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Minor: Caden Sandall, DOB 4/99; DOD 4/02
Subject: Desgth Investigation

SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT

Caden Sanddll died in April 2002 in ahousefire. His desth was reported as an “I” sequence. Anintact
family case was open at the time of his deaeth. An intact case originaly opened with this family October
24, 1995, and closed June 30, 1997. The case was reopened May 4, 1999, and remained open at the
time of Caden’s degth.

INVESTIGATION

Background

LenaEldrich (DOB 9/70) gave birth to four children: Tamara Duckett (DOB 12/92); Marcia Quinn
(DOB 10/95); Jarrett Quinn (DOB 1/97); and the deceased minor, Caden Sandall (DOB 4/99). The
father of her lagt child was Caden Sanddll, Sr. (DOB unknown). Hisinvolvement with the family was
limited because he was married to another woman.* Tamara s father was identified. Father of the other
children is unknown.

First Intact Family Case 10/95 — 6/97

! Although Mr. Sandall was married, it was reported that he was very jealous and controlling. Domestic violence may
have been an issue.
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Thisfamily came to the attention of the Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS) in
October 1995 when Ms. Eldrich’s second child, Marcia, was born drug exposed. According to
CANTS, Ms Eldrich and Marciatested positive for cocaine and Ms. Eldrich aso tested positive for
marijuana. Lena Eldrich was indicated for Substance Misuse (A sequence). An intact family case was
opened in October 1995, and closed two years later on June 30, 1997. The assigned caseworker was
Dora Robbins.

Following case opening, the hotline was called a second time in late October 1995 (B sequence) when
Lena Eldrich took her dmost 3-year-old daughter Tamara to the hospitd after she complained of
vaginal pain and it was discovered she had gonorrhea. CPI Alexia Scholtes was the assigned
investigator. Ms. Eldrich alleged that a 15-year-old cousin, Carl Joelson, had touched Tamara.

According to the reporter, mother arrived at the emergency room at approximately noon and left at 2:35
p.m., without discharge papers or follow-up ingructions. It was reported that Ms. Eldrich was edgy the
whole time at the hospitd. A physician at the hospita told CPI Scholtes that Ms. Eldrich became upset
after being told tentatively that the smear results gppeared to be gonorrhea and she | eft the emergency
room with her daughter before being given discharge ingtructions. He cdlled Ms. Eldrich a home and
advised her to follow up with a doctor.

At the time of thisreport, Ms. Eldrich and her two children, Tamaraand Marcia, did not have
permanent housing and had been living from place to place with rdatives, including the Joelson family.
After two unsuccessful attempts to locate Ms. Eldrich, CPI Scholtesinterviewed Agnes Joelson on
October 27, 1995, by telephone. Ms. Agnes Joelson told CPI Scholtes that Ms. Eldrich and her
children had been staying a her residence for the past two months, however earlier in the week, Ms.
Eldrich and her children spent the night with maternal grandparents. Her son Carl used to baby- St for
Ms. Eldrich. Ms. Joelson observed Tamara with a discharge when Ms. Eldrich called her into the
bathroom while bathing Tamara. Ms. Eldrich said she thought Ms. Joelson’s son Carl touched Tamara

Ms. Joel son did not believe her son had a disease, and she was willing to take Carl to the doctor to be
tested and cooperate in any way.

CPI Scholtes interviewed Ms. Eldrich on October 30, 1995. Ms. Eldrich said she took Tamarato the
emergency room after Tamarasaid her vagind area hurt and she observed Tamarawith a“grown
woman discharge” While Ms. Eldrich was bathing Tamara, she pointed to her “suff” (vaging) and
dated, “ooh it hurt, Carl did that.” She asked Tamarawhat did Carl do and Tamarasaid, “Carl did
that.” According to Ms. Eldrich, Carl has babysat Tamara 3-4 timestotd. A week prior to the hospita
vigt, Ms. Eldrich noticed that Tamara would not go around Carl. Ms. Eldrich reported that Tamara's
naturd father is Evan Duckett and his last contact with her was 2-3 months ago. She further reported
that her boyfriend Matt Quinn is never donewith Tamara. Ms. Eldrich admitted that a week before the
report she stayed a her grandmother’ s house for aweek. Ms. Eldrich stated her brother, age 21, lived
with her grandmother but he was never |eft done with her children. Ms. Eldrich admitted to having
trichomonas one-month prior, at the end of September 1995 and testing positive for chlamydia during
mid- September 1995. She was willing to be tested for gonorrhea. Mss. Eldrich agreed to an informal
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dternative living arrangement for herself and the minors, pending the outcome of the investigation. Ms.
Eldrich and the children temporarily moved to her sster’s home.

The intact family caseworker, Dora Robbins, informed CPl Scholtes that in the three weeks that the
case had been opened Lena Eldrich had not yet obtained a drug assessment and Ms. Robbins had been
attempting to contact her on a daily basis with no response.

CPI Scholtesinterviewed Agnes Joelson in person on October 30, 1995. Sherefused to take a
gonorrheatest. She was willing to take Carl to the hospitd to take atest for gonorrhea. A woman,
who lived with the Joelson family, was dso interviewed. She reported that she had been residing a Ms.
Joelson’ s residence for about two weeks. She was willing to be tested for gonorrhea. She had not
observed anything unusua between Tamaraand Carl. Ms. Joelson’s other son, age 17, was
interviewed on thissame date. He aso lived at the resdence. He reported that he did not attend school
because he dropped out. He had babysat Tamara afew timesfor Ms. Eldrich. He denied having
gonorrhea and was willing to be tested. He later stated that he was unwilling to be tested. He said he
had never done anything sexua to Tamara. He said that Ms. Eldrich takes Tamaraaround alot of
people from house to house.

Carl Joelson, Ms. Eldrich’s cousin, was interviewed. He reported he had babysat Tamara on occasion
for Ms. Eldrich. He denied touching Tamarain a sexua way and said he did not have gonorrhea. He
was willing to be tested for gonorrhea. He reported he last babysat Tamara two weeks ago. Carl dso
said that Ms. Eldrich takes Tamara around alot of different peopl€e' s houses?

The CPI attempted to interview Tamara. Tamarawould not respond to her questions.

On October 31, 1995, Ms. Joelson informed the CPI by phone that she took Carl to the emergency
room and wastold it cost $500 for him to have a gonorrhea test, which she could not afford. Shewas
referred to a hedlth clinic and agreed to take Carl there for the test. She did so the next day. On
October 31, 1995, Ms. Eldrich reported by phone that Tamara was given an antibiotic injection in the
ER last week and was seen by adoctor on Friday. Ms. Eldrich went to a clinic and was tested for
gonorrhea. Referrals were made for assessments of the dleged sexua abuse. Ms. Eldrich missed two
clinic gppointments for Tamara and Marcia and the assessments were never completed. Ms. Raobbins,
the follow up worker, told CPl Scholtesthat as of November 28, 1995, Ms. Eldrich had failed to
undergo a substance abuse assessment and obtain housing for her family. Ms. Robbins sated she
would probably pursue petitioning the court due to Ms. Eldrich’s uncooperativeness. On December 1,
1995, the CPI obtained a copy of Carl Joelson’s gonorrheatest results, which were negative. Thereis
acase note that Ms. Eldrich’s gonorrhea test results were available on December 1, 1995, and could
be picked up. No results are in the case record.

%LenaEldrich’ s sister reported to the OI G that Lena lived with her and her family from March 1995-September 1995.
She stated that Lena came in at all hours of the night and morning and L enawas not given akey to their home
because they did not want her there when they were not at home.
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In a Family Assessment Factor Worksheet (FAFW), the CPI noted, “Family interaction appears
chaotic; lack of boundaries result in sexud victimization. Minor, Tamara, atends daycare during the
day — day care provider isardative. Extended family support is available most of thetime. Naturd
moather, Ms. Eldrich experiencing difficulty in locating permanent housing for her children and has been
living from place to place with relaives. Ms. Eldrich hasaprior indicated CA/N report for substance
misuse to minor, Marcia (9/95). Joelson family residence observed adequate. Ms. Eldrich believes her
cousin Carl Joelson gave Tamara gonorrhea because Carl babysat for her. Per STD testing, Carl hasa
negetive culture result for gonorrhea. DCFS determined that Carl Joelson was not responsible for the
sexudly transmitted disease to Tamara because he had a negative gonorrhea culture. The report was
indicated for allegations #18 (Sexudly Transmitted Diseases), #21 (Sexua Moledtation) and #22
(Subgtantid Risk of Sexud Injury) againgt an unknown perpetrator.”

During the time this intact family case was open, housing and substance abuse were determined to be
the main issues. The records indicate that when this case first opened, the family was resding with
severd different relatives. An October 1996, case note states that Ms. Eldrich and her children were
being evicted from an gpartment because she didn’t pay the rent. In March 1997, Ms. Eldrich informed
her caseworker, Ms. Robbins, that she had located housing. (Thiswas ultimately the residence that had
the deadly fire) Theworker gave Ms. Eldrich Norman funds for the gpartment.

While Lena Eldrich did attend an outpatient drug trestment program, she never successfully completed
the program prior to her case closing. Her family case was closed June 30, 1997. Ms. Robbins noted
that Ms. Eldrich had been attending AA/NA meetings and had given birth to her son, Jarrett Quinn, in
January 1997, who was not born with a positive toxicology.® Ms. Robbins aso noted that Ms. Eldrich
provided the minors with food, shelter and clothing. Her rationde for closing the case wasthat Lena
Eldrich gave birth to her son and there were no indications that she was using drugs/alcohol during her
pregnancy, and Ms. Eldrich managed to meet the minors' basic needs.

Sequence C Investigation

On December 24, 1997, sx months after the intact family case was closed, there was a third hotline
report concerning this family (C sequence). It was dleged that Ms. Eldrich left her two youngest
children, Marcia and Jarrett, then ages two years and eeven months, in the car while she and her oldest
child, five-year-old Tamara, went in the mal to shop. A witness saw Marcia hanging out of the car
window and cdled the police. The police were there for twenty minutes before Ms. Eldrich returned to
her car. The palice estimated that the children were left done for at least thirty minutes. They observed
that arear door was unlocked and a rear window was rolled down. Ms. Eldrich reported to the CPI
that investigated that Marcia and Jarrett were adeep when she arrived at the mall, and she did not want
to wake them. She admitted she was wrong to leave them in the car and stated she would not let it

*The hospital records were not found in the case record. The OIG subpoenaed Jarrett’ s birth records and discovered
that the hospital did not perform atoxicology screen on Jarrett at the time of hishbirth. It appears the caseworker
simply assumed Jarrett was tested and the results were negative because no hotline report was made.

4



happen again. Ms. Eldrich was indicated for Inadequate Supervison. A service assessment was
requested.

On December 30, 1997, Trudy Fairfax was assigned to complete the service assessment. On January
5, 1998, having dready met with the Eldrich family and completed a CERAP, Ms. Fairfax reviewed the
old casefile and conferred with the previous caseworker, Dora Robbins. Ms. Robbins reported that
Ms. Eldrich was condgstent in providing an adequate care plan for her children (her aunt provided
daycare)* and that Ms. Eldrich had gone to an intensive outpatient program. Both Ms. Robbins and
Ms. Eldrich fet Ms. Eldrich was hasded by not only her counsdor, but by other personnd and other
dients® Ms. Robbins reported that Ms. Eldrich left trestment and found employment, which she kept
until Jarrett was born, drug free. Ms. Robbins dso reported that Ms. Eldrich was part of ahousing
family unification program? and received Section 8 totally subsidized rent.

Rather than re-opening the case, Trudy Fairfax and her supervisor agreed that Trudy would make
weekly unannounced vidits for amonth and Ms. Eldrich would be required to provide Ms. Fairfax with
the names of three different people who could verify that Ms. Eldrich was not using drugs. If it
gppeared that leaving the children in the car was an isolated incident and Ms. Eldrich was not using
drugs, acase would not be opened. Ms. Eldrich did provide the names of threeindividuas. None of
these individuas were family members. Ms. Eldrich refused to give the names of any family members
because she stated that she did not want them to know she was involved with the Department again,
even a thisleve. Trudy Fairfax contacted the three individuals, dl of whom denied any knowledge of
current drug use by Lena Eldrich. Ms. Fairfax and her supervisor never attempted to contact paternal
relative, Paula Gdley, who had been a caretaker for Ms. Eldrich’s children during a prior open case.
The case was not re-opened.

Second Intact Family Case 5/99

In April 1999, Lena Eldrich gave birth to her second cocaine-exposed infant, Caden Sanddl (D
sequence). CPI Nell Porter, the assigned investigator, indicated the case for Substance Misuse and
Ms. Eldrich’s case was re-opened for intact family services. A petition was aso filed with the court

*Ms. Robbins reported that prior to the aunt, Paula Galley, becoming the daycare provider, Ms. Eldrich’ s sister cared
for Tamara. Shesaid it was during that time that Tamara was taken to the doctor and it was discovered that she had
gonorrhea. Everyonein the sister’s home was tested, but no one had the disease. At that time, alternative childcare
arrangements were made with Ms. Eldrich’saunt. According to the DCP report, only Lena Eldrich and her cousin,
Carl, were tested for gonorrhea.

®Ms. Robbinstold Ms. Fairfax that the focus was always on Ms. Eldrich’s good grooming, which included frequent
hairstyling and clothing. There were rumors that the funds came from Ms. Eldrich’s boyfriend who was a suspected
drug dedler.

®In atelephone interview with the OIG a supervisor with the Housing Authority explained that the family unification
program is a program that allows afamily involved with the Department of Children and Family Services to access
Section 8 benefits before others not involved with the Department who are waiting for assistance. DCFSfills out the
application and the Housing Authority conducts a one time “police check” on all applicants. According to the
supervisor, if the “police check” reveals a criminal history, the applicant is no longer considered eligible for the
program and will be denied. Familiesinvolved with the Department can only benefit from this program once.
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because this was Ms. Eldrich’s second child born drug exposed.” The Department was awarded
guardianship of Caden Sandal, Jr. on June 29, 1999. Neither Ms. Eldrich nor the father, Caden
Sanddll, Sr. was present at the court hearing and as aresult both were defaulted. Caden remained at
home with mother.

Gwen O’ Harareceived the case May 4, 1999. In July 1999, Ms. Eldrich was told to contact an
outpatient drug treatment program. Ms. Eldrich was to successfully complete a drug trestment program
and was informed that the consequence of not doing so could result in the remova of her children. Ms.
Eldrich agreed to enter drug treatment. According to the case record, as of October 1999, Ms. Eldrich
gill had not entered drug treatment.

In November 1999, Howard Tackitt, Ms. Eldrichi s older brother, contacted the caseworker, Ms.
O'Hara. Mr.Tackitt reported that Lena Eldrich had an abusive childhood. He reported being raised in
avery neglectful environment, frequently being without sufficient food, clothing or shelter. According to
Mr.Tackitt, there were times when there were no operable utilities due to his mother using the money on
drugs (mostly marijuana and acohal). His mother died of an overdose and there was concern among
family members that Lenawould end up the same way. When their mother died, the materna
grandmother, LenaTackitt, tried to take dl four sblingsinto her home. However, Lena Eldrich’ s father
fought this matter in court and won custody of Lena® He then Ieft the areaand moved Lenaaway from
her sblings and other family members. Mr.Tackitt reported that Lenawas physicaly and emotionaly
abused and possibly sexudly abused.

In reference to her drug use, Mr.Tackitt reported that Lena was using drugs alot more than she
admitted and that she had recently been arrested, once for trying to steal medication and once for trying
to steal school clothes.” Mr.Tackitt reported that their grandmother, LenaT ackitt, paid $700 to get
Lenaout of jail. Mr.Tackitt so ated that on a couple of occasions, Lenawas not available to get
Tamarafrom school due to her drug problem.™ He stated that the teachers had threatened to call the
policeif it happened again. Mr.Tackitt further reported that Lenawent to the hospita last year
following areaction to drugs. He informed the worker that Lena has a grandmother, asster, a younger
brother and a maternd aunt in the area. He Stated that dl these family members had attempted to help
Lena, but she refused to do what she needed to do to address her drug addiction. He said family
members would be willing to care for the children if the need arose.

" In hisinterview with the OIG, CPI Porter explained that the practice was that a petition for supervision automatically
be filed when dealing with a second drug-exposed infant.

®The four siblings all had different biological fathers.

° A LEADS conducted by the OIG indicated that L ena Eldrich was arrested two times for retail theft, her last arrest
being November 11, 1999. This seemsto confirm theinformation provided by Mr.Tackitt. Whilethe arrests are
referred to in aservice plan, there is no case note indicating that the caseworker ever discussed the arrests with Ms.
Eldrich.

The OIG subpoenaed records on Tamara and Marcia from a particular school. A response was sent indicating that
after asearch of their records, no records were found showing that Tamara and Marcia attended this school. The
OIG investigator also spoke with the principal by phone. He stated that they searched for these students at other
schools with the same name in their area and were unable to |ocate any records.
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In November and December 1999, Ms. Eldrich sporadicdly attended an intensive outpatient drug
trestment program. She was ultimately unsuccessfully discharged from this program on January 11,
2000, due to repeated unexcused absences from counseling, her repeated use of drugs and positive
urine drops. According to the discharge summary, Ms. Eldrich’s last date of trestment attendance was
December 13, 1999. She tested positive for marijuana and cocaine on December 6, 1999, and tested
positive for cocaine on December 13, 1999.

At a January 2000 court hearing, the caseworker recommended to the court that guardianship of Caden
Sanddl be maintained because Ms. Eldrich was not atending intensive outpatient drug treatment on a
regular basis. Resdential placement was being discussed, as intensive outpatient did not seem to be
helping Ms. Eldrich remain drug-free. Ms. Eldrich never entered inpatient trestment.

Ms. Eldrich was given “one last opportunity” to address her problem through intensive outpeatient
treatment and was referred back to an intensive outpatient program. According to a 2/29/00 Progress
Report from the intensive outpatient program, Ms. Eldrich was assessed for the program on February 9,
2000. During that month, she attended 2 out of 4 individual sessonsand 9 out of 13 group sessons
and had 2 out of 2 positive drops for cocaine on February 9, 2000, and February 25, 2000. In June
2000, after four monthsin treatment, the casaworker received atelephone cal from a counsdor at the
program who reported that Ms. Eldrich continued to drop dirty and would be referred for resdentia
treatment if she had one more dirty drop. According to the case entry, a contract was entered into
between Lena Eldrich and the counsdlor, agreeing that Ms. Eldrich would be more compliant in
treatment.™

According to a progress report dated 7/11/00, Ms. Eldrich was dropped two times, with one clean and
onedirty drop. Thelast drop collected on July 5, 2000, was clean.

On Jduly 18, 2000, the court discharged Caden Sandal from the guardianship of the Illinois Department
of Children and Family Services Guardianship Administrator a the request of the caseworker and her
supervisor.? In her progress report to the court, the caseworker said that Ms. Eldrich had maintained

adequate housing and appropriate childcare and supervison of dl of her children and that she was now
consstently attending drug trestment and was committed to addressing her addiction. The family case

was kept open.

According to a 8/3/00 progress report from the intensve outpatient program, 5 out of 5 of Ms.
Eldrich’ s urine drops were clean. However, Ms. Eldrich’s attendance dropped and she tended to be

' Also around this period of time, as noted in the service plan dated 5/30/00, staff from Ms. Eldrich’s treatment
facility voiced concern that at times her interaction with her children was harsh and intimidating. There had also been
signs at times of adeclinein the children’s physical appearance asit related to their hair being combed.

2 According to CY CIS, Zoe Maple began supervising Ms. O’ Hara on this case 7/1/00 when Ms. O’ Haratransferred to
her team.
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absent the day before and the day after aweekend. According to an 8/31/00 progress report, only 2
out of 4 urine drops were clean.

On Friday, August 18, 2000, the hotline was contacted again (E sequence). Lena Eldrich left her
sevenyear-old, four-year-old, three-year-old, and one-year-old children unsupervised. Ms. Eldrich’s
drug treatment counsdlor went to the home to check on Ms. Eldrich because she had missed an
gppointment that morning at the trestment center. The counselor found the children done and called the
police. The police responded to the scene. Ms. Eldrich returned home one hour and forty-five minutes
after the counselor got to her home. Ms. Eldrich and the children were transported to the police
department and Ms. Eldrich was charged with Endangering the Life of a Child and released. The police
contacted the DCFS hotline and a child protection investigator took the children into protective
custody.*®* CPI Neil Porter was assigned the investigation. Both Ms. Eldrich’s caseworker and drug
counsdlor told CPI Porter they did not believe the children were in imminent risk. Ms. Eldrich reported
to the CPI that she had left the house to ook for her house keys, which were dropped out of a car
window by one of her children, when getting aride home from the dentist by Caden Sandall, Sr.
(biological father of Caden Sanddll). When they got to their residence, the keys could not be found.
They entered the residence through arear door that was unlocked. Ms. Eldrich admitted to relgpsing
the previous day and smoking crack cocaine. She reported that her counselor was aware of this.

When the on-cal worker interviewed the oldest child, Tamara, she stated that her mother was only
gone for a minute looking around the block for her keys. Tamarareported that her mother sometimes
leaves the children home aone during the day, but never at night. Tamara said that she took good care
of her brothers and sister; sometimes she cooked noodles for them and made them take napsin the
afternoon. Mother was indicated for inadequate supervision.

Protective custody was alowed to lapse and the children were returned to their mother. Lena Eldrich,
her intact worker, Gwen O'Hara, CPI Nell Porter and his supervisor signed a Safety Protection Plan,
dated 8/21/00. It provided that mother agreed not to leave the minors unsupervised; the worker would
assst mother with arranging daycare services for the minors and mother agreed to continue her
participation in substance abuse treetment. During an interview with the OIG, Mr. Porter explained that
he and his supervisor decided to dlow the children to remain at home because the mother’s story
appeared credible - the children reported the same story - and there was an intact family caseworker
savicng the family.

A progress report from the outpatient program, dated 10/5/00, indicated that Ms. Eldrich attended 4
out of 4 individual sessions and 36 out of 40 group sessons. All three urine drops for the period of time
covered were clean. It was aso noted that Ms. Eldrich did not attend any support groups and did not
have a support system. The next progress report dated 12/29/00 indicated that Lena Eldrich missed

3 The Captain informed the DCP investigator meeting the mandate that he was not aware that the people from the
outpatient program were out to do adrug urine test at the time he sent the family home. He agreed to send an officer
out with the worker to take protective custody.
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fifty percent of her trestment days during two weeks in December.* According to the report, numerous
attempts were made over those two weeks to engage the client in treatment.

The intact family case was transferred to Dinah Irvine on February 2, 2001. In her interview with the
OIG, Ms. Irvine reported that she received the case when the assigned worker becameill.™ According
to Ms. Irvine, the previous worker had only recently transferred to her team (8 months prior, according
to CYCIS). It was practice for the previous worker to staff the case with the new worker, however
that did not occur in thiscase. Ms. Irvine reported that she did not recal reading the whole casefile
because she was required to visit the family within three days of receiving the case.

On February 16, 2001, Ms. Irvine was informed that Ms. Eldrich had missed severd drug treatment
sessions and her urine drop collected on 2/15 tested positive for cannabinoids and cocaine. Ms. Irvine
conducted an in-person visit with Ms. Eldrich on that day. Ms. Eldrich explained that she had been
house hunting because her house no longer met Section 8 standards, and she needed to moveif the
housing authority was to continue paying her rent. According to Ms. Irvin€' s case note, “thiswas
verified by a housing ingpector who came while the worker was present. According to the ingpector a
door needed repair and aholein awall needed repairing. Housing records subpoenaed by the OIG
indicated that an inspection occurred on 1/17/01 a which time the following defects existed: window
broke out in the living room; storm door needed repair — replace screen; air coming in the back door,
frame missing and no key; tile around tub in bathroom and knobs on tub need repair; wash basin
replace and repair; ahdlway light globe missing; repar holesin hdlway wals, smoke detector missng;
replace lock on right window in rear bedroom; door off hinge and knob; switch plate needs replacing;
and replace Sding on house. An inspector was to come out on 2/19/01 to determine if these conditions
had been corrected. These were the defects causing the house to fail ingpection.

In March 2001 the caseworker received a report stating that Ms. Eldrich was going to be terminated
from the intensive outpatient program due to her lack of attendance and positive drops. Based on the
case record, thiswas Ms. Eldrich’s last atempt to engage in drug trestment. From this point until April
2002, when Caden died in the house fire, Ms. Eldrich refused drug treatment services.

In April 2001, Ms. Eldrich asked Ms. Irvine, caseworker, whether she could get assistance from the
Department to help her move to another house. Ms. Irvine informed her that after community resources
had been exhausted there was a possibility she could get some assistance with her deposit. The worker
gave her the names of community resourcesto contact. In May 2001, Lena Eldrich reported that she
was hot in drug treatment because she had to get ajob in order to pay her rent because she didn’t move
within the time frame given to her by the housing authority, and they were no longer paying her rent until
shemoved. A case entry dated 9/12/01 indicates that Ms. Eldrich came to the office saying that she

“Ms. Eldrich missed 2 out of 5 treatment days during the week of 12/4 to 12/8 and missed 3 out of 5 sessionsduring
theweek of 12/11 to 12/15.

> A case note indicates that this case was transferred to a new worker due to the “ extended absence of the assigned
caseworker.” Zoe Maple stated in her interview with the OIG that Gwen O’ Hara had medical problems and was off of
work quite abit. She also felt stresson the job and ultimately took medical |eave.
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may have to move because the Section 8 ingpectors did not approve the house for Section 8. She again
wanted to know if the Department would financidly assist her. Ms. Irvine advised Ms. Eldrich to let her
know when she found a house and Ms. Irvine would see what could be done. Ms. Eldrich stated that
her landlord had another house, and she could get it. On September 19, 2001, Ms. Eldrich requested
that Ms. Irvine talk with an employee at the Housing Authority because she was threatening to terminate
her Section 8. Ms. Irvine cdled the Housing Authority employee to inquire about the Situation and the
employee informed her that she had given Lena Eldrich asx month extenson to bring in anew lease
and she never did, so at this point the only thing Ms. Eldrich could do was regpply.*® In October, Ms.
Eldrich asked Ms. Irvine about assstance with first and last month rent.  Ms. Irvine told her as soon as
she found housing she would write a request for assistance.

On October 10, 2001, the hotline was contacted for the eighth time regarding the Eldrich family (H
sequence). According to CANTS, Ms. Eldrich’s childcare provider reported that she began caring for
Ms. Eldrich’s children on 9/15/01 and that on 10/3, Ms. Eldrich failed to pick up the children when she
got off work at 11:00 p.m. The reporter said she brought the children home a midnight, but their
mother was not there. She returned with the children a 5:00 am. and the mother said she went out to
get some food, but gave no reason for not picking up the children or caling her. The reporter further
said that Marcia had ringworm and the reporter took her to the doctor on 10/4 and got a prescription,
but mother had not filled it. The following day, 10/11/01, the reporter called back stating that Caden
sustained a serious burn on his hand on 10/10 and that mother said she was not going to work so she
could take him to the doctor. Later, Ms. Eldrich told the reporter that the doctor’ s office was closed,
s0 Caden was not treated. Ms. Eldrich said that Caden was burned on aniron. The reporter said it
appeared to be athird degree burn. CPI Bridget Cossart was assigned to investigate. Ms. Cossart
spoke with the casaworker, Dinah Irvine, who informed her that while Ms. Eldrich was not complying
with her service plan, particularly drug treatment, she maintained housing and had taken care of the
children’s basic needs.

Ms. Eldrich was interviewed on October 11, 2001, and stated that she went right home after work and
waited for the childcare provider to bring the children home, which she usualy did around 11:30. She
said she never went back out, but laid down at about 11:45. She said she would never leave the
children with the babysitter without asking first. Mother said the babystter called the hotline because
mother didn’t have the money she owed her for keeping the kids on another day.*” Ms. Eldrich showed
the investigator medicine for Marcid s ringworm and said she didn’t take her to the doctor or get the
prescription filled because she dready had medicine. Ms. Cossart observed the medication and
Marcia, who gppeared free from ringworm. Ms. Eldrich said Caden burned himsdlf on an iron she left
on adresser. CPl Cossart told the OIG that she questioned Caden'’ s ability to reach the iron so she

'®1n atelephone interview with the OI G, the Housing Authority employee verified that as of 9/13/01, Lena Eldrich was
off of Section 8. She also reported that M s. Eldrich had reapplied for Section 8 on 9/27/02, following the fire and
Caden’ sdeath, using the family unification program. On 10/29/02 she was denied because afamily isonly allowed to
use the family unification program, which moves them ahead of other applicants, one time.

In her interview with the OIG, CPI Cossart stated that thisiswhat she believed had happened. However, she never
discussed this with the caretaker to verify whether Lena Eldrich owed her money.

10



had Caden demongtrate how he climbed on the dresser, and he was able to reach it. Ms. Eldrich
reported that she took Caden to the doctor, but the office was closed (10/10/01), so she took him the
next morning. Ms. Cossart confirmed with the doctor’ s office that Caden was seen there on October
11",

Ms. Eldrich was indicated for burns by neglect to Caden because she left a hot iron within Caden's
reach while she went to take a shower, and she failed to seek immediate medica attention for the burn.
The Department unfounded the dlegation of inadequate supervision, finding that therewas a
miscommunication between Ms. Eldrich and the childcare provider. The dlegation of medicd neglect
was a0 unfounded as the CPI observed the medication used by mother to treat the ringworm and
observed no visble sgns of ringworm on Marcia

Following this last hotline call, contact between Ms. Eldrich and her caseworker, Dinah Irvine, was
minimd. Ms. Irvine did follow-up with the injuries to Caden and verified that Caden received medica
treatment. Her case notes indicate that there were monthly visits from October to March 2002. In
January 2002, Ms. Eldrich asked Ms. Irvine for assistance in finding anew job. Shewas given
employment leads and told to contact the worker if she was successful. In February 2002, Ms. Eldrich
stated that she was going to try to get into the Certified Nurses Assistance class at the local area
College Center. Ms. Eldrich aso asked when her case would be closed. She was informed that as
long as there was a pending investigation, her case could not be closed. A case entry dated 2/6/02,
indicated that Lena Eldrich continued to live a her gpartment, even though she was no longer getting
Section 8, and that dl utilities were operable. In her interview with the OIG, Ms. Irvine reported that
she believed dl utilities to be operable because during her vidts the house was dways warm and the
lights were dways on. Subsequent to the fire, Ms. Irvine discovered that Ms. Eldrich’s gas had been
cut off prior to the fire and she attempted to find out why by calling the gas company.*® Ms. Irvine
indsted that she never saw any space heaters, despite the fact that mother was using space heaters to
warm the house. (See p. 13). She dso reported to the OIG investigator that she saw a smoke detector
inthe house. However, the fire marsha report and the housing report cited no smoke detector. (See p.
14)

Sequence | Investigation — Death of Caden Sandall

On April 17, 2002, the police contacted the hotline to report that 3 year-old Caden Sanddll had died in
ahousefire (I sequence). Thefire occurred in the middle of the afternoon. The dlegations were degth
and subgtantid risk of physica injury/environment injurious to hedth and welfare. According to the
Coroner’ s report, Caden Sandall’ s cause of death was smoke inhaation dueto ahouse fire. CPI Greta
Vonstein was assigned to investigate. Her supervisor is Zoe Maple™

¥ Ms. Irvine was unable to get information from the gas company stating that without an account number, they
would not give out information. However, Ms. Eldrich reported to the fireinvestigator that the furnace had not
worked for ayear and the fire investigator said the gas had been shut off several months before thefire. (See p. 13)
¥Ms. Maple supervised both Dinah Irvine and Greta V onstein because the East St. Louis Field Office uses the paired
team model.

11



CPl GretaVongein met with the intact family caseworker, Dinah Irvine and the family on April 18,
2002. Dinah Irvine reported that Ms. Eldrich had not been cooperative with the Service Plan
objectives related to substance abuse trestment. However, she had no other issues/concerns identified
as ongoing issues related to abuse/neglect. Ms. Eldrich reported that she had been suffering with a
toothache for which she had been taking Tylenol PMs. She reported that she and Caden went back to
deep after Jarrett |eft for school. She stated that she put atape in for Caden to watch and took two
more Tylenols. She reported that she woke up at noon and Caden was still adegp. She stayed up
because Jarrett’ s bus was due to return home from school. Jarrett returned at 12:30 p.m. Ms. Eldrich
reported that her tooth was il hurting and she took more Tylenol. Ms. Eldrich adlowed five-year-old
Jarrett to go outside and made Caden come lay back down with her in her bedroom. Ms. Eldrich
reported that she dozed off and Caden must have gotten up. When she woke up, it was hot and she
saw smoke. She went to Caden’sroom and it wasin flames. She stated that she heard screaming, but
she could not get into the room. She ran outside and saw Jarrett and aneighbor. Shetried to go back
in, but was unable to do so. Ms. Eldrich denied being under the influence. Ms. Eldrich admitted that
she smoked marijuanathe night before and crack cocaine 3-4 days prior. Ms. Eldrich admitted past
substance abuse trestment and her refusal to cooperate with trestment. She reported that her last
attempt was with the intensive outpatient program in December 2000- January 2001, which she did not
successfully complete. She admitted that she does continue to use periodicaly but denied that she gets
“high” in the children’s presence. The surviving children were taken into protective custody and placed
with relative caretakers by the child protection investigator.®

CPI Vongein spoke with the Fire Marshal on April 18, 2002. Mr. Smith reported several concerns
regarding the circumstances in which the child was found as well as the living conditions. The Fire
Marsha reported that the child's body was located under approximately 1-%% feet of clothing. The child
was lying on his back and thisis not typicd. Mr. Smith reported that the child was dive at the time of
thefire. He had concern regarding a space heater that did not have a plug and was used by putting

bare, exposed wires directly into the wall outlet. He did not believe the space hester was the cause of
thefire. Gas was not the source of fire either asit had been shut off.?* His concern regarding the
conditions of the resdence included an extreme amount of clutter, clothing littered throughout and the
kitchen was in deplorable condition with little to no food present in the cabinets or refrigerator. The Fire
Marshd reported that during his investigation he discovered evidence of apreviousfirein the home. He
stated that Ms. Eldrich said the fire took place gpproximately 6-7 months prior and was the result of an
ashtray being dumped into the trash. The fire caught in the kitchen, where the refrigerator was moved to
cover up the damage.

On April 22, 2002, CPI Greta VVonstein and her supervisor, Zoe Maple, met with Ms. Eldrich. Ms.
Eldrich informed them that until Caden’ s degth, she thought her case had been closed. She reported

®The children were initially placed with Lena Eldrich’s paternal aunt, Paula Galley. Since that time they’ ve been in
several placements, relative and non-relative, but they are currently with maternal relatives.

2 During an interview with the Fire Marshal, Ms. Eldrich reported that the gas had been shut off for non-payment
several months before thefire.
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that Ms. Irvine was no longer coming to her home and had advised her that she intended to close her
case”? Ms. Eldrich stated that she did not want her case closed. Asto the problemsin her home, Ms.
Eldrich reported that the furnace (blower) went out approximately one year ago, doorframes were not
intact, the bathroom sink was leaning and the faucets lesked. She stayed in the home for Six to seven
months rent-free.”® She reported that she knew the house was not “right” and the landlord was not
fixing things, as he should. He had made afew repairs such as putting in some new screens and fixing a
crack in the living room window, however other things needed to be fixed and he was not doing it. Ms.
Eldrich lost her Section 8 because the home no longer passed their inspections and according to Ms.
Eldrich, aworker from the City Hall, advised her that the home should be condemned, but she denied
that it ever was. Ms. Eldrich reported that she was using space heatersin the bedroom for heat
because the furnace was not working. Ms. Eldrich reported that she did relate her need for housing to
her caseworker, Ms. Irvine, who tried to get her Norman funds, but was not successful. Ms. Eldrich
admitted that she had piles of clothesin the kitchen. She stated that the clothes were to be given away.

She dso admitted that she had clothing piled in the children’ s bedroom closet across from the space
hester.

Hve-year-old Jarrett was interviewed by aworker from afire settersintervention program. The report
dated June 26, 2002, states that he met with Jarrett Quinn at the doctor’ s office on June 26, 2002.%*
Jarrett reported that on the day of the fire, he was playing with a blue lighter that he got from his
mother’ sroom.”® While he was playing with the lighter, the bed caught on fire, starting with the cover.
He said hetried to blow the fire out and could not get it out. He then said he got scared and ran in the
bathroom and got a cup of water and tried to put the fire out but said he couldn’t because it was hot.
Jarrett said he then began screaming and yelling for his mom to wake up, but she did not. Hethenran
down the hal and ran outside and hid.

In the report from the Office of the Illinois State Fire Marshd, Divison of Arson Investigation/Incident
Initiation Report, abox is checked indicating that there were no smoke detectors in the home. Inthe
Fire Department Scene Report, completed by the chief, the number of detectors listed in the residence
is“unknown.” The OIG investigator contacted the chief for clarification and was informed that he did
not remember seeing any smoke detectors®® He further recalled that while the children’s room had a
lot of fire damage, the front of the house did not and therefore if there had been smoke detectors he
would have been able to see them. He described the home asfilthy and *ram shacked” with clothesin
the kitchen up to three feet high.

#Ms. Irving s last documented contact with Ms. Eldrich was 3/13/02.

%n aninterview with the Fire Marshal, Ms. Eldrich stated that her landlord let her stay in the house until she found
another place to live. When askedwhy her landlord would allow her to stay rent-free, Ms. Eldrich stated that they
have known each other since she was nine years old and they had an “arrangement.” When asked what type of
arrangement, Ms. Eldrich stated, “We had a sexual relationship, he's not my boyfriend but we get along together if
that’ s what you mean.”

# Jarrett was receiving counseling, which began following the fire.

% Caseworker, Dinah Irvine, denied ever seeing lightersin the Eldrich household, as according to her, mother was not
asmoker.

# During an inspection by the Housing Authority, in January 2001, missing smoke detectors were noted.
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In May 2002, the Fire Marshal advised CPI Vongtein that while at this point he could not determine
definitively if the fire was accidentd, he did not fed strongly thet there was a crimina case. However,
evidence was sent to the lab as part of hisinvestigation to determine if an accelerant was present that
would suggest that the fire was intentiondly set. The Fire Marshd’ s Report completed July 1, 2002,
concluded that the fire was accidental, caused by a child playing with a flame-producing device:?’

Ms. Eldrich was indicated for Degth by Neglect due to her failure to provide adequate supervision of
her children. Ms. Vonstein summarized the investigation and finding, Sating thet,

Ms. Eldrich demonstrated blatant disregard of her parental responsibilities, which resulted in
her son’s death. In April 2002, Ms. Eldrich was home alone with her two-year-old son
Caden and five-year-old son, Jarrett. She allowed Jarrett to go outside to play, while she lay
down in bed, taking Caden with her. Ms. Eldrich explained that she had a toothache and was
not feeling well. Ms. Eldrich reported that she fell asleep and was awakened by afirein her
home. Ms. Eldrich reported the use of crack cocaine 3-4 days prior to the fire marijuana
the night before the fire and taking Tylenol PM’s the previous night, earlier that morning and
approximately one hour prior to the fire. Ms. Eldrich was seen at the hospital on the day of
the fire and blood was taken. The results showed that Ms. Eldrich had cannabis, cocaine
and opiates in her system. It was later determined that Jarrett was playing with alighter in
his and Caden’ s bedroom and a bed sheet caught fire, which subsequently caught Caden and
the home on fire. Jarrett reported that he attempted to put out the fire and to awaken his
mother but despite his screaming and yelling, she did not wake up. Jarrett had a reported
history of playing with lighters and matches. Ms. Eldrich had a long history of indicated
DCFS involvement for neglect to her children and chronic substance abuse. Ms. Eldrich had
been non-compliant in that she never addressed her substance abuse problem despite an open
case.

Allegations #60 (Substantia Risk of Physicd Injury/Environment Injurious to Hedth and Welfare) and
#74 (Inadequate Supervison) were aso indicated for the same reasons. Allegation #77 (Inadequate
Shelter) was added and indicated as Ms. Eldrich admitted that her home had no working furnace and
that she was utilizing space hesters throughout the residence as a heat source. Ms. Eldrich admitted that
one such space hesater, used in the children’ s bedroom, did not have a plug and she used that heater by
putting bare, exposed wires directly into the wall outlet.

" In October 2002, CPI Vonstein and her supervisor were apprised that the fire investigation had been reopened by
the fire marshal asthe state police had submitted areport documenting that clothing worn by the client, Lena Eldrich,
had been tested to have combustible liquid. In November 2002, supervisor Zoe Maple telephoned an Illinois State
Trooper to discuss any criminal investigation regarding this case. He stated that the investigation had remained
open since thefire. He conducted a polygraph on Lena Eldrich, which she passed on October 16, 2002. He said he
would present areport to the State’ s Attorney who would make the determination regarding any criminal
proceedings. Hereported that he interviewed Lena Eldrich on several different occasions and her account of the
incident remained consistent. He was in possession of the report that documented gasoline on her clothing,
however, he could not explain how it was applied to the clothing as it was documented that Ms. Eldrich was on the
ground outside of her home at the time of the fire. He could not prove that Ms. Eldrich started the fire. She had been
cooperative, did not have amotive and did not gain anything by the death of her child.
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The DCP investigation of Caden' s degth took almost eight months?® During the investigetion, there was
disagreement between CPI Greta VVongtein and Intact Family Worker Dinah Irvine about what should
happen with the case. Such disagreement was reflected in an investigation note dated 7/3/02. Ms.
Vongtein documented that the Assstant State’ s Attorney had concerns because following his contact
with the follow-up worker, Ms. Irvine, he was under the impression that DCFS wanted the petition
dismissed and the children returned. Ms. Vonstein advised him that this was not her position. She
wanted the petition pursued and, a minimum an order of protection if the children went home. Ms.
Vongtein wanted the children to remain in DCFS custody for a period of time to seeif Ms. Eldrich

could maintain sobriety, given her long history and her refusd to get trestment.

The OIG contacted Lena s Sster and her paterna aunt, Paula Galley, by phone. Ms. Galey reported
that she had been the caretaker for the older three children for a period of time. She never cared for
Caden. Ms. Galley stated that the only contact she had with any DCFS caseworker was following the
house fire and Caden’ s degth a which time the children were placed with her. The children have since
been moved. They are currently placed with Lend sSster. The Sster also reported that her only
contact with a DCFS caseworker was following the fatd fire. She often called the caseworker to check
on the children prior to them being placed with her. The children were placed with her in December
2002. Both relatives reported that family members had attempted to help Lena, however, Lenawasin
and out of their lives. Of the two relatives, the Sster reported more consstent contact with her sster
and her sgter’s children. She aso reported that Ms. Eldrich continues to be involved with Caden
Sanddl, Sr. who is a suspected drug dedler. While both Ms. Galley and Lend s Sister reported that
Lenakept her home decent and her children well groomed, the sister did report that there were times
that the lights or the water would be turned off and Ms. Eldrich would ask for money. Her hestation
with assigting her sgter financialy was she did not know whether the money was being used for drugs or
towards the bills. According to the sster, in the end she and her husband helped because of the kids.
The sigter dso mentioned the gas being turned off and the use of space heaters to warm the house.

On January 13, 2003, the court found that it was not in the best interests of the minors that the
caseworker, Dinah Irvine, and her supervisor, Zoe Maple, continue to monitor the case. The
Department was ordered to reassign the case.

ANALYSIS

Nationaly, children under age 5 are twice as likdly to die from fire than the rest of the population (U.S.
Fire Adminigtration, 2003). Y oung children’ s less acute perception of danger, less control over their
environment, and their limited ability to react promptly and properly to afire contribute to this increased
risk (Nationd Safe Kids Campaign, 2003). Fireisthe number oneleading cause of unintentiona death
for children under age 5 in lllinois (the third leading cause in the United States as awhole) (U.S. Fire

28 The CPI was given extensions for completing the investigation to wait for the lab results from the fire marshal’ s
investigation.
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Adminigration, 2003). In Illinois, children under the age of 5 are more than three times aslikely to die
in aresdentia fire than the rest of the state's population (U.S. Fire Adminigiration, 2003).

Caden’ s desth may have been prevented if his home had a functioning smoke detector. Risk of death
fromfireis cut in haf with the presence of aworking smoke detector (Nationa Fire Protection
Association, 2001). In two-thirds of the resdentid firesin which achild isinjured or killed aworking
smoke detector is not present (National Safe Kids). While a child playing with fire accounts for only
5% of residentid fires, it causes 40% of resdentiad fire-related deaths among children. More than 60%
of dl child-play home fires begin in abedroom or living room where children are often |eft done to play
and more than three quarters of these fires are started by the children playing with matches or lighters.
As many astwo-thirds of child fire play victims are not the children who were playing with the fire
(National Safe Kids). Caden’s death was an illustrative case study of dl of these Satidtics.
Investigation reveded that Caden and his brother, Jarrett, were left unsupervised by their mother.
Jarrett darted the fire in his bedroom playing with alighter he found in his mother’ sroom. Caden
perished in the fire, while Jarrett, the child who started the fire, was able to escape.

Although the worker characterized the mother as a non-cigarette smoker, the mother’ s smoking of

crack cocaine and marijuanaincreased the likelihood that she kept alighter or matchesin her home. A
parent with a drug problem dso islikdy to be less cgpable to provide supervison to young children
when the parent is under the influence of drugs or recovering from recent drug use; a high or deepy
parent creates an increased risk to child safety. Caden’s mother tested positive for drugs on the day of
the fire. Extra precautions to counter the potentia for increased environmentd risk to children while their
parents attempt recovery from addictions would appear to be a prudent course of child wefare
intervention. Parents whose main focus has been on obtaining drugs are likely to be less aware of
environmental hazards and not as attentive to safety issues within the home. 1t is therefore important for
child welfare workers to assess home safety in away that will dert the parent to potentia safety hazards
inthe home. Currently, the Department does not have a policy requiring workers to routingly check for
safety hazards. However, DCFS' Intact Family Recovery (IFR) Program, an intact family project for
families with substance abuse problems built into its programming increased atention to home safety
through the use of the substance abuse recovery guide and home safety checklists used by the parents
and workers. Seventy-three percent of the families served (375 families were served) were able to
remain in asafe and hedthy home with no fires. The parents average length of drug use before
intervention was seven to nine years.

The Department firgt became involved with the Eldrich family in October 1995 when Ms. Eldrich gave
birth to a substance-exposed infant. At the time of Caden’s death six-and-a-haf years later, Ms.
Eldrich was dill usng drugs. There is no evidence in the case records that Ms. Eldrich ever maintained
sobriety during thistime. All evidence was to the contrary: multiple subsequent hatline reports including
inadequate supervison and birth of another substance-exposed infant, reports by Ms. Eldrich’s brother
that his Sster was using drugs, areport by then sevenyear-old Tamara that she cared for her sblings
when her mother left them done, and afallure to pay rent (raising the question of where her disposable
income was going).
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None of theinvolved child welfare professionals seemed to recognize the risks posed to Ms. Eldrich’s
children by her continued drug use and drug lifestyle. Hotline reports made after the Department’ sinitid
involvement with Ms. Eldrich were treated as isolated incidents. In the same month that an intact family
case was first opened (October 1995) following the birth of her first substance-exposed infant, the
hotline was contacted with an dlegation of sexua abuse to then two-year-old Tamarawho was found to
have contracted gonorrhea.

Gonorrheain childhood is dmost dways due to abuse. (Hobbs, Hanks & Wynne, 1999). The focus of
the investigation into the sexua abuse alegation was on afifteenyear-old cousin framed soldly on
mother’ s accusation. After the cousin tested negative for gonorrhea, the case was indicated to an
unknown perpetrator. While the mother admitted to contracting two sexudly transmitted diseases
during her pregnancy, there was no serious investigation into her male partners as possible perpetrators.

Family members stated that the mother lived atrangent lifestyle cresting an increased risk of exposng
her daughter to the menin her life. Yet, the intact family caseworker, supervisor, and investigetor never
consdered the mother’ s drug lifestyle as having any bearing on how a two-year-old child contracted a
sexudly tranamitted disease.

Subsequent reports of inadequate supervision in December 1997, August 2000, and October 2001
were a0 treated as isolated incidents rather than seen as a pattern of behavior that often accompanies
a substance-abusng parent’ s lifestyle. During the August 2000 investigation seventyear-old Tamara
told investigators that her mother |eft them home aone during the day, but never a night. Shedso
reported cooking for her sblings and making them take naps — indicators that mother was leaving the
children at times to fend for themsalves ether because she was not adequately supervising them or
because she was out of the home.

Ms. Irvine' s statements that the house was hested, there was a smoke detector, and the mother was
providing care belie the redties that the mother was not paying rent, the gas had been shut off severd
months before the fire, and there was no smoke detector found in the home by ether the housing
authority or arson investigators. Ms. Irvine gppeared to view the case through rose-colored glasses.
Because Ms. Eldrich was well-groomed and did not look like a drug addict, Ms. Irvine believed she
was wedl-functioning. Thus, Ms. Eldrich was dlowed to continue her drug use without repercussion.
Despite positive toxicology reports, Caden’ s guardianship with DCFS was terminated at the request of
Ms. Irvine ending any leverage the court may have had in Ms. Eldrich’ srecovery. Even though Ms.
Eldrich never completed substance abuse treatment, continued to use, and was indicated for inadequate
supervision, her case was never re-screened with the court for non-compliance and risk of harm.

17



RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The OIG reterates the following recommendations previoudy made in another investigation (OIG
report #020161):

a) Mothers with substance exposed infants who are referred to intact family services must
recaive intendve specidized intact families services that are designed to safeguard children from
harm while providing effective substance abuse treatment.

b) The Department should review al intact cases where a mother has more than one substance
exposed infant. These cases should be reviewed to determine whether workers should obtain
orders of protection for the parents to ensure that they are complying with trestment.

2. Thisreport should be shared and discussed as atraining tool with Child Welfare Specidist Dinah
Irvine and her supervisor Zoe Maple.
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