The Cabinet for Health and Family Services (CHFS) and the Department for Community Based Services (DCBS) have received and reviewed the draft Legislative Oversight and Investigations Committee (LOIC) Child Removal and Reunification Report.  The Cabinet is committed to ensuring the safety and well-being of children.    
The importance of the work completed by DCBS social workers and partners in ensuring the safety of children throughout every community in the Commonwealth cannot be overstated. The primary goal is to protect children from harm while supporting and strengthening families. The complexity of each case requires a balance between intervening to protect a child's immediate safety needs and providing the necessary resources and support to help families overcome challenges to unification. 
The effectiveness of child welfare interventions depends on the ability to make well-informed, compassionate decisions guided by thorough assessments, best practices, and an understanding of the needs of families. Ensuring that children are removed from their homes only when absolutely necessary and that such decisions are based on comprehensive evaluations is essential to both protecting their safety and respecting their familial bonds.
The goal of the Cabinet is to create safe, nurturing environments for all children where they can thrive and reach their full potential and to ensure continuous improvement in practices, transparent evaluations, and an unwavering commitment to the safety and well-being of children and families. 


Recommendation 2.1 
“The Department for Community Based Services should implement a process and schedule for evaluating all Structured Decision Making tools. Each evaluation should assess the tool's accuracy, its ability to provide data-driven explanations for agency decisions, and its impact on the agency's ability to protect children.”
DCBS is working with Evident Change to evaluate and analyze the effectiveness of the Structured Decision Making (SDM) safety and risk assessment tools.  Structured Decision Making is a national, evidence-based model that combines research with best practices to assist workers with consistent decision-making and assists agencies in determining how to allocate in-demand resources.  Evident Change collects data nationally to inform the model, and Kentucky is learning from other states and contributing to this ongoing data analysis. DCBS is committed to ensuring fidelity in the application of the SDM tools. Kentucky, with the support of Evident Change, will continue to use our Continuous Quality Improvement process to evaluate data and implementation. The partnership between DCBS and Evident Change will involve regular assessment, data analysis, worker/supervisor surveys, and training to ensure that the SDM tools are used consistently and accurately.  

Recommendation 2.2 
“The Department for Community Based Services should review all instances where a supervisor overrode Structured Decision Making tool recommendations. The review should identify necessary changes to improve the agency's transparency in decision-making, including collecting additional facts about cases or modifying TWIST to enable more detailed analyses.”
It is important to note that the social worker completes the overrides, not the supervisor. The supervisor is required to review and determine if the request is approved or unapproved. A worker must document the reason for an override to the case action guide in the narrative. DCBS conducted reviews of this narrative in 956 cases that contained a case action override. The most common reasons for overrides in the sample were for the following based on case type: the presence of a companion case that remained open in Unsafe and Closed assessment; child placed with relative or fictive kin and not in DCBS custody in Unsafe and In-Home ongoing case; and child placed in DCBS custody in Safe but with an OOHC flag. The department agrees that an automated selection of an override reason would be beneficial and intends to build that into TWIST but believes an accompanying narrative should still be required.  The decision by a social worker to override the recommended case action enables them to account for unique circumstances or factors that the tools may not fully capture. Overrides are expected to be documented with a clear rationale to ensure accountability and transparency, balancing the approach of the SDM tools with the social worker's experience and insight. 

Recommendation 2.3
“The Department for Community Based Services should provide the Legislative Oversight and Investigations Committee a written update on its progress toward its evaluation of the Structured Decision Making tools by October 2025.”
DCBS is committed to transparency and fidelity in our efforts to ensure the SDM tools are effectively supporting a social worker's case decisions. DCBS is actively working with Evident Change to assess the fidelity and impact of the tools and will share progress with LOIC at appropriate intervals. DCBS is committed to a continuous quality improvement process in which evaluation is a necessary and important piece of implementation. 

Recommendation 3.1 
“The Department for Community Based Services should implement systemic tracking of the completion status of permanency plans throughout an out-of-home care case. These data should be collected and analyzed in aggregate and across years to inform policy, program development, and service delivery improvements aimed at achieving permanency for children. The department should work with the Administrative Office of the Courts to ensure how it tracks such data is compatible with the CourtNet data system.”
Currently, there is no way to connect a permanency outcome with a court decision. Significant and expensive TWIST modifications would be required for the suggested data elements and to interface with court information systems that document court actions. DCBS will research this recommendation to determine its feasibility.  Policy and practice are driven by data outcomes, but not all data is quantitative. Qualitative data, which comes from understanding and learning, is frequently used in behavioral science to drive decisions.  This would also likely require the Administrative Office of the Courts to make modifications to CourtNet and would necessitate a person within the court system to have training and the ability to enter a judge's decision into the data system. 
To better analyze in aggregate and across years, an interface between systems is required. The Cabinet has created an estimate on the cost of developing such an interface, which is in the chart below. This estimate is dependent on the assumption that the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) will be willing and able to share their CourtNet data with the Cabinet, and it is unknown what system changes AOC may need. 



  
	Item
	Estimate

	Infrastructure & Hardware Cost
	15,600.00

	Staffing Cost 
Database Administrator, Technical Analyst, Data Scientist
	337,200.00

	TWIST System Changes
	500,000.00

	Contingency (25%)
	213,200.00

	Total High-Level Estimate:                                   
	1,066,000.00




