results in termination
of parental rights, mediation is likely one of the few humane processes which we can offer
parents. In the great majority of cases which remain, mediation is reaping benefits through
earlier participation of parents and the tantalizing possibility that mediation will be a significant
tool with which to accelerate the safe and effective reunification of families. The Dependency
Mediation Program is a great example of how a modest dollars of investment early can reap
untold rewards in positive outcomes later.”




Judge Walker’s perspective that mediation is likely one of the few humane processes which
we can offer parents who are facing termination of parental rights is poignantly reflected in
the following account of a recent mediation conducted by Mediator Tamatha Schreinert:

“Today’s mediation was so impactful. Father, a young man, who himself grew up in foster
care, successfully negotiated a post-adoption contact agreement with his daughter’s adoptive
mother, and then he relinquished his parental rights. After all the signing was over, Father
asked for some time with the mediator and the adoptive mother. She agreed. We sat at the
table, Father facing his daughter’s soon to be only legal parent.

Father thanked her and wished her well. He asked that she raise his daughter to be a strong
girl, but cautioned her to not let the daughter run the show- to make sure she has rules so she
doesn’t end up like him. He said he really likes the adoptive mom, her qualities, and strength.
He thinks she will be able to provide that to his daughter. He reached out his hand across the
table. Adoptive mother took it and said thank you, and told him that his daughter will always
know he loves her. She thanked him for trusting her.

This was a heart wrenching and beautiful moment that would not have been possible without
this mediation program. | felt grateful to be a part of it.”

Providing another example, Mediator Margaret Crowley describes a very different, but equally
impactful mediation below:

“l had a mom at the petition stage whose children had been abused by her partner. Mother
and her partner had a violent relationship. Mother left her children with her partner for a few
days. During that time, her partner beat one child so severely that he has been in care ever
since and will suffer severe consequences for the rest of his life. The other children showed
signs of previous abuse. The Department was insistent on keeping a neglect finding because
they had dealt with mother before, trying to get her to acknowledge the domestic violence.

Mother was in complete denial that she played any role in the matter. She sat through the
mediation stoically, and insisted she had no forewarning that this could happen. When it was
clear that we were getting nowhere, | told the mother that mediation was about choices. |
wanted her to understand what the choice of going to an evidentiary would look like. The
DDA proceeded to outline everything she would attempt to prove at trial, some of it extremely
painful.

At that point, mother broke down in tears, finally showing some emotion over the situation. In
the end, we did not resolve the case that day, but a few days later mother submitted to the
petition. Her attorney stated on the record that mom was beginning to understand the effects
of the domestic violence in her household and that she was ready to get help and move
forward.”

Explain your progress in terms of achieving the project’s stated measurable objectives, in the
logic model.

Progress on the objectives outlined in the logic model are reflected below:

1. Mediate 100 cases during the project period. This goal was met. From February 1,
2015 — March 15, 2016, 118 cases were mediated.




Reach full or partial agreement in 75% of the mediations held. This goal was met.
Agreements were reached in 89 out of 118 cases or 75.4%.

Improve parent participation/engagement in mediation as reflected in 90% attendance
by parents over the project period. This goal was met. Of the 128 scheduled
mediations, parents attended 118 mediations (92%).

Host the 1% Nevada Dependency Mediation Summit with 75% of the Judicial Districts
with Dependency Mediation programs sending at least one representative. This goal
was revised. Over the project period, this goal was changed from holding a Mediation
Summit to holding a Dependency Mediation Training. CIP hosted a 40 hour
dependency mediation training for mediation practitioners in Reno March 7 — 11, 2016
to 21 statewide participants.

Provide Dependency Mediation outcome report to Model Court participants quarterly
and make one full Model Court presentation during the project period. This goal was
met. Dependency mediation was frequently on the agenda at monthly Model Court
meetings with a more thorough programmatic update at the Model Court Annual
Retreat. Additionally, there was a panel presentation on the SUDC’s Dependency
Mediation program at the annual Court Improvement Council meeting at the National
Judicial College in the fall of 2015.

Develop a system for tracking time-savings for the Court and system players in
mediated cases, case outcomes and other key indicators. Goal not met. We do not
yet have a systematic way of tracking and reporting time-savings in mediated cases.
This reflects both data challenges and resource challenges around mediation case
tracking.

Develop a written process for responding to complaints regarding mediators. Goal
partially met. Over the project period we did address mediator effectiveness and
responded to issues previously raised in a formal assessment of court mediators.

Secure long term funding for Dependency Mediation. Positive progress on goal. Over
the project period, conversations began with Washoe County leaders to assist with
ongoing funding of dependency mediation as CIP funds are phased out.

Mary D.

Herzik, MA Family Services Manager
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UD Statewide Juvenile Dependency Mediation Program

PARTICIPANT SURVEY

You recently participated in juvenile dependency mediation. We are interested in your
experience of the juvenile dependency mediation service and any suggestions you may have.
Your comments are important to us and will help improve our services.

Was this co-mediated? [ ] Yes [ ] No

1)

Today’s Date: / /
2.) What is your relationship to the child?
[ ] Mother
[ ] Father
[] Child (Age:

3.)

4)

[] Other Family Member
[ ] Foster Parent

[ ] Other

The mediator explained the mediation
process clearly so | knew what to
expect.

[] Yes, Strongly Agree

[ ] Yes, Agree

[] No, Disagree
[] No, Strongly Disagree

Did you have a chance to voice your
opinions?

[ ] Yes, Strongly Agree

[ ] Yes, Agree

[] No, Disagree

[] No, Strongly Disagree

5.) Was an agreement reached?

[ ] Yes, on all issues
[ ] Yes, on some issues

[ ]No

If no, why do you think an agreement
could not be reached?

If yes, do you think that the mediation
agreement will work?

08/15/16

6.)

7)

8.)

9.)

Do you think the other people in
mediation really listened to what you
had to say?

[ ] Yes, Strongly Agree

[] Yes, Agree

[] No, Disagree

[] No, Strongly Disagree

Did you feel ignored or unimportant
during the mediation?

[ ] Yes, Strongly Agree

[ ] Yes, Agree

[] No, Disagree

[] No, Strongly Disagree

Were you treated with respect?
[] Yes, Strongly Agree

[] Yes, Agree

[] No, Disagree

[] No, Strongly Disagree

Were you able to be a part of finding
answers to the problems discussed?
[ ] Yes, Strongly Agree

[ ] Yes, Agree

[] No, Disagree

[] No, Strongly Disagree

10.) Did the mediator treat everyone fairly?

11))
12))

13)

[ ] Yes, Strongly Agree

[ ] Yes, Agree

[] No, Disagree

[] No, Strongly Disagree
What did you find most helpful?
What did you find least helpful?

Other comments or suggestions:

Thank you for taking the time to share your thoughts
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Statewide Juvenile Dependency Mediation Program
STAKEHOLDER SURVEY

You recently participated in juvenile dependency mediation on behalf of your client or agency.
We are interested in your experience of the juvenile dependency mediation service and any
suggestions you may have. Your comments are important to us and will help improve our

Services.
Was this co-mediated? [_] Yes [ ] No

1.) Today’s Date: / /

2.) What is your role in this case?
[] Mother’s Attorney
[] Father’s Attorney
[] Child’s Attorney
(] District Attorney/Attorney General
(] Social Worker
[ ]CASA
[ ] Other

3.) What legal action is pending in this
case?
[] Adjudicatory/Evidentiary Hearing
[] Disposition Hearing
[] 6 Month Review Hearing
[] 12 Month Review Hearing
[] Permanency Planning Hearing
[] Termination of Parental Rights
[ ] Other

4.) Did your session result in an
agreement?
[ ] Yes, All Issues
[ ] Yes, Some Issues

[ ]No

If no, why do you think an agreement
could not be reached?

If yes, how does the mediated
agreement compare w/ court orders?

09/13/16

5.) Did you (or your client) have a chance
to voice your opinions?
[ ] Yes, Strongly Agree
[ ] Yes, Agree
[] No, Disagree
[] No, Strongly Disagree

6.) Do you think the other people in
mediation really listened to what you
(or your client) had to say?
[] Yes, Strongly Agree
[ ] Yes, Agree
[] No, Disagree
[] No, Strongly Disagree

7.) Were you treated with respect?
[ ] Yes, Strongly Agree
[ ] Yes, Agree
[] No, Disagree
[] No, Strongly Disagree

8.) Was your mediation session conducted
fairly?
[ ] Yes, Strongly Agree
[ ] Yes, Agree
[] No, Disagree
[] No, Strongly Disagree

9.) What did you find most helpful about
the mediation session?

10.) What did you find least helpful?

11.) Other comments or suggestions:

Thank you for taking the time to share your thoughts
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CONTINUAL QUALITY IMPROVEMENT
IMPLEMENTATION GUIDE

FY 2013

This is a step-by-step guide to integrate the concepts of continual quality
improvement into the daily functioning of the Court Improvement Project.
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IMPLEMENTING CQl INTO CIP PRACTICE

Understanding and Implementing Continual Quality
Improvement (CQI)

Continual quality improvement has been defined as “the complete process of identifying,
describing, and analyzing strengths and problems and then testing, implementing,
learning from, and revising solutions.” In an age of accountability, it is important for
programs to be able to describe how they are functioning, to identify the strengths and
weaknesses associated with program implementation and functioning, and to make
efforts to improve their process to ensure that the program is meeting its goals. Only then
can programs and practices be evaluated to determine if they are positively improving
outcomes for children and families involved in the system. For the CQI process to be
effective, it needs to include strong leadership, buy-in from systems stakeholders, a
culture that is receptive to continual learning and change, and a concrete plan for how CQI
can be woven into existing frameworks to ensure it is not only understood, but becomes a
foundational part of practice.

The Continual Quality Improvement (CQI) Implementation Guide is meant to serve as a
reference for integrating the concepts of continual quality improvement into Court
Improvement Program practice. This Guide identifies concrete steps and
recommendations to ensure the CQI principles are part of the CIP process.

Adjust

P

Study

Impact
\ Check /
Process

Page 1



IMPLEMENTING CQI INTO CIP PRACTICE

Step 1: Train CIP Staff on CQI

As noted above, integrating CQI into practice requires strong leadership, buy-in from
systems stakeholders, and a culture that is receptive to continual learning and change. As
part of this, it will be important to have staff that understand the importance of CQI and
have the time and dedication to integrate it into daily practice. It will be up to the CIP to
determine what this may look like, but it is recommended that as many members of the
staff as necessary are trained on CQI. Staff training on CQI could include topics such as the
basics of evaluations, different perspectives on CQI (e.g., quality assurance or quality
improvement work), or strategies on how to develop training and evaluation tools. In
addition to training of staff, the CIP may also want to ensure that they have identified a
neutral third party (who does not work for the CIP or child abuse and neglect court
system) who is an expert in CQI, to advise on projects and make recommendations for
enhancing CQI efforts.

The CQI-trained staff are important as they will be tasked with identifying the current CQI
needs of the CIP; identifying the programs and practices that are a priority for evaluation;
identifying data sources available; helping facilitate development of data collection tools;
reviewing applications from a CQI focus; and working with sites to ensure reporting
requirements are met and appropriately useful to continually improve the program.
Training for the staff should occur periodically to continually improve knowledge and
understanding of the CQI process, as well as to better understand recent developments,
findings and methodologies that may affect systems change efforts.
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IMPLEMENTING CQI INTO CIP PRACTICE

Step 2: Review the Current Strategic Plan with a CQI Lens

While it would be optimal to begin implementing CQI into a new program or practice, the
reality is that the process often involves retrofitting CQI to something that already exists.
The Court Improvement Programs already have some of the foundation pieces that would
facilitate the CQI process. For example, all CIPs have a strategic plan that includes the
programs, trainings, and practices that have been implemented or are in the process of
being implementing in the hopes of creating systems change. A review of the strategic
plan by the CQI-trained staff is a good first step in the process.

The goals of the current strategic plan should be reviewed to identify areas of interest or
in need of evaluation. It is important to consider that while CQI of all components is the
goal, there will be many projects, and it will be important to identify programs/activities
to begin this process. Once these goals have been identified, they must be conceptualized
into measureable components. For example, if one of the goals is increased timeliness of
case processing, what factors could be examined to identify whether this has been
achieved? More specifically, what constitutes timeliness? Before proceeding with an
evaluation, these questions must be answered clearly. Some questions to think about for
the activities identified in the strategic plan include:

e Isthe target improvement clearly defined? Is it measurable?

e Isthere an identified data source? If not, how will (can) data be collected?
e How often will progress be tracked?

e How/when will feedback be given to the program?

e  When will the program make adjustments to practice?

e  When will the re-evaluation of the program begin?

Contracting with an expert who knows how to do research or program evaluation can be
helpful in this step, as they will be able to identify the strengths and weaknesses of the
current plan, help transition goals into something measurable, and conceptualize plans for
evaluation.
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IMPLEMENTING CQl INTO CIP PRACTICE

Step 3: Identify Ways to Collect (or Find Existing) Data

After identifying the programs, practices, and activities that need to evaluate, it will be
important to identify data sources. Identification of ways to obtain data that allows for the
measurement of goals is vital in CQI'ing a process. This should include conversations with
all systems stakeholders to determine the currently available data systems. The agency,
for example, will have a data system in place, and may collect data on information that will
be useful in assessing the current functioning of specific programs. Further, the agency
reports the data to the Adoption and Foster Care Reporting System (AFCARS), which will
have state level data (and larger jurisdiction data). Courts may also have their own case
management systems that track specific variables of interest.

If data is not already available, it will be important to design a plan to collect data. This
may include the collection of quantitative or qualitative data. Quantitative data involves
collecting numerical information from various primary sources (e.g., court records or
stakeholder surveys) or secondary sources (e.g., Adoption and Foster Care Analysis and
Reporting System, the National Child Abuse and Neglect Data System, and the Statewide
Automated Child Welfare Information

Systems). In Nevada, identified sources of data include:

Qualitative data does not focus on e Agency Data

numbers, but rather on descriptive o Chapin Hall

information. Qualitative data gives a e Adoption and Foster Care Reporting System
(AFCARS)

richer, more detailed description of the

situation and can often be collected * Court Management System

through  parent or  stakeholder Data can also be collected through:

interviews; open-ended survey Case fil .
o dase Ille review

questions; and parent or stakeholder .
e (Courtobservation

focus groups. This information can
e Surveys

help determine the perception of e Focus groups

stakeholders and users regarding how

e Interviews

well the program is working and what

needs to be adjusted.
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IMPLEMENTING CQI INTO CIP PRACTICE

Step 4: Create a Data Collection Plan & Tools

After projects have been identified that should be assessed and data sources have been
identified, it will be important for the CQI-trained staff to create a plan for collection of
data. The outcomes and impacts columns of the strategic plan will help to identify the
ways the activities have been conceptualized. If the outcome identified includes words like
increase or decrease, it will be important to collect baseline data (before the intervention)
and follow-up data (after the intervention) to determine if there was change. If the
outcome is related to acquiring a skill or learning or exhibiting a behavior, this may be
measurable once, at the conclusion of the intervention. Resources, like the Training and
Evaluation Guide can be used to better understand data collection methods and facilitate
creation of data collection tools. Larger evaluation projects can be outsourced to
evaluation experts.

Agency Data. Agency data includes case level information on the children and families
served, including some timeliness data, such as those requested by the Children’s Bureau.
Agency data may be useful in collecting pre and post data on a project.

Case File Review. For data that are not available in agency (or court) dataset, case file
review may be ideal. Case file review includes examining the legal and/or social files of
the cases. This will include information on petitions, and each hearing type, including
parties present, dates, services ordered, and case outcomes.

Court Observation. Court observation allows for observation of current court practice,
which can be useful in assessing the breadth of conversation, parental engagement in the
process, or other areas of court practice that may not be reflected in a file.

Surveys. Surveys are ideal for assessing perceptions of stakeholders. This can include
attitudinal measures, as well as assessments of current practice, changes in practice, or
questions related to how effectively a program has been implemented. Online surveys are
cost-efficient and can reach a broad range of stakeholders.

Interviews. Interviews require asking specific questions of stakeholder or program
participants, and can provide more in-depth information and additional context to any
quantitative data collected.

Page 5



IMPLEMENTING CQI INTO CIP PRACTICE

Focus Groups. Focus groups can be used to gather together a small group of persons to

discuss their perceptions of practice or practice change.
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IMPLEMENTING CQl INTO CIP PRACTICE

Step 5: Ensure Application Process Has CQI Focus

As part of CQl'ing the process, it will be important to ensure that all new requests for
funding clearly articulate how they will measure their progress and make changes. This
can be achieved through an application process that requires potential fundees to include
a plan for assessing the program, identify measurable outcomes and data sources, and
articulate how the program will use information to continually improve the process. The
application process for CIP funding in Nevada was recently modified to include these
provisions. The application (available here and as an appendix to this guide) asks
participants, among other requirements, to create a logic model with measurable goals, an
evaluation plan, and a sustainability plan. Fundees should be required to CQI themselves,
in order to receive funding.

|

Describe the link between Evaluation Methodology:
the funding request and

Logic Model:

the requested measurable All proposals must include

and quantifiable outcomes. an evaluation component.

Describe the performance

indicators for the project
-_ and/or the process you

will use to evaluate
whether the program has

met its goals and its impact Sustainability Plan:

on the system. Describe any other source
of funding for the project
and how the initiative will

be sustained when CIP
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IMPLEMENTING CQI INTO CIP PRACTICE

Step 6: Review of the Funding Application by CQI-trained
Staff

After potential fundees have completed the application, it should be reviewed by the CQI-
trained staff with a CQI focus. Important questions to consider are:

e Does the proposal identify measurable goals?

e Does the proposal identify data sources?

e s the evaluation plan feasible?

e What data will they collect? How does the data relate back to the program goals?
e How will they measure the fidelity of program implementation?

e What mechanisms are in place for continued improvements to the program?

The proposal can also be sent to the neutral CQI-expert to review the CQI components.
This individual should examine the application for several aspects, such as feasibility (e.g.,
is the evaluation plan doable) accuracy (e.g., is the language in the application accurate),
and measurability (e.g., are the identified measures and data collection procedures
appropriate for examining the goal). The CQI-expert should identify strengths and
weaknesses of the application, help identify potential data sources, and make
recommendations for improving the application, including how to collect and report data.
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IMPLEMENTING CQI INTO CIP PRACTICE

Step 7: Using Data Effectively in Reporting

As data collection is an integral part of the CQI process, it will be important to ensure that
the data is being used in an efficient manner. Data will be collected by any CIP program
fundees, the CQI-trained staff, and any organization that has been hired to evaluate
programs and practices. Again, data can include qualitative and quantitative information
about the programs. The data can be used for different purposes and should be reported
in a way that is useful for the program and the CIP. Data reporting purposes include:

1. Identifying the strengths and weaknesses of a program. Both new and current
programs can benefit from a process evaluation to examine how the program was
implemented. This data can be used to identify both challenges to implementation and
successful strategies that facilitated implementation of a program. Further, this is an
essential first step necessary for documenting the program’s development and
identifying systems change needs.

2. ldentifying the gaps between the expectations and performance. As with a process
evaluation, it is important to determine how a program is performing, and whether it
is meeting its goals. For example, a mediation program may have a goal of a 75%
agreement rate and, but current rate is only 50% agreement. Data can be used not only
to determine the current percentage of agreement, but may also be able to reflect why
the program is not performing.

3. Examining the effects of the program on outcomes for children and families. After
determining if the program was successfully implemented, and whether it is meeting
its goals, data can be used to determine whether a program is successfully impacting
outcomes for children and families involved in the system. For example, assuming a
mediation program was fully implemented, and is meeting is goal of a 75% agreement
rate, it will be important to determine if agreed mediations result in better outcomes
for children and families, such as less time in foster care or increased reunification.

These data reports can be in multiple forms. Project fundees are required to submit
quarterly reports to the CIP. These quarterly reports should report data collected during
the reporting period, as well as a narrative of how the data is being used to inform
practice. Other types of reporting may include reports from larger evaluations, and final
reports. The CQI-trained staff can use these reports to work with project fundees to
enhance their understanding of CQI and ensure they are using the information efficiently.
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IMPLEMENTING CQI INTO CIP PRACTICE

Step 8: Implement Change

After data has been identified and reported in a way that identifies the strengths and
weaknesses of the program, the gaps between expectations and performance, and/or the
outcomes of the program on children and families, it will be important to consider any
needed changes to the program. Ideally, program staff should convene a committee that
includes a variety of key stakeholders (e.g., judicial leadership, Child Protective Service
staff, parent attorneys, child attorneys, and program staff). This committee should discuss
the findings, including problem areas of the program, and brainstorm possible solutions. If
a committee is not available, this can be done locally by the program administrative staff.
After vetting the solutions and agreeing upon a course of action, the changes to the
program should be introduced to all stakeholders. A timeline should be created for when
these changes will be implemented and any additional resource needs (e.g., staff) should
be identified. As soon as the changes are implemented to the program, the CQI process
begins anew.
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IMPLEMENTING CQI INTO CIP PRACTICE

Step 9: Disseminate Findings

It will be important, as part of the larger CQI process, to disseminate findings from the CQI
process. Data reports can be most effective if they are shared by multiple stakeholders so
that others who wish to implement a similar program can learn from their challenges and
successes. Data reports can also help to inform the larger stakeholder community about
the effects of such programs, so that programs implemented on a local level may have
national implications. Further, dissemination will allow programs to illustrate their
positive outcomes to potential funders, which will be necessary if programs wish to
achieve sustainability.

After reviewing the data reports and ensuring the accuracy, consistency, and clarity of the
findings, the results should be disseminated to stakeholders and other interested parties
(e.g., researchers and policymakers). The medium through which the findings are
disseminated should reach a wide audience. This includes creating reader-friendly reports
(e.g., one-page synopsis of the program, the program’s goals, and the outcomes of the
analysis); publishing the findings on a public website; and presenting the findings at local,
state, and national conferences.
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IMPLEMENTING CQI INTO CIP PRACTICE

Step 10: Build a Plan for Sustainability

Steps 1 through 9 of the process involve integrating CQI into current CIP practice. These
steps are vital for ensuring that the process is continually improving and efforts are being
made to track data and systems outcomes for the future of this work. These steps are also
foundational and necessary for building a plan for sustainability of projects. Drawing from
steps 1-9, a plan can be created to ensure forward movement. The NV CIP Business
Process (see Appendix B for a larger version) can be used to illustrate the important CQI

components and how they are influencing process and sustainability.

 E—
J Steps 5 &6 -
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focused
application (and
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ensures fundees
have clear
expectations to
continually
improve their
process and
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effectiveness.

S~

Steps 1 & 7-
Having trained
staff and an
understanding
of how to use
data effectively
will help
ensure that
program
improvement
areas are
identified.

entire process is

e—’..ﬁ;.:r

Hlﬁmmu
Pliot Project oWrissn

mum

intended and supecisd
oulcomes far Judicloi

Effor l .
mx/

Step 7 - Using
Data Effectively.
Reports that
include data on
projects are
instrumental in
securing external
funding to
sustain projects.

~_

useful in
demonstrating
best practices are
effective and data
isused in a
meaningful way.

Page 12



IMPLEMENTING CQI INTO CIP PRACTICE

General Recommendations for CQI'ing the CIP

This guide provides recommendations for a 9-Step process for CQl'ing the CIP. This
includes how a CIP may retrofit the current strategic plan to include a CQI focus, as well as
how to integrate CQI into new programs and practices that are funded by the CIP to
improve outcomes for children and families involved in the child abuse and neglect court
system. Some general recommendations for the CIP to facilitate CQl'ing of the process are:

1. Training of CIP Staff. Continuous quality improvement may be a new concept to
some. As such, it will be important that all persons involved with decision-making
related to CQI should be trained so that they have a basic understanding of the
importance of CQI, and, when appropriate, a more in-depth understanding of
evaluation. Training should be ongoing and discussions of CQI should occur at CIP
Committee meetings to ensure all stakeholders understand its importance.

2. Generating Buy-In with Committee Members and System Stakeholders. The
importance of CQI should be stressed to all stakeholders involved in the child abuse
and neglect court system. Integrating the CQI components into the application process
and expressing the need for measurement in systems change are both important ways
to generate buy-in. This illustrates to stakeholders that measuring progress and
making needed changes are important to the CIP.

3. Ensuring CIP Application Process has a CQI Focus. Ensuring that all applicants
know what is expected of them is vital in the CQI process. By informing fundees early
on of the requirements and expectations, they will be better able to track data and
report as needed to facilitate a smooth CQI process.

4. Working with an Expert on CQI (or Evaluation). Training on CQI provides a basic
understanding of the importance of CQI and some of the fundamental framework vital
to facilitating CQI of a program. However, there are components of evaluation, data
collection, and reporting that may be trickier and require some additional assistance.
Building a relationship with a CQI expert, such as someone highly trained in evaluation
and knowledgeable of the child welfare system, can help in ensuring the effective
CQrl'ing of the CIP. The expert can answer questions and advise as needed on projects.

5. Hiring Evaluation Team for Large Project. Some projects may be able to collect their
own data, but not have the capacity for a larger evaluation that would help them
identify processes and outcomes impacted by the program. It may be necessary to hire
an independent evaluator to do larger evaluation, or even research with some of the
key programs/activities identified by the CIP-trained staff.
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Nevada Court Improvement Program

Funding Notice

The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), on behalf of the Nevada Supreme Court
and through its State Court Improvement Program (CIP), is currently accepting
proposals to fund projects related to the goals and outcomes of the Court Improvement
Program as outlined in the CIP current Strategic Plan (see link below). Nevada’s Court
Improvement Program is a federally funded initiative designed to improve the quality of
the court process for children and families involved in abuse, neglect, and dependency
proceedings. Attached please find an application for the federal CIP funds administered
by AOC. These funds are available to develop and implement data-driven, evidence-
based, and outcome-focused best practices that advance meaningful and ongoing
collaboration among court, child welfare agency, and other stakeholders to achieve
safety, permanency, and well-being for children and families in the child welfare system
in a fair and timely manner.

http://www.nevadajudiciary.us/index.php/viewdocumentsandforms/AOC-
Files/Programs/Court-Improvement-Program/

Purpose and Background

The CIP was created as part of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993, Public
Law 103-66, which among other things, provided a portion of federal funds to state court
systems to conduct assessments of their foster care and adoption laws and judicial
processes, and to develop and implement a plan for system improvement. The Basic
CIP grant was reauthorized in 1997, 2001, and 2006. Most recently, in October 2011,
the Child and Family Services Improvement Act reauthorized CIP through FY 2016.

CIP is administered by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services,
Administration for Children, Youth, and Families. The Nevada Administrative Office of
the Courts establishes priorities for, applies for, receives, allocates, disburses, and
awards sub-grants or contracts of funds in accordance with federal and state guidelines
and provisions.

CIP has existed in Nevada since 1995. It is overseen by the multi-disciplinary CIP
Select Committee (Committee, chaired by Supreme Court Justice Nancy Saitta. This
group is comprised of family court judges, a tribal representative, the three child welfare
agency administrators, a deputy state attorney general, district attorneys, a public
defender, legislator, the Director of the Administrative Office of the Courts, several
attorneys who actively represent neglected and abused children, the president of the
State’s Youth Advisory Board, and a CASA (Court Appointed Special Advocates)
program. As an ad hoc committee of the Judicial Council of the State of Nevada, the
Committee serves in an advisory capacity to the Supreme Court.
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Eligibility

This solicitation is open to applicants that include, among others, family dependency
courts, governmental agencies, educational institutions, and nonprofit organizations and
legal services providing child welfare related services. Any applicant that is not a
judicial branch agency must have collaborated with, and secured the support of, the
affected dependency court presiding judge before proceeding with the application.

CIP funding may not be used to supplant existing funding for an on-going project.

Application Submission Instructions

The application, consisting of the Application Coversheet, Executive Summary and
Proposal Narrative, Proposal Budget Summary, and signed Certifications must be
submitted as a hard copy with original signatures to:

Katherine Malzahn-Bass, CIP Coordinator
Administrative Office of the Courts
201 S. Carson St Carson City, NV 89702
kmalzahn-bass@nvcourts.nv.qov

Application Format

All applications must include a signed coversheet, executive summary, narrative, and
budget summary with the proposal narrative in the following format, as well as all
completed forms found in the appendix.

l. Application Coversheet: Please complete and sign the coversheet located in
the appendix.

I. Executive Summary: Provide a one page summary of the proposed project.

Il Proposal Narrative: Provide a proposal narrative including items A through G
described below.

A. Description of Applicant Agency: Briefly describe the agency’s mission, the
type of services provided, the number and type of staff working on related
projects, and the relationship of the proposed project to other projects operated
by the agency (not to exceed 2 page).

B. Program/Issue: Describe the problem(s) and/or issue(s) to be addressed by
the project and how it (they) correspond(s) to specific outcomes in the current
CIP strategic plan (not to exceed 72 page). Please include the outcome number,
description of activity, and issue from the current strategic plan.
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C. Program Description: Briefly and clearly describe the proposed program and
how it will address the problem. Included any anticipated barriers and strategies
to address these barriers. Indicate which existing successful model or
recognized best practice the program is based on.

e Goal(s): State the overall goal(s) of this project (an overarching
statement about what the project expects to achieve logically linked to a
problem and its causes). This section should clearly communicate how
the goal(s) relate to the stated purpose of the Court Improvement Program
and CIP funding by including the outcome number, description of activity,
and issue from the current CIP strategic plan. Clearly state the intended
outcome(s) and statistical impact of the project on the system.

e Target Population: Describe the recipient group to be served by the
proposed project. State how many persons will be served and how they
will be served.

e Service Area: Describe the specific geographic area to be served.

e Proposed Project Staff: Describe the staff needed for the proposed
project including administrative, direct service, and support positions, as
well as volunteers to the extent possible.

e Collaboration for the Proposed Project: Describe the current or
anticipated collaborative efforts with the affected court, child welfare, and
other stakeholders.

D. Logic Model: Describe the link between the funding requested and the
anticipated measurable and quantifiable outcomes. Using the logic model as an
implementation plan, describe the specific activities that will be conducted and
the proposed timeframe for completion of the activities and the project. The
template to be used is included in the appendix.

E. Evaluation Methodology: All proposals must include an evaluation
component. Describe the performance indicators for the project and/or the
process you will use to evaluate whether the program has met its goals and its
impact on the system. Include activities, processes, outputs, and outcomes that
are presented in the logic model.

F. Sustainability Plan: Describe any other sources of funding for the project and
how the initiative will be sustained when CIP grant funding expires.

V. Budget Summary and Narrative: On the budget forms included in the
appendix, describe all the project expenditures, how they relate to the project.
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A non-Federal share of the budget is required for each proposal submitted at the
rate of 33.33% of the total CIP funds awarded as a sub-grant or contract. The
33.33% match may be cash or in-kind contributions. Federal funds may not be
used as a match. Thus, if the proposal requests $900, the applicant must
contribute $300 in non-Federal funds. In accordance with these provisions,
funds to be used as the non-Federal share, among other things:

Must not be Federal grant funds;

Must not be used to match any other Federal grant;

Must be used for costs that are otherwise allowable;

May originate with a third party, public or non-public; and

May be in-kind contributions of services, property, and/or supplies.

Please record the proposed match funds in the column provided on the Project
Budget Summary form.

In the Budget Narrative, please explain the details of your budget, including, but
not limited to a description of the match to be provided and details of how and
when the funds will be spent.

V. Certifications
The administration of CIP is based on:
e The provisions of Part B of Title IV of the Social Security Act (specifically,
8438 of the Act);
e The approved State application and strategic plan, including all
assurances, approved amendments or revisions; and
e Applicable Federal regulations, program policies, and instructions.

The applicable Federal regulations are represented in the following certifications:
e Certification 1: Debarment, Suspension, Ineligibility, and Voluntary

Exclusion

Certification 2: Drug-free Workplace Requirements

Certification 3: Restrictions on Lobbying

Certification 4: Smoking Prohibitions

Certification 5: Equal Treatment for Faith-based Organizations

Certification 6: Assurances

Please sign the six certifications found in the appendix and include with the
proposal.

Selection Process
A Grants Award Subcommittee will review applications and make recommendations to
the CIP Select Committee, which will make the final decisions. The Subcommittee and

Select Committee may consider the extent, to which proposal goals are realistic and
measureable, whether the proposal meets the goals of the Court Improvement
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Program, demonstration of need, demonstration that the applicant has met application
requirements, and the overall quality of the application.

Distribution of Grant Funds

The CIP reserves the right to reduce the grant award or terminate the grant at any time

for non-compliance or if it becomes apparent that the grant funds are not being used or
will not be expended by the end of the grant term.

Budget Adjustments

Sub-grantees and/or contractors may be asked to submit an adjusted budget if the
amount awarded did not equal the amount requested.

Reporting Requirements
Sub-grantees will submit quarterly narrative, fiscal, and in-kind reports within the close

of each calendar quarter and a final report within one month of the termination of the
contract. All reports must be submitted on the forms provided.
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APPENDIX

Application Forms:

e Application Cover Sheet

e Logic Model Graphic Explanation

e Logic Model Template
e Budget Summary

e Budget Narrative

e Certifications 1 — 6

e Application Checklist

e Payee Registration - Substitute Form IRS W-9

Reporting Forms:

e Quarterly Program Report

e Quarterly Fiscal Report
e In-Kind Tracking Report

e Final Program Report

The Payee Registration - Substitute Form IRS W-9 can be found on-line at:
http://www.nevadajudiciary.us/index.php/viewdocumentsandforms/func-startdown/569/

All other forms can be found on the CIP web site under CIP 2012 Funding Announcement:
http://www.nevadajudiciary.us/index.php/courtimprovementprogram

Nevada Court Improvement Program

Appendix
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NEVADA COURT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
APPLICATION COVER SHEET

APPLICANT INFORMATION

Name of Entity:

Entity Director:
Street Address:

Mailing Address:

Legal Status of Entity:

Board of Directors: Yes (If yes, attach list with names, affiliations, and addresses.) No

Federal Tax ID Number:

PROJECT MANAGER CONTACT INFORMATION

Name: Title:

Mailing Address:

Email Address:

Telephone Number: Fax Number:

PROJECT INFORMATION

Title of Proposed Project:

Is this a new Project? Yes No (If no, how was this project previously funded, for what

time period and for what amount :)

Total Amount of CIP Funds Requested:

Are There Other Funding Sources For This Project? Yes (If Yes, please explain):
No
What Outcome Number(s) and Activity/Project Description(s), in the CIP Strategic Plan,

does this proposed project help move forward? (List all that apply.)

Outcome Number:

Activity/Project Description:

Outcome Number:

Activity/Project Description:

Outcome Number:

Activity/Project Description:

Signature of Authorizing Official Date
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LOGIC MODEL
Example

What will be What you Change in: Projected
invested: intend to measurable
produce, * Knowledge changes in
provide or e Skills such data as:
e Time -' accomplish - * Aftitude ‘ e Timeliness
e Money through the * Motivation measures
e Partners tivit * Awareness e  Well-being
«  Equipment acuvity. e  Behaviors «  Safety
e Facilities e Practices e Permanency
. Policies ° Other
e Procedures

N\_7 \__7

I Evaluation Study: Measurement of process indicators — Measurement of outcome indicators I

PROJECT CONTINUAL QUALITY IMPROVEMENT (CQI)

Study
Impact

o

Process

Do
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LOGIC MODEL TEMPLATE

PROGRAM/INITIATIVE NAME:

Driving Need for Project:

Measurable Objectives:

Target Population:

Evaluation Study: Measurement of process indicators --- Measurement of outcome indicators

Specific actions or
project that will be
completed to produce
specific outputs and
demonstrate progress
toward the outcomes
and impacts

How output is
accomplished, by whom
and by when

Outputs

What you intend to
produce, provide or
accomplish through
the activity.

Changes in:
Knowledge
Skills
Attitude
Motivation
Awareness
Behaviors
Practices
Policies
Procedures

Impacts

Projected measurable
changes in such data
as:

e Timeliness measures
e Well-being

e Safety

e Permanency
e Other
Example: From x% to y

Nevada Court Improvement Program

Logic Model Template
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NEVADA COURT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

PROPOSAL BUDGET SUMMARY

Applicant Name:

Project Name:

Category

Total Project Costs

Funding Amount
Requested from CIP

Amount of Cash /
In-Kind Match for
Each Category *

Revenue Received
from Other Funding
Sources

Consultants
(Contract Services)

Personnel Costs

Rent / Utilities /
Telephone

Technology /
Equipment

Copy / Printing

Postage

Supplies

Other Expenses
(Please specifically list)

Total Budget

*Approved applications will be required to document a 33.33% match of the CIP funded award amount.
This match may be cash or in-kind time contributions.

Nevada Court Improvement Program

Proposal Budget Summary
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NEVADA COURT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

PROPOSAL BUDGET NARRATIVE

Applicant Name:
Project Name:

Budget Narrative:

Nevada Court Improvement Program Proposal Budget Narrative
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Administrative Office of the Courts/Nevada Supreme Court
Court Improvement Program (CIP)

CERTIFICATION # 1

Certification Regarding
Debarment, Suspension, Ineligibility and Voluntary Exclusion -
Lower Tier Covered Transactions

Instructions for Certification

1. By signing and submitting this proposal, the prospective lower tier participant is providing the certification
set out below.

2. The certification in this clause is a material representation of fact upon which reliance was placed when
this transaction was entered into. If it is later determined that the prospective lower tier participant
knowingly rendered an erroneous certification, in addition to other remedies available to the Federal
Government, the department or agency with which this transaction originated may pursue available
remedies, including suspension and/or debarment.

3. The prospective lower tier participant shall provide immediate written notice to the person to whom this
proposal is submitted if at any time the prospective lower tier participant learns that certification was
erroneous when submitted or has become erroneous by reason of changed circumstances.

4. The terms “covered transaction”, “debarred”, “suspended”, “ineligible”, “lower tier covered transaction”,
“participant”, “person”, “primary covered transaction”, “principal”, “proposal” and “voluntarily excluded”, as
used in this clause, have the meanings set out in the Definitions and Coverage sections of rules
implementing Executive Order 12549: 45 CFR Part 76. You may contact the person to whom this

proposal is submitted for assistance in obtaining a copy of those regulations or the definitions.

5. The prospective lower tier participant agrees by submitting this proposal that, should the proposed
covered transaction be entered into, the prospective lower tier participant shall not knowingly enter into
any lower tier covered transaction with a person who is debarred, suspended, declared ineligible, or
voluntarily excluded from participation in this covered transaction, unless authorized by the department
or agency with which this transaction originated.

6. The prospective lower tier participant further agrees by submitting this proposal that the clause titled
“Certification Regarding Debarment, Suspension, Ineligibility and Voluntary Exclusion — Lower Tier
Covered Transactions” will be included, without modification, in all lower tier covered transactions and in
all solicitations for lower tier covered transactions.

7. A participant in a covered transaction may rely upon the certification of a prospective participant in a
lower tier covered transaction that the prospective participant is not debarred, suspended, ineligible, or
voluntarily excluded from the covered transaction, unless the participant in a covered transaction knows
that the certification is erroneous. A participant may decide the method and frequency of determining the
eligibility of the principals. Each participant may, but is not required to, check the Nonprocurement List
(of excluded parties).

8. Nothing contained in the foregoing shall be construed to require establishment of a system of records in
order to render in good faith the certification required by this clause. The knowledge and information of a
participant is not required to exceed that which is normally possessed by a prudent person in the
ordinary course of business dealings.

9. Except for transactions authorized under Paragraph 5 of these instructions, if a participant in a covered
transaction knowingly enters into a lower tier covered transaction with a person who is debarred,
suspended, ineligible, or voluntarily excluded from participation in this transaction, in addition to other

AOQOC Certifications
Dev. March 2009
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remedies available to the Federal Government, the department or agency with which this transaction
originated may pursue available remedies, including debarment and/or suspension.

Certification Regarding Debarment, Suspension,
Ineligibility and Voluntary Exclusion —
Lower Tier Covered Transactions

(1) The prospective lower tier participant certifies, by submission of this proposal, that neither the
prospective participant or the prospective participant’s principals is presently debarred,
suspended, proposed for debarment, declared ineligible, or voluntarily excluded from
participation in any transaction by any Federal department or agency.

(2) Where the prospective lower tier participant is unable to certify to any of the statements in this
certification, such prospective participant shall attach an explanation to this proposal.

Suspension. An action taken by a suspending official in accordance with these regulations that
immediately excludes a person from participating in a covered transaction for a temporary period,
pending completion of an investigation and such legal, debarment, or Program Fraud Civil Remedies
Act proceedings as may ensue. A person so excluded is “suspended”.

Voluntary Exclusion or Voluntarily Excluded. A status of nonparticipation or limited participation in
covered transactions assumed by a person pursuant to the terms of a settlement.

Signature Title

Grantee Legal/Corporate Name Date

AOC Certifications
Dev. March 2009
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Administrative Office of the Courts/Nevada Supreme Court
Court Improvement Program (CIP)

CERTIFICATION # 2

Certification Regarding Drug-Free Workplace Requirements

Instructions for Certification

1. By signing and/or submitting this application or grant agreement, the grantee is providing the certification set
out below.

2. The certification set out below is a material representation of fact upon which reliance is placed when the
agency awards the grant. If it is later determined that the grantee knowingly rendered a false certification, or
otherwise violates the requirements of the Drug-Free Workplace Act, the agency, in addition to any other
remedies available to the Federal Government, may take action authorized under the Drug-Free Workplace
Act.

3. For grantees other than individuals, Alternate | applies.
4. For grantees who are individuals, Alternate Il applies.

5. Workplaces under grants, for grantees other than individuals, need not be identified on the certification. If
known, they may be identified in the grant application. If grantee does not identify the workplace at the time of
the application, or upon award, if there is no application, the grantee must keep the identity of the
workplace(s) on file in the office and make the information available for Federal inspection. Failure to identify
all known workplaces constitutes a violation of the grantee’s drug-free workplace requirements.

6. Workplace identifications must include the actual address of buildings (or parts of buildings) or other areas
where work under the grant take place. Categorical descriptions may be used (e.g. all vehicles of a mass
authority of State highway department while in operation, State employees in each local unemployment office,
performance in concert halls or radio studios).

7. If the workplace identified to the agency changes during the performance of the grant, the grantee shall inform
the agency of the change(s) if it previously identified the workplaces in question (see paragraph five).

8. Definitions of terms in the Nonprocurement Suspension and Debarment common rule and Drug-Free
Workplace common rule apply to the certification. Grantee’s attention is called, in particular, to the following
definitions from these rules:

Controlled substances means a controlled substance in Schedules | through V of the Controlled
Substance Act (21 U.S.C. #12) and as further defined by regulations (21 CFR 1308.11 through
1308.15);

Conviction means a finding of guilt (including a plea of Nolo Contendere) or imposition of sentence, or
both, by any judicial body charged with the responsibility to determine violations of the Federal or
State criminal drug statues;

Employee means the employee of a grantee directly engaged in the performance of work under a
grant, including: () All direct charge employees; (ll) All indirect charge employees under their impact
or involvement is insignificant to the performance of the grant; and (Ill) Temporary personnel and
consultants who are directly engaged in the performance of work under the grant and who are on the
payroll of the grantee (e.g., volunteers, even if used to meet a matching requirement, consultants or
independent contractors not on the grantee’s payroll; or employees of sub-recipients or
subcontractors in covered workplaces).

AOQOC Certifications
Dev. March 2009
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Alternate | - Grantees Other Than Individuals

The grantee certifies that it will continue to provide a drug-free workplace by:

(a) Publishing a statement notifying employees that the unlawful manufacture, distribution, dispensing,
possession, or use of a controlled substance is prohibited in the grantee’s workplace and specifying
the actions that will be taken against employees for violation of such prohibition;

(b) Establishing an ongoing drug-free awareness program to inform employees about:

(1) The dangers of drug abuse in the workplace;

(2) The grantee’s policy of maintaining a drug-free workplace;

(3) Any available drug counseling, rehabilitation, and employee assistance programs;

(4) The penalties that may be imposed upon employees or drug abuse violations occurring in the
workplace;

(c) Making it a requirement that each employee to be engaged in the performance of the grant be given a
copy of the statement required by paragraph (a);

(d) Notifying the employee in the statement required by paragraph (a) that, as a condition of employment
under the grant, the employee will:

(1) Abide by the terms of the statement; and
(2) Notify the employer in writing of his or her conviction for a violation of a criminal drug statute
occurring in the workplace no later than five calendar days after such conviction.

(e) Notifying the agency in writing, within ten calendar days after receiving notice under paragraph (d) (2)
from an employee or otherwise receiving actual notice of such conviction. Employers of convicted
employees must provide notice, including position title, to every grant officer or other designee on
whose grant activity the convicted employee was working, unless the Federal agency has designated
a central point for the receipt of such notices. Notice shall include the identification number(s) of each
affected grant;

(f) Taking one of the following actions, within 30 calendar days of receiving notice under paragraph (d)
(2), with respect to any employee who is convicted:

(1) Taking appropriate personnel action against such an employee, up to and including
termination, consistent with the requirements of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended; or

(2) Requiring such employee to participate satisfactorily in a drug abuse assistance or
rehabilitation program approved for such purposes by Federal, State, or local health, law
enforcement, or other appropriate agency; Making a good faith effort to continue to maintain a
drug-free workplace through implementation of paragraphs (a), (b), (c), (d), () and (f).

(g) The grantee may insert in the space provided below the site(s) for the performance of work done in
connection with the specific grant:

PLACE OF PERFORMANCE:

STREET ADDRESS CITY COUNTY STATE ZIP CODE

Are there workplaces on file that are not identified

here? L] YES L] No

AOQOC Certifications
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Alternate |l - Grantees Who Are Individuals

(a) The grantee certifies that, as a condition of the grant, he or she will not engage in the unlawful
manufacture, distribution, dispensing, possession, or use of controlled substance in conducting any
activity with the grant;

(b) If convicted of a criminal drug offense resulting from a violation occurring during the conduct of any
grant activity, he or she will report the conviction, in writing, within 10 calendar days of the conviction,
to every grant officer or other designee, unless the Federal agency designates a central point for the
receipt of such notices. When notice is made to such a central point, it shall include identification
number(s) of each affected grant.

[65 FR 2160, 21702, May 25, 1990]

Signature Title

Grantee Legal/Corporate Name Date

AOC Certifications
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Administrative Office of the Courts/Nevada Supreme Court
Court Improvement Program (CIP)

CERTIFICATION # 3
CERTIFICATION REGARDING LOBBYING

Department of Health and Human Services
Administration for Children and Families

No Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid by or on behalf of the undersigned, to
any person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of any agency, a
Member of Congress in connection with the awarding of any Federal contract, the making of any
Federal grant, the making of any Federal loan, the entering into of any cooperative agreement, and
the extension, continuation, renewal, amendment, or modification of any Federal contract, grant,
loan or cooperative agreement.

If any funds other than Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid to any person for
influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of any agency, a Member of Congress,
an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a Member of Congress in connection with
this Federal contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement, the undersigned shall complete and
submit Standard Form 111, “Disclosure Form to Report Lobbying”, in accordance with its
instructions.

The undersigned shall require that the language of this certification be included in the award
documents for all sub-awards at all tiers (including subcontracts, sub-grants, and contracts under
grants, loans, and cooperative agreements) and that all sub-recipients shall certify and disclose
accordingly.

This certification is a material representation of fact upon which reliance was placed when this
transaction was made or entered into. Submission of this certification is a prerequisite for making or
entering into this transaction imposed by Section 1352, Title 31, U.S. Code. Any person who fails to
file the required certification shall be subject to a civil penalty of not less than $10,000 and not more
than $100,000 for each such failure.

Signature Title

Grantee Legal/Corporate Name Date
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Administrative Office of the Courts/Nevada Supreme Court
Court Improvement Program (CIP)

CERTIFICATION #4

Certification Regarding Environmental Tobacco Smoke

Public Law 103-227, Part C — Environmental Tobacco Smoke, also known as the Pro-Children Act of
1994 (ACT), requires that smoking not be permitted in any portion of any indoor facility owned or leased
or contracted for by an entity and used routinely or regularly for the provision or health, day care,
education, or library services to children under the age of 18, if the services are funded by Federal
programs either directly or through State or local governments, by Federal grant, contract, loan, or loan
guarantee. The law does not apply to children’s services provided in private residences, facilities funded
solely by Medicare or Medicaid funds, and portions of facilities used for inpatient drug or alcohol
treatment. Failure to comply with the provisions of the law may result in the imposition of a civil monetary
penalty of up to $1,000 per day and/or the imposition of an administrative compliance order on the
responsible entity.

By signing and submitting this application, the applicant/grantee certifies compliance with the
requirements of the Act. The applicant/grantee further agrees that the language of this certification will be
included in any sub-awards which contain provisions for children’s services and that all sub-grantees shall
certify accordingly.

Signature Title

Grantee Legal/Corporate Name Date

AOQOC Certifications
Dev. March 2009
Nevada Court Improvement Program Certification #4 19 of 29



Administrative Office of the Courts/Nevada Supreme Court
Court Improvement Program (CIP)

CERTIFICATION # 5

Certification Regarding
Equal Treatment for Faith-Based Organizations

A final rule of the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) went into effect on August 16, 2004, which
created, among other things, a new Part 87 Equal Treatment for Faith-Based Organizations, and revised the
Department’s uniform administrative requirements at 45 CFR Parts 74, 92 and 96 to incorporate the requirements
of Part 87.

The Administration of Children and Families (ACF) is committed to providing State Administrators, State Grant
Managers and subsequently sub grantees with the most accurate and concise information to help guide program
activities. This regulation addresses several key Equal Treatment issues that require full compliance by
Federally-funded State Programs, sub grantees, grantees and contractors.

Issues include:

¢ Nondiscrimination against religious organizations;

e Ability of religious organizations to maintain their religious character, including the use of space in their
facilities, without removing religious art, icons, scriptures, or other religious symbols;

e Prohibition against the use of Federal funds to finance inherently religious activities, except where
Federal funds are provided to religious organizations as a result of a genuine and independent private
choice of a beneficiary or through other indirect funding mechanisms, such as certificates or vouchers;
and

e Application of State or local government laws to religious organizations.

NOTE: Neither the Department (DHHS) nor any State or local government and other intermediate organizations
receiving funds under any Department (DHHS) program shall, in the selection of service providers, discriminate
for or against an organization on the basis of the organization’s religious character or affiliation.

It is imperative that State sub grantees, grantees and contractors policies reflect the Equal Treatment
Regulations.

The full text of the final rule may be accessed via the Internet at http://www.hhs.gov/fbci/requlations/index.html

This certification is a material representation of fact upon which reliance was placed when this transaction was
made or entered into. Submission of this certification is a prerequisite for making or entering into this transaction
imposed by 45 CFR Part 87, Equal Treatment for Faith-Based Organizations as revised in the Department’s
uniform Administrative requirements identified above. Any organization that fails to file the required certification
shall be subject to disqualification of their application.

Signature Title

Grantee Legal/Corporate Name Date
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Administrative Office of the Courts/Nevada Supreme Court
Court Improvement Program (CIP)

CERTIFICATION # 6

Certification of Assurances

The applicant certifies that: To the best of my knowledge and belief, information in this proposal is true and
correct, the document has been duly authorized by the governing body of the applicant and applicant will comply
with the following assurances if the assistance is approved.

1.

The entity is a non-profit organization, or government agency, incorporated and qualified in the State of
Nevada and has filed all required reports with the Secretary of State, OR,

2. The entity is an incorporated for-profit organization, qualified to conduct business in the State of Nevada.

3. The non-profit organization is governed by a board of trustees, which reflects the racial, ethnic, economic
and social composition of the State of Nevada.

4. The entity has access to and can document a 33.33% match from sources other than the Federal
Government, if applicable.

5. The entity requires employees, volunteers and trustees to maintain the confidentiality of any information,
which would identify dependent children, parents of dependent children, or foster parents.

6. The entity provides services without any discrimination on the basis of race, religion, color, handicap, age,
sex, marital status, national origin or ancestry.

7. The entity will complete required financial reports, as well as a final performance report and will cooperate
with the AOC regarding any financial audits or program reviews. The entity has workman’s compensation
coverage, and other proof of insurance as required, and has supplied the AOC with evidence of this
coverage.

8. The entity has a research confidentiality policy that states that dependent children’s and parents of
dependent children’s identity will not be released for research purposes.

Name and Title Signature Date
Chairperson of the Board  Signature Date

AOC Certifications
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APPLICATION CHECKLIST

To ensure that you have included all of the following items in your proposal, please place a
check mark next to each item listed below. The application should be assembled in the order in
which these items are listed. Place this form at the back of the proposal packet.

Completed and Signed Cover Sheet L]
Proposal Executive Summary and Narrative Ll
Completed Budget Summary and Narrative Ll
Proof of Liability Insurance ]
Signed Certifications 1 thru 6 ]
Payee Registration - Substitute Form IRS W-9 Ll
One Completed Application with Original Signatures ]
Application Checklist ]
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Mail or fax to:
STATE CONTROLLER’S OFFICE
555 E WASHINGTON AVE STE 4300
LAS VEGAS NV 89101-1071
PHONE: 702/486-3810 or 702/486-3856
FAX: 702/486-3813
All sections are mandatory and require completion. IRS Form W-9 will not be accepted in lieu of this form.
1. NAME For proprietorship, provide proprietor’s name in first box and DBA in second box.

STATE OF NEVADA
VENDOR REGISTRATION

Legal Business Name, Proprietor’s Name or Individual’s Name Doing Business As (DBA)

2. ADDRESS/CONTACT INFORMATION

Address A — Physical address of Address B

] Company Headquarters [ ] Individual’s Residence [J Additional Remittance — PO Box, Lockbox or another physical
Is this a US Post Office deliverable address? [ Yes [ No location.

Address Address

Address Address

City State Zip Code City State Zip Code
E-mail Address E-mail Address

Phone Number Fax Number Phone Number Fax Number

Primary Contact Primary Contact

3. ORGANIZATION TYPE AND TAX IDENTIFICATION NUMBER (TIN) Check only one organization type and supply the applicable
Social Security Number (SSN) or Employee Identification Number (EIN). For proprietorship, provide SSN or EIN, not both.

[ Individual (SSN) [J] LLC tax classification: SSN
[ Sole Proprietorship (SSN or EIN) [] Disregarded Entity
(] Partnership (EIN) [ Partnership Name associated with SSN:
[ Corporation (EIN) [] Corporation EIN
] Government (EIN)
[[] Tax Exempt/Nonprofit (EIN) New TIN? [_]No [] Yes— Provide previous TIN & effective date.
[] Trust/estate (SSN or EIN) Previous TIN: Date:
OTHER INFORMATION Check all that apply.
] Doctor or Medical Facility [] In-State (Nevada) "] Nevada Business License Number:
[] Attorney or Legal Facility [[] DBE Certificate #:

4. ELECTRONIC FUNDS TRANSFER Per NRS 227, payment to all payees of the State of Nevada will be electronic.

Complete the following information AND provide a copy of a voided imprinted check for the account. If there are no checks for the account, restate
the bank information on company letterhead. Individuals may provide a signed letter. A deposit slip will not be accepted. For a savings account,
provide a signed letter with the bank information. Information on this form and the support documentation must match. Allow 10 working days for
activation.

The information is for address [ | A [ 1B [] Both

Bank Name Bank Account Type Provide an e-mail address for receiving Direct Deposit Remittance
[] Checking [] Savings | Advices.
Transit Routing Number Bank Account Number

[] Do not have a bank account.

5. IRSFORM W-9 CERTIFICATION AND SIGNATURE

Under penalties of petjury, I certify that:

1. The number shown on this form is my correct taxpayer identification number (or I am waiting for a number to be issued to me), and

2. ITam not subject to backup withholding because: (a) I am exempt from backup withholding, or (b) I have not been notified by the Internal Revenue Service (IRS)
that I am subject to backup withholding as a result of a failure to report all interest or dividends, or (¢) the IRS has notified me that I am no longer subject to backup
withholding, and

3. Iama U.S. citizen or other U.S. person (as defined by IRS Form W-9 rev January 2011).

Cross out item 2 above if you have been notified by the IRS that you are currently subject to backup withholding because you have failed to report all interest and
dividends on your tax return.

The Internal Revenue Service does not require your consent to any provision of this document other than the certifications required to avoid backup withholding.

Signature Print Name & Title of Person Signing Form Date
FOR STATE CONTROLLER’S OFFICE USE ONLY Name of State agency

Primary 1099 Vendor [ 1099 Indicator [] Yes [] No contact & phone number:

Entered By Date i Comments

KTLVEN-01 Rev 07/11
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Registration Instructions

General Instructions:

1.

The substitute IRS Form W-9 is for the use of United States entities only. Non-US entities must submit an IRS Form W-8.

2. Type or legibly print all information except for signature.

3.

All sections are mandatory and require completion.

Specific Information:

1.

NAME
a. Partnership, Corporation, Government or Nonprofit — Enter legal business name as registered with the Internal Revenue
Service (IRS) in first box. If the company operates under another name, provide it in the second box.
b. Proprietorship — Enter the proprietor’s name in the first box and the business name (DBA) in the second box.
¢. Individual — Name must be as registered with the Social Security Administration (SSA) for the Social Security number (SSN)
listed in Section 3.
ADDRESS/CONTACT INFORMATION
a. Address A — If the address is non-deliverable by the United States Postal Service, complete both Address A and B sections.
Company — Provide physical location of company headquarters.
Individual — Provide physical location of residence.
E-mail — Provide complete e-mail address when available.
Telephone Number — Include area code.
Fax Number — Include area code.
Primary Contact — Person (and phone number or extension) to be contacted for payment-related questions or issues.
b. Address B — Provide additional remittance address and related information when appropriate.
ORGANIZATION TYPE AND TAX IDENTIFICATION NUMBER (TIN)
Individual — A person that has no association with a business.
Proprietorship — A business owned by one person.
Partnership — A business with more than one owner and not a corporation.
Corporation — A business that may have many owners with each owner liable only for the amount of his investment in the
business.
LLC — Limited Liability Company. Must mark appropriate classification — disregarded entity, partnership or corporation.
Government — The federal government, a state or local government, or instrumentality, agency, or subdivision thereof.
Tax Exempt/Nonprofit — Organization exempt from federal income tax under section 501(a) or 501(c)(3) of the Internal
Revenue Code.
Doctor or Medical Facility — Person or facility related to practice of medicine.
Attorney or Legal Facility — Person or facility related to practice of law.
In-state — Nevada entity.
Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) — A small business enterprise that is at least 51% owned and controlled by one or
more socially and economically disadvantaged individuals. Provide certification number. See http://www.nevadadbe.com
for certification information.
Nevada Business License number — Current NV business license number which was issued by the NV Secretary of State.
m. The Taxpayer Identification Number (TIN) is always a 9-digit number. It will be a Social Security Number (SSN) assigned
to an individual by the SSA or an Employer Identification Number (EIN) assigned to a business or other entity by the IRS.
Per the IRS, use the owner’s social security number for a proprietorship.
ELECTRONIC FUNDS TRANSFER
Per NRS 227, payment to all payees of the State of Nevada will be electronic. Provide a copy of a voided imprinted check or
restate bank information on letterhead. A4 deposit slip will not be accepted. Information on this form and the support
documentation must match.
Bank Name — The name of the bank where account is held.
Bank Account Type — Indicate whether the account is checking or savings.
Transit Routing Number — Enter the 9-digit Transit Routing Number.
Bank Account Number — Enter bank account number.
Direct Deposit Remittance Advice — Direct Deposit Remittance Advices are sent via e-mail when possible. Companies
should provide an address that will not change, i.e. accounting@business.com.
IRS FORM W-9 CERTIFICATION AND SIGNATURE
a. The Certification is copied from IRS Form W-9 (rev. January 2011). See IRS Form W-9 for further information.
b. The Signature should be provided by the individual, owner, officer, legal representative or other authorized person of the
entity listed on the form.
c. Print the name and title, when applicable, of the person signing the form.
d. Enter the date the form was signed. Forms over three years old will not be processed.
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Do not complete any remaining areas. They are for State of Nevada use only.

Mail or Fax signed form to: NEVADA STATE CONTROLLER’S OFFICE
555 E WASHINGTON AVE STE 4300
LAS VEGAS NV 89101-1071
Fax: 702/486-3813

Sending to any other location will delay processing.

Questions can be directed to 702/486-3810 or 702/486-3856 or e-mailed to vendordesk@controller.state.nv.us.
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NEVADA COURT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

QUARTERLY PROGRAM REPORT

PROGRAM NAME:
Contract #

January - March (due April 30™)

April - June (due July 30™)

July — September (due October 30™)
October - December (due January 30™)

Reporting for:

O o0oogod

As outlined in the proposal logic model, describe the project activities during the quarter. For
example: the project plan, design and pilot; impact analysis; study of project impact; project
improvement and adjustment.

Describe the progress in terms of achieving measurable objectives of the grant award: What
specific objective changes have occurred. Please provide data and process of collecting data.

Describe any problems, delays or adverse conditions you have experienced in achieving the
stated objectives. Include a statement of action taken, or contemplated and any assistance
needed to resolve the situation.
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Describe any activities scheduled for the next reporting period.

Print Name Title

Signature Date
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NEVADA COURT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
QUARTERLY FISCAL REPORT

Program Name:

Contract #

Date Report Prepared:

Reporting for: O January - March (due April 30th)
O April - June (due July 30th)
O July - September (due October 30th)
O October - December (due January 30th)

Total Amount Spent Total Amount Spent
Previous Reporting Current Reporting
Periods Period

Total Amount Received
from CIP To Date

Total Amount Spent to

Category Date

Consultants (Contract Services)

Personnel Costs

Rent / Utilities / Telephone

Technology / Equipment

Copy / Printing

Postage

Supplies

Other Expenses (Please specifically list)

Misc.

Total
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IN-KIND TRACKING REPORT

Subgrantee Name:
Contract Number:
Awarded Amount:
In-Kind Required:

Reporting for

: O January - March (due April 30th)
O April - June (due July 30th)
0O July - September (due October 30th)
O October - December (due January 30th)

NAME / DESCRIPTION / CASH MATCH

MEETING / PROJECT / EVENT

#HRS

Hourly
Amount

Date

Total

Nevada Court Improvement Program

TOTAL FOR THIS REPORT PERIOD

In-Kind Tracking Report
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NEVADA COURT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

FINAL PROGRAM REPORT

PROGRAM NAME:
Contract #

January - March (due April 30™)

April - June (due July 30™)

July — September (due October 30™)
October - December (due January 30™)

Reporting for:

Oo0oaod

As outlined in the proposal logic model, describe the project activities during the quarter. For
example: the project plan, design and pilot; impact analysis; study of project impact; project
improvement and adjustment

Describe evaluations conducted and the results, including all relevant statistics concerning
planned outcomes and impact, in the logic model.

1) Outcomes:

2) Impact:

Explain your progress in terms of achieving the project’s stated measurable objectives, in the
logic model.

Print Name Title

Signature Date
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APPENDIXB

FOUNDATIONAL NEVADA CIP BUSINESS PROCESS

Track 1
Pilot Project Funding

Full Application for
Pilot Project (Written
proposal to sequence with
CIP grant 4 year cycle, with
annual revision based on
quarterly reports and CQl
outcomes.)

!

Pilot Project
Implementation

!

Continual Quality
Improvement (CQI)

(Neutral evaluation on
process and impact.)

]
Areas éhat Positive
AL Progress
Improvement
|

Program Reporting

!

Sustainability Efforts
(Leveraging CIP dollars to
obtain additional
funding/grants.)

!

Other
Local CIP Grants

Track 2 o T;\ade_?’_ irat
e . . ngoing Administrative
Institutionalized Funding Funding
] !
Demonstrated best Neutral Party CQl
practices that have Protocol
intended and expected '
outcomes for Judicial

District.

!

Demonstrated by:
1) CQl report

2) Response to CQI and
Program Adjustments

!

Demonstrate ability to
leverage CIP dollars

l

Full Application for
Institutionalized
Project (Written proposal
to sequence with CIP grant
4 year cycle, with annual
revision based on quarterly
reports and CQI outcomes.)

!
Project Ongoing

4

Continual Quality
Improvement (CQlI)

(Neutral evaluation on
process and impact.)

l

Areas that s
Positive
need P
Improvement rogress
|

Program Report

CIC Ongoing Training
and Support

Administration of
Attorney Certification
Project

]

Data Exchange /
Technology

v
CIP Staff
’
Office

0

Other Administrative
Projects
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