
Sara Fisher Interview Notes 

The Pennsylvania Child Welfare Resource Center                                                                521: The Quality Service Review Process 
Handout #9, Page 1 of 6 

 

Child and Family Status Indicators 
Indicator Comments  Score 
1a. Safety from 
Exposure to Threats of 
Harm (past 30 days) 
 
Rating:  
Family Home # 1 
Family Home # 2 
Substitute Home 
School 
Other Settings 
 

Favorable: Cynthia has no concerns about the children’s safety in the home 
of Victoria Holmes; Safe school setting. 

 

Unfavorable: During the recent Christmas visit with PGM, the sleeping 
arrangements presented significant safety concerns as S.F. slept in the 
same bed with her father, who has been reported to have sexually 
assaulted a minor female. A concrete safety plan should have been in place 
prior to permitting the visit.  
 
 

 

1b. Safety from Risk to 
Self/Others  
(past 30 days and 
applies to child/youth 
ages 3 and older) 
 
Rating: 
Risk to Self 
Risk to Others 

Favorable: No concerns 
 

 

Unfavorable: No concerns 
 

 

2. Stability  
(past 12 months and 
next 6 months) 
 
Rating: 
Living Arrangement 
School 

Favorable: The children’s placement in the foster home is stable.  The 
children are happy where they are. The school placement is stable.  
 

 

Unfavorable: Future disruptions may occur in the next 6 months.  
 
 
 
 

 

3. Living Arrangement 
(past 30 days) 
 
Rating: 
Family Home # 1 
Family Home # 2 
Substitute Home 
 

Favorable: The resource home supports the child’s connections to 
biological family and friends in the neighborhood of origin.  
 

 

Unfavorable: The resource home is not a relative and not willing to accept 
responsibility for the child as a legal custodian. The child had an 
unsupervised visit in the PGM’s home with the father out of state.  Although 
the setting is with family, this setting doesn’t assure the child’s safety. Nor is 
it appropriate for a long-term arrangement due to limited space. 
  

 

4. Permanency  
(past 30 days) 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Favorable:  MGF has expressed an interest in being a resource.  
 

 

Unfavorable: Reunification services for mother were ended by ABCCCYS 
after 6 months without a recommendation for a more intensive service or 
change in goal. No progress has been made over the past four months.  

  
The case record and interviews indicate that father does not have housing 
for himself or the children (living with his mother), is unemployed, has 
unconfirmed health issues (lung cancer and back injury for which he 
possibly receives disability), possibly continues to be involved with drugs 
and alcohol, and lacks a support system (besides his mother).  He has not 
followed through with any recommendations and does not maintain any 
contact with ABCCCYS. He also has not attended court hearings or 
maintained contact with his attorney.   
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The PGM was denied ICPC approval.   
 
The foster parents are not currently interested in Permanent Legal 
Custodianship although they are resources for the children on a temporary 
basis.  
 
No progress has been made yet to determine whether placement with the 
MGF is appropriate.  
 
Sara is not prepared emotionally for permanence and believes she will live 
with her resource parents indefinitely.   
 

5. Physical Health  
(past 30 days) 
 
 
 
 

Favorable: Sara sees doctors regularly for exams and there are no serious 
health concerns. 
 

 

Unfavorable: No concerns 
 
 

 

6. Emotional Well-
Being  
(past 30 days)  

Favorable: Sara appears to be happy where she is.  Cynthia feels that Sara 
has adjusted quite well to placement and that overall she is a happy child. 
 

 

Unfavorable: Sara has some minor socialization challenges.   

7a. Early Learning & 
Development  
(past 30 days and 
applies to child under 8 
or not in school) 
  

Favorable: N/A 
 

 

Unfavorable: N/A 
 
 

 

7b. Academic Status  
(past 30 days and 
applies to child/youth 8 
and older and in school) 
 
 

Favorable:  Sara has an IEP that appears to meet her academic needs. 
 

 

Unfavorable: Only the foster mother and caseworker seemed to know there 
were numerous areas needing improvement on Sara’s most recent report 
card. 
 

 

8. Pathway to 
Independence  
(past 30 days and 
applies only to youth 16 
and older) 
 

Favorable:  N/A 
 
 

 

Unfavorable:  N/A 
 
 

 

9. Parent & Caregiver 
Functioning  
(past 30 days) 
 
Rating: 
Mother 
Father 
Substitute Caregiver 
Other 
 
 

Favorable: She presented clean and personable, yet somewhat anxious.  
She appeared oriented to time and place. The foster mother meets 
regularly with the worker who inquires about any new needs the foster 
mother may have.  She takes steps to ensure that the foster mother’s 
needs are met.   
 

 

Unfavorable:  Cynthia preferred to meet at the office since she was living in 
the home of a friend.  Services have not improved either parent’s capacity 
to provide long-term for their children. Services have struggled to 
definitively assess and identify the underlying causes for the parental 
incapacities to meet minimal standards regarding housing/employment. For 
the father, this is due to his lack of participation in services as he has not 
agreed to any assessments. For mother, there have been multiple 
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assessments, however it appears a comprehensive assessment is needed 
to fully assess her limitations, if and when she will be able to provide full 
time care for the children, and what exact services will support her efforts. 
Both parents lack a positive support system to help them care for the 
children. In the past (beyond 90 days), both parents have reportedly 
inappropriately discussed their adult struggles with their children. Everyone 
interviewed expressed concerns about a reunification with either parent 
within the next three months or even long-term.  Mother continues to be 
homeless (living with a friend), unemployed, has a limited support system, 
and has been involved in violent relationships (showed up to court 4 
months ago with injuries from a paramour). In the past (beyond 90 days), 
the mother has made poor parenting decisions during visits (providing 
alcohol to the older children during visit, lack of food during visits, ran out of 
gas, asks the children for money).  The mother verbally states to her 
therapist that she is not ready to care full time for the children.  One 
evaluation assessed her Global Assessment Functioning as 45, indicating 
serious impairment.  Reunification services for mother were ended by 
ABCCCYS after 6 months without a recommendation for a more intensive 
service or change in goal. No progress has been made over the past four 
months.   
 
The case record and interviews indicate that father does not have housing 
for himself or the children (living with his mother), is unemployed, has 
unconfirmed health issues (lung cancer and back injury for which he 
possibly receives disability), possibly continues to be involved with drugs 
and alcohol, and lacks a support system (besides his mother).  He has not 
followed through with any recommendations and does not maintain any 
contact with ABCCCYS. He also has not attended court hearings or 
maintained contact with his attorney.   
 
In addition, the mother, father, and PGM all need concrete supports in 
securing housing large enough to provide for the children. This includes 
financial support as well as specific education on how to manage a budget 
and maintain a home. Access to welfare or housing benefits to support 
reunification are not available to either parent or grandparent if they do not 
have the children living with them. 
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Practice Performance Indicators 
Indicator Comments  Score 
1a. Engagement Efforts  
(past 90 days) 
 
Rating: 
Child/Youth 
Mother 
Father 
Substitute Caregiver 
Other 
 
 

Favorable:  Caseworker (Tara) is responsive to all calls and requests made by 
the mother and listens to questions and concerns of all parties involved.  
ABCCCYS usually solicits the mother’s input before major decisions are made 
for her children.  The caseworker sees the children and the foster mother 
regularly in the foster home.  Sara reports that her caseworker inquires about her 
hopes, accomplishments, and concerns.   
 
 

 

Unfavorable: The father does not initiate regular contact with the agency and 
although services have been recommended for the father, the agency does not 
make efforts to contact the father regarding follow through on assessments or 
service planning.  The father’s needs increased outreach in order to become an 
active member of Sara’s family.  
 
 

 

1b. Role and Voice 
(past 90 days) 
 
Rating: 
Child/Youth 
Mother 
Father 
Substitute Caregiver 
Other 
 

Favorable:  ABCCCYS usually solicits Cynthia’s input before major decisions are 
made for her children, such as when they visited their father, getting her ears 
pierced, etc.  The foster mother reports the agency is very responsive to her and 
considers her views and opinions regarding Sara and the other children. 
 
 

 

Unfavorable: It appears that the father has a limited and inconsistent role and 
voice regarding the care of his children.  He often avoids agency contact.  
 
 

 

2. Teaming: Formation and 
Functioning 
(past 90 days) 
 
Rating: 
Formation 
Functioning 
 
 

Favorable: Caseworker (Tara) talks occasionally to her therapist and to Sara’s 
youth advocate. Cynthia feels that the Family Group Decision Making meeting 
that was held had been extremely beneficial because it got everyone on the 
same page and to work together.   
 
 

 

Unfavorable: While there are many helping professionals involved with Sara and 
her family, most of the services function independent of the other. There have 
been little teaming efforts.  Service providers may or may not know who else is 
involved with the child and/or family. Reports are not shared regularly. There are 
multiple service plans, and no clear communication plan to share information 
between providers, ABCCCYS, and the family. For example, during the review 
process, everyone reported Sara’s school progress as good. Only the foster 
mother and caseworker seemed to know there were numerous areas needing 
improvement on her most recent report card. Also, the child’s youth advocate 
worker spoke with Sara about her recent home visit with PGM and father but had 
not shared the information with the caseworker. Another example was noted 
when it took three days for the in-home provider to contact ABCCCYS after the 
17 year old disclosed sexual mistreatment. While the caseworker does have 
regular contact with all providers, there is a need for all the providers to stay in 
contact regularly to coordinate services. Without everyone having a 
comprehensive, current knowledge of needs, services, and progress, it is difficult 
to work together on shared goals and ultimately case closure. It also appears 
that the Family Group Decision Making meeting was a one-time event without 
any plans for following or monitorization of the family plan. 
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3. Cultural Awareness & 
Responsiveness  
(past 90 days) 
 
Rating: 
Child/Youth 
Mother 
Father 

Favorable: Cynthia feels comfortable visiting the children in the foster home, 
especially since Victoria is working class herself.   
 

 

Unfavorable: Sara has expressed some sadness about her foster mother not 
allowing her to take a hunting class so that she can get her hunting license.  
Hunting is a family sport and all the three older children were allowed to get their 
hunting license at 12 years old.    

 

4. Assessment & 
Understanding  
(past 90 days) 
 
Rating: 
Child/Youth 
Mother 
Father 
Substitute Caregiver 

Favorable:  The mother attends school meetings so that she can learn more 
about Sara’s “learning problems”.  An area of need for Sara was identified that 
she needed to enhance her social skills.  Most parties involved with the case can 
identify the reasons why this was identified as a need.   
 

 

Unfavorable:  For Cynthia, there have been multiple assessments; however, it 
appears a comprehensive assessment is needed to fully assess her limitations, if 
and when she will be able to provide full time care for the children, and what 
exact services will support her efforts. The father’s needs have not been fully 
assessed because he has not made himself available. 
 

 

5. Long-Term View  
(past 90 days) 
 
 

Favorable:  The agency plans to discuss the benefits of Permanent Legal 
Custody with the foster mother in the hopes that she may reconsider the option. 
  

 

Unfavorable:  Cynthia’s long-term view is to have her children, Sara and John, 
returned to her care, but she feels that Ralph and Rose will age out of the 
system. She is unaware that the agency is considering other permanency 
options for Sara. She is aware that her own father has contacted the agency 
about possible placement with him; however, she is not supportive of placing the 
children with their maternal grandfather, as they are happy where they are. She 
doesn’t believe this will happen. The foster parent does not want to accept 
Permanent Legal Custody of Sara. She does not understand why another 
placement is necessary, if Sara is content.  Sara is content in the foster home, 
but admits she hopes and expects to be reunited with her mother once she can 
obtain a job and stable housing.  
 

 

6. Child/Youth & Family 
Planning Process  
(past 90 days) 
 
Rating: 
Child/Youth 
Mother 
Father 
Substitute Caregiver 
 
 

Favorable: The caseworker asks Sara about her progress in school and how 
things are going in her foster placement. ABCCCYS usually solicits the mother’s 
input before major decisions are made for her children.  
 

 

Unfavorable: There is no formal process that is implemented to plan and 
implement case decisions.  Although input is accepted, it is unclear how this 
input is used in making case decisions.     
 
 

 

7. Planning for Transitions 
& Life Adjustments  
(past 90 days and future 90 
days) 
 

Favorable: 
 
 
 

 

Unfavorable: Sara’s next major life transition will most likely be legal 
permanence; however, the plan for this has not been identified.  Furthermore, 
the plan for permanence has neither been shared with the child nor the members 
of her family.  Therefore, limited planning has been done in this area.   
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8. Efforts to Timely 
Permanence: Efforts and 
Timeliness 
(Efforts - past 90 days) 
(Timeliness for out-of-home 
cases only, please see 
protocol for specific 
timeframes) 
 
Rating: 
Efforts 
Timeliness 

Favorable: An Interstate Compact request for the paternal grandmother was 
requested (but, has since been denied). The foster parents have been asked to 
consider accepting Permanent Legal Custodianship for Sara.  The agency will 
consider placement with the maternal grandfather. 

 

Unfavorable:  The Interstate Compact request for the PGM was denied. The 
agency has not discussed other permanency plans with the child or parents 
other than return to parent.  Permanency planning is not being done 
concurrently.  The result is that the achievement of legal permanence for the 
child is stalled.   

 

9. Intervention Adequacy & 
Resource Availability  
(past 90 days)  
 
Rating: 
Intervention Adequacy 
Resource Availability 
 
 
 

Favorable:  Resources appear to be readily available in the area.  The services 
that Sara receives appear to be available and adequate.  These include 
counseling, child advocacy, and IEP services.    
 

 

Unfavorable:  The father has not made himself available for assessment.  
Therefore, the interventions have not been planned for him.  Most services the 
mother receives are either inadequate or underpowered. The mother has not 
been assessed in any comprehensive way and therefore, it is not known whether 
services the mother truly needs are adequate/available.   
 

 

10. Maintaining Family 
Relationships  
(past 90 days) 
 
Rating: 
Mother 
Father 
Siblings 
Other 

Favorable: The mother has been invited to attend school meetings, including 
parent-teacher conferences and IEP meetings. Cynthia feels the visitation plan 
meets her and the children’s needs. Cynthia and Sara feel comfortable visiting in 
the foster home. The three youngest children are placed together in the foster 
home and they do visit with their older brother, who is in a kinship home of a 
family friend on a weekly basis eating dinner and playing board games together.  
The agency has made efforts to help Sara maintain contact with her father and 
her brother in foster care.   
 

 

Unfavorable: Sara was granted visitation with her father, but Sara’s visit with her 
father didn’t include a plan to assure her safety and no assurances were given to 
assure positive interaction and emotional support during this visit. 
 
 

 

11. Tracking & Adjustment 
(past 90 days) 
 
Rating: 
Tracking 
Adjusting 
 
 
 

Favorable:  The agency and court determined that based upon the 
recommendations of mother’s therapist, she’s benefitted as much as she can 
from therapy.  Subsequently, it was decided that the agency no longer needed to 
provide reunification services.  The agency collects records, progress reports 
and monitors services regularly.   
 

 

Unfavorable:  The agency has not developed an alternative plan for Sara based 
on the mother’s prognosis.   The agency did not develop a safety plan prior to a 
visit with her grandmother and father out of state even when safety concerns 
were identified.   
 
 

 

 
 


