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Abstract

Re-entry of children into out-of-home care following reunification
has primarily been examined through a lens on parent and child
characteristics and maltreatment risk factors. This paper provides
a review for interested practitioners, researchers, and policymakers
to access available information to prevent re-entries for families in
the future. This study examines publicly sourced data and policies to
offer the clearest national picture of reunification outcomes. Results
of this study showed that information about re-entry and services to
prevent re-entry are not consistently collected, that trial home visits
appear to be a key program but is not well described or studied, and
there are ample opportunities to improve our understanding of how
trial home visits are related to re-entry that could be easily realized.
Policy recommendations to achieve this improvement are extended
and include clarification that (1) funding for trial home visits is
available through the Title IVE entitlement (and does not need to
be taken from the Title IVB block grant) even if a separate NGO
provides the service; (2) reduction of re-entry from return home in
ways that are not a threat to the child’s safety (i.e., they were managed
returns to out of home care) and all re-entries should not be counted
against the agencies performance; and integration of child abuse and
foster care data so that the kinds of child abuse reports (if any are
made at all) that are related to re-entry can be better understood and
prevented.

Keywords: Re-entry, Foster Care, Reunification, Permanency,
Placement Stability, Family Preservation

Introduction

American child welfare services policy includes the premise that
reasonable efforts will be made to keep children at home or, if they
need to be placed into out of home care for their safety, efforts will
be made to reunify them to their home of origin [1]. For children
who are removed, the preferred permanency option is for that child
to be safely returned to their parent(s) within approximately one year.

The policy expectation is that services provided to the family while
the child was in out-of-home placement will enhance familial
stability after reunification and the family can permanently remain
intact. After reunification, it is not uncommon for children and youth
to experience another removal (called “reentry”). Approximately
20% of children and youth who entered out-of-home placement were
considered re-entering in fiscal year 2022 (U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services (DHHS)). Re-entries occur for a number of
reasons including, following a new report of child maltreatment, legal
or child welfare system (CWS) decision makers deciding a child is
at risk for some type of maltreatment, or because parents voluntarily
decide they cannot care for their child. When reunification efforts
fail, there may be additional trauma for children and their families
[2, 3], however, there has been little attention paid by policymakers
to re-entry prevention.

Previous research indicates that re-entry rates after reunifications
vary markedly across the U.S. For example, a longitudinal study
using administrative data from 20 states found that, over time, 27% of
children will eventually re-enter after reunification, with the majority
of reentries occurring within the first 2 years after reunification [4].
Another study, a review examining interventions addressing re-entry
interventions found that an average of 20% of children and youth
returned to foster care after a reunification with their parents [5]
which is in line with the most current Children’s Bureau Data [6].
Other studies have found rates as high as 37% and as low as 11%
of young people reentering some type of out-of-home placement,
including other systems that serve children (e.g. juvenile justice)
after a reunification with family of origin [4, 7-11].

The literature related to re-entry into out-of-home placement
after reunification have historically had a clinical focus rather than
a policy focus including exploring the protective and risk factors
associated with a parent and children [12-14]. Studies that examine
the correlates of re-entry generally explore the characteristics of
children [9, 10, 12-16] but there remains research gaps including
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variation in re-entry policies, practices and the use of pre- and post-
permanency services for preventing re-entry both federally and by
state.

A strategy that several states use to prevent re-entry is trial home
visits (THV). THV are a period of time where a child is in the
custody of the child welfare agency but placed in the family home—
presumptively with supervision from child welfare services [9, 17].
As state policies and practices vary THV go by many terms including
trial visits home, trial return home, or trial reunification visits.
Although federal policy does not require states to use THV, several
states and jurisdictions within states have policies for their use. As
states and jurisdictions create and implement THV policies, the lack
of examination about this strategy is a gap that needs to be addressed.

There were three studies found in the literature reviewed that explored
the use of THV. Studies examined showed that when children were
placed in a THV their odds of re-entry were lower (OR=0.70) than
children who were not placed in a THV (Shaw, 2015). Shaw (2020)
found that use of THV reduced re-entry (OR=0.43) when compared
with children who did not have THV as a placement (Shaw, 2020).
Re-entries were also significantly lower for children who reunified
with a THV compared to those not receiving THV [18].

The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS)
provides funding for THV for states to use this loosely defined service
mechanism to reunify families. These funds are time limited for up to
six months but may encourage state agencies to reunify families and
provide support for reunification during that time period. Such funds
are provided through Title IV-E (45 CFR 1356.21€, 2023) and are
considered foster care maintenance payment. There is no specificity
about how many visits by child welfare professionals are required per
week or what other strategies are needed to see if the “trial” is safely
completed. Given this, exploring THV as a policy mechanism that
can reunify families is critical. If there is evidence that THV shows
promise this calls for next steps in creating mechanisms to test the
efficacy of broader implementation of THV.

The Research Approach

This study provides an overview of the research, use and policies
surrounding THV for practitioners, policy makers, and scholars
interested in addressing re-entry focusing on the use of THV. We
merge information from several sources for the purposes of this
study. Sources of information included: (1) data extracted from the
Children’s Bureau Outcomes by state report, specifically, outcome
3 (Exits from foster care) and 4.2 (Reentries into foster care); (2) a
review of state report’s from the Child and Family Services Review
(CFSR) Round 3 (Safety Outcome Item 2A: Services to Family
to Protect Child(ren) in the Home and Prevent Removal or Re-
Entry Into Foster Care); (3) a review of the Title IV-E Prevention
Service Clearinghouse (Find a Program or Service) (https://
preventionservices.acf.hhs.gov/program); (4) a review of each state’s
policy website and the Child Welfare Information Gateway (State
Statutes Search) (https://www.childwelfare.gov/topics/systemwide/
laws-policies/state) [19] and an examination of State Child Abuse
and Neglect (SCAN) Policies Database for mentions of THV and
re-entry; (5) a review of state CFSR Round 3 Program Improvement
Plan (PIP) and State Assessment (CFSR Round 3); and (6) a review
of state Title I[V-E Prevention Program Five Year Plan for mention of
THV use and a goal of addressing re-entry. Information from each of
these sources is synthesized for this endeavor to provide a national
scan of the use of THV and re-entry outcomes. The aims of this work
after to

(1) document the extent to which THV are being utilized across the
United States.

(2) quantify the use of THV across the country, and

(3) provide guidance for child welfare stakeholders to access
available information about re-entry by state.

Methods
Data Sources and Measures

The authors collected and synthesized data from multiple sources
to meet the aims of this study in examining the use of THV and
other re-entry prevention mechanisms in the United States. Sources
include state policy sources, the State Child Abuse and Neglect
(SCAN) Policies Database, Child and Family Services Review
(CFSR) Round 3 reports, and the Children’s Bureau Outcomes. Each
source is described in more detail below. The information from each
source was evaluated for the named use of THV or the presence of
information related to the use of THV. The sources were combined
to develop a variable coded as ‘No = states not using THV or states
with no evidence of using THV’ and ‘Yes = states have evidence or
any indication of using THV’.

Sources of Evidence of Trial Home Visit Policies and Practices

The research team conducted a review of state policy resources
to more closely examine the scope of THV use across the U.S. The
initial search was conducted in July of 2023 and replicated in March
of 2025.

The State Child Abuse and Neglect (SCAN). First, the research
team reviewed the Explore Data by State section of The State Child
Abuse and Neglect (SCAN) Policies Database at https://www.
scanpoliciesdatabase.com/explore-data (2021). Each of the 50 states
and two jurisdictions (Washington, D.C. and Puerto Rico) was
assessed for the domain in home services post reunification and if
present we recorded them as evidence of post-reunification services.

State Policies. Following the review of the policies available on
SCAN, the research team reviewed state reunification policies through
the Child Welfare Information Gateway State Statutes Search option
[19]. Each state and territory’s website were cross referenced from
the link provided through the Child Welfare Information Gateway
(https://www.childwelfare.gov/topics/systemwide/laws-policies/
state/) [19]. If a state included use of a trial home visit by any name,
they were coded as a 1 for use of THV.

Title IV-E Prevention Services Clearinghouse. Next we reviewed
the Title IV-E Prevention Services Clearinghouse (Find a Program
or Service) to examine each state’s prevention services plan (https://
preventionservices.acf.hhs.gov/program) [20]. We replicated our
search terms (trial, THV, home visit, and reunification) and coded
each state that mentioned the use of THV as 1.

Child and Family Services Review Round 3 Program
Improvement Plans and State Assessments. Finally, the Child and
Family Services Review (CFSR) Round 3 reports State Assessments
and Program Improvement Plans (PIPs) were reviewed. We search
for the terms trial, THV, home visit, and reunification (CFSR, 2019).
If any of the reports included the use of THV the corresponding state
was marked 1 for use of THV.

Using this methodology to explore state use of THV, nationally, a
total of 38 states and District of Columbia states had indication of
using THYV, and 12 states and Puerto Rico did not have any evidence
of using THV.

Re-entry Rates

Re-entry rates are included in the Office of the Administration
for Children and Families (ACF) Children’s Bureau yearly Child
Welfare Outcomes Report Data. Reports are for public use. The
report includes outcomes for children and youth in out-of-home
placement including removal rates, re-entry rates and exit rates.
Re-entry is reported at the before and after 12 months’ time periods
(https://cwoutcomes.acf.hhs.gov/cwodatasite/fourTwo/index) [21].

Re-entry rates within 12 months

Re-entry rates were examined for the year 2020 (This date was
chosen because it was the last full year of data before COVID-19
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markedly changed the way home visiting, of any sort, was conducted).
We used Outcome 4.2 (Reentries into foster care) for re-entries within
12 months for the 50 states and Puerto Rico and Washington, D.C.
One state, Maryland, was not available publicly due to disqualified
reporting. The research team used raw percentage data.

Re-entry rates after 12 months. To examine re-entry rates after 12
months, we used the ACF, Children’s Bureau Outcome 4.2 (Reentries
into foster care). Raw percentages were used. Again, we chose 2020
for the year of evaluation.

Combined re-entry rate. To create a year 2020 combined re-entry
rate, we merged the raw percentage of re-entries at within 12 months
and after 12 months. Data was extracted from the same Outcome 4.2
(Reentries into foster care) from the ACF Children’s Bureau website.

Reunification

Reunification outcomes were also collected from the ACF Children’s
Bureau website. Using the year 2020, we collected data from Outcome
3 (Exit of children from foster care) using ‘exits by discharge type,’ to
include children and youth who returned home through reunification
(https://cwoutcomes.acf.hhs.gov/cwodatasite/threeOne/index).

Child and Family Services Review Ratings

The Child and Family Services Review (CFSR) is a multi-phase
process that ensures states have met requirements of conformity as
determined by the ACF and Families Children’s Bureau [20, 21].
The CFSR process starts with a voluntary Statewide Self-Assessment
that allows states to report on their own progress. Next is a mandatory
on-site assessment by a team of federal and state employees [20].
Finally, states that are not considered in compliance with conformity
requirements are required to complete a Program Improvement Plan
(PIP) [22, 23]. The most recent CFSR reporting is from Round 3 and
includes years 2015-2018 (2019).

CFSR rating of services to prevent removal or re-entry. In
the CFSR Round 3, services aimed at preventing removal or re-
entry were assessed under Safety Outcome 2—“Children are safely
maintained in their homes whenever possible and appropriate”—
specifically Item 2A, which focuses on services provided to families
to protect children and prevent removal or re-entry into foster care.
Each CFSR report evaluated the performance percentage for 50
states, excluding Puerto Rico and the District of Columbia. States are
required to review a minimum sample of 65 cases, with at least 40
involving intact families and 25 involving children who have been

removed and placed in out-of-home care. While some states adhere
to the minimum sample size, others—typically those with larger
populations—review a larger number of cases. For this analysis, the
authors used the reported raw percentages from these case reviews
and noted whether each state identified this outcome as a strength or
as an area needing improvement in the policy review and outcomes
list.

Urbanicity

Urbanicity data was extracted from the 2010 Decennial Census,
U.S. Census Bureau, presented by lowa Stata University lowa
Community Indicators Program website (https:/www.icip.iastate.
edu/tables/population/urban-pct-states). Urbanicity, as used in this
study, represents the percentage of a state’s population living in urban
areas. States with less than 65% of their population in urban areas
are considered rural, those between 65% and 85% are mid-sized, and
those between 86% and 100% are classified as urban. In our analysis,
we treated urbanicity as a continuous percentage variable.

Data Presentation

All data were extracted and organized using Stata version 19.0.
Descriptive analyses were performed to summarize the mean,
standard deviation, median, and range for all study variables.

Results

Table 1 shows the indication of THV utilization and re-entry
characteristics of the states. Overall, 38 states and the District of
Columbia reported incorporating THV in their practices, whereas
12 states and Puerto Rico made no reference to THV in their policy
documents. The rate of re-entry within 12 months varied between
2.7% and 16.8%, with an average of 7.85% (SD = 3.25), and a
median of 7.1%. For Re-entry after more than 12 months, percentages
ranged from 3.0% to 16.9%, with a mean of 11.18% (SD = 3.05) and
a median of 11.2%. When combined, overall re-entry percentages
spanned from 5.7% to 29.4%, with a mean of 19.03% (SD = 5.29),
and a median of 19.0%.

The percentages of children who reunified with their families
ranged from 32.8 to 85.9% with a mean percentage of 54.62 (SD =
9.43), and a median of 54.2%. State’s CFSR rating of Safety Outcome
2 Item 2A: Services to Family to Protect Child(ren) in the Home and
Prevent Removal or Re-Entry into Foster Care ranged from 8 to
100%, with a mean of 64.74 (SD = 19.19), and a median of 66.5%.
The urbanicity percentage of states ranged from 38.7 to 100%, with a
mean of 74.11% (SD = 14.89) and a median of 74.2%.

State THV Re-entry Re-entry Combined Re- | Reunification® | CFSR rating of services | Urbanicity®
Utilization® | within 12 after 12 entry! (%) to prevent removal or (%)
months® (%) | months® (%) | (%) re-entry! (%)
AK Yes 5.7 11.2 16.9 49.8 38 66.0
AL No 7.0 83 15.3 62.0 71 59.0
AR No 5.5 9.1 14.6 60.2 55 56.2
AZ No 7.0 13.6 20.6 49.2 100 89.8
CA Yes 7.1 12.1 19.2 54.2 62 95.0
Cco Yes 12.7 12.4 25.1 56.8 75 86.2
CT No 5.7 8.5 14.2 452 57 88.0
DC Yes 8.1 13.3 214 38.6 NA 100.0
DE Yes 4.4 8.5 12.9 32.8 96 83.3
FL Yes 7.4 12.7 20.1 43.6 76 91.2
GA Yes 6.2 9.8 16.0 49.1 59 75.1
HI No 10.6 153 25.9 54.2 69 91.9
1A Yes 8.1 10.0 18.1 49.9 86 64.0
D Yes 3.9 10.4 14.3 54.2 90 70.6

N

Table 1. to be conty
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T IL Yes 5.3 4.0 9.3 50.1 31 88.5 7)
IN Yes 6.5 13.9 20.4 62.1 90 72.4
KS Yes 6.5 12.5 19.0 55.5 88 74.2
KY Yes 8.0 12.6 20.6 62.4 67 58.4
LA Yes 7.1 10.5 17.6 48.6 8 73.2
MA No 10.3 13.6 239 63.2 62 92.0
MD Yes DQ DQ DQ DQ 42 87.2
ME Yes 8.3 8.0 16.3 58.4 50 38.7
MI Yes 8.2 13.1 213 48.1 55 74.6
MN Yes 13.1 16.3 29.4 59.4 50 73.3
MO Yes 34 11.9 15.3 46.0 52 70.4
MS Yes 4.7 10.9 15.6 61.6 37 49.4
MT Yes 11.2 153 26.5 60.0 79 55.9
NC Yes 3.1 7.8 10.9 39.0 66 66.1
ND Yes 9.6 13.4 23.0 63.1 70 59.9
NE Yes 7.4 16.3 23.7 58.2 78 73.1
NH No 16.8 9.6 26.4 61.0 41 60.3
NJ No 8.2 14.3 2255 51.2 67 94.7
NM No 6.9 11.6 18.5 57.9 62 77.4
NV Yes 4.5 9.5 14.0 56.0 72 94.2
NY Yes 8.7 11.6 20.3 52.0 96 87.9
OH No 13.6 12.2 25.8 68.1 72 77.9
OK Yes 4.1 7.1 11.2 46.2 33 66.2
OR Yes 6.2 153 215 54.1 82 81.0
PA No 14.2 8.5 227 49.8 45 78.7
PR No 2.7 3.0 5.7 85.9 NA NA
RI No 5.4 12.6 18.0 54.7 59 90.7
SC Yes 6.8 10.2 17.0 72.5 58 66.3
SD Yes 9.1 15.3 24.4 54.0 83 56.7
N Yes 12.5 9.5 22.0 58.3 47 66.4
X Yes 3.9 8.9 12.8 393 60 84.7
uT Yes 6.2 10.9 17.1 52.1 55 90.6
VA Yes 5.1 6.3 11.4 43.8 71 75.5
VT Yes 11.9 16.9 28.8 51.6 97 38.9
WA Yes 8.3 9.2 17.5 64.4 68 84.1
WI Yes 12.4 10.6 23.0 53.3 58 70.2
A% Yes 7.2 7.7 14.9 50.3 73 48.7
WY Yes 13.6 13.9 27.5 73.6 79 64.8

\ Table 1: Indication of THV Utilization and Re-Entry Characteristics Overview Y,

Note. DQ refers to disqualified.

*Indication of THV variable was constructed by cross-checking a total of different sources in September 2022: SCAN database
(retrieved from https://www.scanpoliciesdatabase.com/explore-data), CFSR Report Round 3 (retrieved from https:/www.acf.hhs.
gov/cb/monitoring/child-family-services-reviews/round3), and state policy resources (retrieved from http:/childwelfare.gov).

®¢Data were originally retrieved from https://cwoutcomes.acf.hhs.gov/cwodatasite/fourTwo/index in September 2022. The time
frame for re-entry is the year 2020. All data were re-accessed on July 28, 2025, during manuscript revision to ensure the most
current information.

dCalculated combined percentages of re-entry by adding the year 2020 re-entry within 12 months and after 12 months.

¢The year 2020 reunification percentage data were originally retrieved from https://cwoutcomes.acf.hhs.gov/cwodatasite/threeOne/
index in September 2022. All data were re-accessed on July 28, 2025, during manuscript revision to ensure the most current
information.

Data extracted from https:/www.acf.hhs.gov/cb/monitoring/child-family-services-reviews/round3 in January 2023. Researchers
accessed the data by clicking on the image of each state on the map and selecting the PDF link for the CFSR Final Report.

¢Data retrieved from https:/www.icip.iastate.edu/tables/population/urban-pct-states in March 2023.
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Discussion

This paper combined multiple sources to document the use of THV
across the US and provide guidance for child welfare practitioners,
and policy makers about where to find publicly available policy
sources for THV. We have provided a broad overview of state
policies and have described state re-entry outcomes and their possible
association with THV use in detail.

Regarding use of THV, we have learned that families who are in
this type of living situation are tracked only in AFCARS data and not
in other publicly available data sources. For example, the Children’s
Bureau Outcomes report many other permanency outcomes but not
THV. Given that THV can be a critical point of time there is a need to
understand the outcomes of that time period and how that is associated
with re-entry in publicly available data. Given the inconsistency in
how THVs are used (e.g. with states reporting use anywhere from a
month to six months) and re-entry rates only tracked at the two time
periods it is difficult to match rates with THV use. Further, although
states create their own policies and practices under federal guidance,
a more consistent definition of THV nationally would also be helpful
for policymakers and practitioners who implement THV across the
country.

Improving the precision of re-entry analysis would benefit from
faster access to longitudinal data from the Adoption and Foster
Care Analysis and Reporting System (AFCARS). The linking of the
National Child Abuse and Neglect Data System (NCANDS) into
a single longitudinal file with AFCARS has recently provided an
avenue for researchers to explore re-entry outcomes more in depth.
This integration—Ilong overdue—has been achieved by a team
of child welfare researchers from Washington University and the
Kempe Center at the University of Colorado. Scholarly work using
these linked datasets, such as studies by Jones et al. [24], Kim et al.
[25], and Barth et al. [26] (under review), is beginning to emerge.
These data need to be made broadly available and used by the federal
government to support quality assurance efforts with states and to
inform federal policymaking.

Improved reporting would also extend to include THV in the CFSR
reporting. Currently, the state sampling frames in CFSR round 4 can
include THV in either the Foster Care frame and/or the In-Home
Services sampling frame under specific circumstances [27], but this
is likely to produce a small sample size that will not be comparable
across states. The CFSR is re-introducing re-entry outcomes to the
Round 4 reporting period, but including THV would enable far
greater understanding of re-entry outcomes. We recommend future
replication of our work to examine the CFSR Round 4 when it
becomes available.

Our findings also revealed that THV policies vary considerably
across states and jurisdictions. Additional research comparing the
length of time children spend in THV with the timing and
circumstances of their re-entry could help policymakers and child
welfare agencies refine how this tool is implemented. For instance,
some jurisdictions limit THV to 30 days, while others allow up to
90 days or even six months. Future studies should also examine the
provision of services aimed at preventing re-entry during the THV
period. In our review of the California Evidence Based Clearinghouse
and of the Title IV-E Prevention Services Clearinghouse, we found
several interventions available for states to use to prevent re-entry and
promote placement stability after reunification. Given the substantial
resources states have been provided for investing in evidence-based
services through Title IV-E Prevention Plans under the Family
First Prevention Services Act (P.L. 115-123), it is critical to further
scholarship about how those services are used during a THV. Such
research would help policymakers assess how funding is used for
THYV under the Title IVE entitlement and how non-profit or non-
governmental organizations (NGO) providers can provide such
services. Finally, evaluation of THV would also require the inclusion

of perceptions and experiences of those with lived experience.
Findings from one study that include perspectives of families show
that often families find services inadequate during reunification
[28]. Another recent study replicates an earlier finding that families
generally find that the child welfare professionals that they engage
with are respectful and responsive but the services they get sent to are
not a good fit for them [29, 30]. Child welfare workers’ perspectives
are also necessary due to their impact on how services are accessed
during the reunification process.

Limitations

Given the design of this study as an exploratory piece to determine
all that was known about re-entry and the use of THV throughout the
United States, this effort has some limitations. Efforts made to reduce
re-entries are not adequately described in the public record. The lack
of clear language and conceptualization about THV is especially
notable. For example, state policies identify THV under a variety
of names, including commonly used phrases like trial reunification,
trial reunification visits, trial placement visits, trial return home,
and reunification visits. To determine which states employed this
intervention the authors had to search for a variety of policy sources
for different phrases and quite likely still missed information about
states’ use of THV. This lack of clarity also extended to policy
reporting as different websites reported usage of some kind of THV
and other policy sources did not. For example, one state did not have
a policy available about the use of THV but made mention of their
use in the CFSR Round 3 Program Improvement Plan.

The data used for the urbanicity variable is also a limitation. More
recent data may or may have changed the urbanicity status of some
states. It may also have been more effective to use county-level data,
which has been shown to have strong associations with many child
welfare dynamics, including reunifications [31].

Conclusion

The authors synthesized several sources to create the clearest
possible picture of trial home visit use and re-entry outcomes in the
United States. Results show that there are many publicly available
sources for understanding re-entry and trial home visits but there are
many limitations in reporting. This study makes recommendations
to improve reporting about re-entry outcomes through child welfare
practitioners and policy makers. Clarity about what funds can be used
and should be used to expand the use of trial home visits is needed—at
the local level this would also include clarity about what the practices
should be in place to manage this expansion of care. As federal and
state foster care policies continue to change to reduce placements
into foster care, but re-entry rates remain high, it is more critical than
ever that re-entry moves to the forefront of policy-making activity.
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Appendix A: Other Re-Entry Sources
Though not included in the analysis model the authors reviewed several other sources
to gain a broader understanding of re-entry dynamics including clearinghouses, Title IV-E
Prevention Programs Five Year Plans, and Round 3 Child and Family Services Review
(CFSR) Program Improvement Plans (PIP) and State Assessments.

Clearinghouses

The authors reviewed the Family Prevention Services Clearinghouse (n.d.) and the
California Evidence-Based Practice Clearinghouse (n.d). Though findings from this portion
of the review were not included in this study, it is of note that there is little guidance offered
from either of these resources about effective methods of re-entry prevention.

Family Prevention Services Clearinghouse. The authors searched for reunification and re-
entry programs through the “find a program or service” tab on the Family Prevention Services
Clearinghouse website (https:/preventionservices.acf.hhs.gov/program).

The California Evidence-Based Practice Clearinghouse. The authors reviewed re-entry
and reunification programs through the “Core Child Welfare Services including Placement
and Reunification on the California Evidence-Based Practice Clearinghouse website (https://
www.cebcdew.org/registry/topic-areas/).

Title IV-E Prevention Program Five Years Plans

The authors reviewed the Title IV-E Prevention Program Five Years Plans for each state
(2022). As part of the Family First Prevention Services Act each state, territory and tribal
nation will provide a Title IV-E Prevention Program Five-Year Plan. As of February 2023 39,
prevention plans had been approved according to the Children’s Bureau. Thus far, 26 plans
have been made public on the Children’s Bureau website. The research team reviewed each
available plan for reference to use of re-entry and added those to a list of states addressing
re-entry to inform the overall national picture of re-entry prevention priorities.

CFSR Round 3 Program Improvement Plans and State Assessments

Program Improvement Plan (PIP). The Child and Family Services Review (2019) requires
states to develop a Program Improvement Plan (PIP) to address areas for improvement for
child welfare outcomes in the CFSR report. A template is provided by the Administration
for Children and Families for guidance to states but given the variance in state law and
administrative processes, each report is different. States write their own PIPs, therefore, the
level of detail varies considerably in how improvements to the CFSR outcomes might be
addressed. All states completed a PIP in the Round 3 reporting period and all 50 state PIPS
were reviewed for their plans to address re-entry. The researchers used the search terms re-
entry, reentries, reunification, and “safety outcome 2” to review each document. Data was
used to inform the overall landscape of re-entry priorities by state.

State Assessments. State Assessments are reports written by individual states prior to the
CFSR review period. States can voluntarily use this opportunity to complete their own case
reviews as a compliment to the CFSR and PIP reports. Like the PIPS, states are provided a
template for guidance, but each report is unique based on state priorities. A total of 30 states
completed the voluntary state assessment and published these online for the CFSR Round 3
reporting period. Each Statewide Assessment was reviewed for the search terms, re-entry,
reentries, and safety outcome 2. The data was used to inform the overall picture about how
states plan to address re-entry outcomes.
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