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Identifying Predictive Indicators: The State of Washington 
Foster Care Home Study 

 

 

The field of child welfare unites around three major goals for children, youth, and families: 
safety, permanency, and well-being.  Once a child is identified as needing out-of-home 
placement, removal is determined by law enforcement and/or court order, as recommended by 
Child Protective Services.  A child may be placed in kinship care (defined as a relative or suitable 
other) or in foster care.  Current policy states all placements must complete a home study.  If a 
child is placed in kinship care, a home study referral should be made to Licensing Division within 
30 days of out-of-home placement.  If a child is placed in general foster care, the provider will 
have already completed a home study. The home study should be completed within 120 days of 
assignment.  The goal of the home study is to assess the caregiver(s)’ ability to provide a safe 
home, the quality of care needed by children and an environment that is nurturing, respectful 
and supportive (WAC 110-148-1320, 110-148-1365).   

At any given time, there are approximately 1,500 pending applications assigned to Licensing 

Division staff needing a home study assessment.  In addition, there are approximately 400 un-

referred home studies within Child Welfare that increase the pending workload once referred.  

Table 1 represents the average study completion rate in 2019.   

Table 1: Average Study Completion Rated 2019 

2019 Timeliness Year to Date 

Region Average Days 
Licensed 

Home Studies 

% Licensed 
Completed   
< 120 Days 

Average Days 
Unlicensed 

Home Studies 

% Unlicensed 
Completed   

< 120 Days 

% Total Completed  
< 120 Days  

1 134 52.7% 128 57.0% 55.3% 

2 143 38.9% 124 58.2% 50.4% 

3 133 54.5% 134 44.5% 47.9% 

4 138 47.1% 244 23.1% 31.0% 

5 183 32.1% 170 46.8% 42.2% 

6 187 25.6% 247 25.8% 25.7% 

Statewide 153 40.2% 174.5 42.4% 41.5% 

 

Due to the high volume of needed assessment and the amount of time it takes to complete the 
homes study, there has been a long standing backlog of incomplete home studies.  The backlog 
is defined as home studies pending over 120 days.  This number fluctuates with time.  As of 
December 2019, there were a total of 1482 applications pending with 627 of those applications 
past due for 120 days or more; 286 of those overdue were for a license application home study 
while 341 were for an unlicensed homes study.  This means that 42% of all pending applications 
had been pending over 120 days.  
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Due to the increasing issues surrounding the backlog of home studies, DCYF assessed the home 

study forms and processes for efficiency and consistency.  During the review it was important 

to consider effectiveness in conjunction with efficiency within the family assessment tools.  The 

problem was there is not a clear understanding of what effectiveness in terms of the home 

study means.  Broad goals of safety, permanency and well-being of children in foster care are 

often quoted without a clear indication of what specific items outlined within the home study 

lead to adverse determinations.  The purpose of this study was to identify indicators, or 

predictors that could assist licensors in the identification of broader concerns earlier in the 

home study process.   

It is important to understand the difference between indicators and correlated risks of 

regulations (and home study components).  Risk of individual components directly correlate 

with probability of harm to a child placed in foster homes.  Indicator statistically predict further 

compliance and often do not have a direct correction to risk levels.  In other words, they are not 

the components of a home study that will be the basis of a denial or revocation but may 

identify the need to look deeper into individual sections.  Furthermore, when an indicator is not 

found during an inspection it predicts further acceptable findings and could potentially shorten 

the amount of time spent on the home study itself saving (or reallocating) licensor time.   

Definitions 

• Predictive Indicator:  Home study items that statistically predict successful foster care 

licensing or kinship placement. 

• Risk Assessment: The risk assessment weights the rules or components that pose a greater 
risk of harm to children if violated. 

• Licensed Adoptive: A provider that is licensed, or becoming licensed for the purpose of 
adoption.  

• Licensed General: A provider that is licensed and is not identified as a relative or suitable 
other and is not currently planning to provide permanency (adoption or guardianship) 

• Licensed Kinship1: A provider that is licensed and is identified as being a relative to the 
foster child.  

• Licensed Suitable Other2: A provider that is licensed and is identified as having a 
relationship with the foster child or the child’s family prior to placement.  

• Unlicensed Adoptive: A family member or suitable other that is seeking the home study for 
the purpose of adoption only and is not seeking licensure.  

• Unlicensed Kinship/Suitable other: A family member or other that had a relationship with 
the child prior to placement and wishes to remain unlicensed 

 
1 Relative: As defined in RCW 74.15.020(2)(a), a person who is related to the child, expectant mother, or person 
with developmental disability… 
2 Suitable other: As defined in RCW 13.34.130, a person who the child or family has a preexisting relationship 
with… 

http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=74.15.020
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• Unified Home Study: A comprehensive assessment that evaluates potential and/or current 
caregiver(s), the physical environment and includes a recommendation pertaining to 
placement and permanency.  

• ICPC:  Interstate Compact on Placement of Children, refer to RCW 26.34 

  

Methods 
A mixed method case study review approach was used to identify predictive indicators.  

Through the review of individual cases, we will be able to identify themes, both positive and 

potentially alarming, and map common concerns along the continuum of the home study that 

were precursors of decisions. 

Participants 

All Licensing Division foster care supervisors and area administers along with 15 licensors as 

well as state administrators and Continuous Quality Improvement (CQI) personnel reviewed a 

total of 205 home studies.  Supervisors from the 15 licensing offices (inclusive of satellite 

offices) not only participated but also identified one or two licensor(s) from each office to 

complete the reviews.  In total there were 15 supervisors, 15 licensors, six area administrators, 

three statewide administrators and three CQI personnel who reviewed the home studies.  

Home studies were assigned cross regions to ensure a limitation of personal bias by any 

supervisor, area administrator or licensor who may have personal investment or knowledge of 

any particular case.   In addition, participants were asked to request a reassignment for any 

home study they may have personally work on.  In total, three cases were re-assigned during 

the process.  Each participant reviewed approximately five case reviews over a period of two 

months.   

Sample 
220 Case studies were identified through a mix of convenient and random sampling ensuring a 

statewide representation.  Of the 220 identified 207 were completed.  These were compiled by 

the Research and Methodology manager and included a combination of denials, revocations, 

and approved home studies.  Qualifiers for the sample included; 1) They had to be no older 

than 2013 when home studies began to be scanned into the electronic database, 2) home 

studies had to be included in the electronic database and, 3) home studies had to be un-

restricted (accessible to DCYF staff with normal permissions).  

The first convenient selection was to gather all providers in the previous 5 years with a 

revocation or denial. These were explored for use using the qualifiers listed above. The second 

convenient sample was to take a list of all providers (licensed or unlicensed) that had an 

adoption that didn’t complete for any reason.  Like the first convenient sample, the cases were 

first inspected to meet each qualifier before being added to the sample. The remaining amount 

of providers needed for each region included approved providers, both licensed and 

unlicensed, and were randomly selected from the database, assessed for usability and added to 
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the sample ensuring the amount of cases mirrored the percentages of caseloads assigned to 

each office.  Table 2 represents the sample size according to regional caseload percentages  

Table 2: Total Percentage of Licensed State Home VS. Case Reviews per Region 

 Region 
1 

Region 
2 

Region 
3 

Region 
4 

Region 
5 

Region 
6 

Total 

Total Licensed Homes 746 390 498 392 381 857 3264 
Total Case Reviews  49 23 31 24 24 56 207 

Percentage 23% 11% 15% 12% 12% 27% 100% 
        

As added measure to ensure representation of the sample, license type, or purpose, was also 

recorded.  While the majority of home studies completed in this time period were considered 

“Unified” home studies (meaning it was completed with an assumed result of permanency) the 

identified purpose of the home study by the applicant was often for different purposes. This 

included; licensed adoptive, licensed general, licensed kinship, unlicensed adoptive, unlicensed 

kinship, unlicensed ICPC.  Table 3 outlines the license types. 

Table 3: Sample Provider Types 

Provider 
Type 

Licensed 
Adoptive 

Licensed 
General 

Licensed 
Kinship 

Unlicensed 
Adoptive 

Unlicensed 
Kinship 

Unlicensed 
ICPC 

Count 39 105 14 12 36 1 

 

Finally, racial/ethnic identification was also recorded ensuring a diverse representation in the 

sample selection.  DCYF has a very large and inclusive set of ethnic identifications including 

ethnic combinations. For the purpose of this study ethnic identifications were classified into 

broad categories capturing multiple designations. Table 4 is the known ethnic representation of 

the sample.   

Table 4: Ethnic Make-Up of Sample 

Ethnicity Count 

2 or more 21 
Asian/Pacific Islander 7 

Black 11 
AN/AI 1 

Hispanic/Latino 10 
White 156 

 

Tools 
A data collection tool, produced in Microsoft Publisher and tested by the CQI team was 

provided (in conjunction with detailed instructions) to each of the review teams.  These are 

found in Appendix A and B.  Once returned, data from each data collector was input with the 
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corresponding ID number into the Excel tracking sheet specifically designed to identify licensing 

decisions, final requirements cited in the decision making process, and all themes documented 

in the home study leading to the final recommendations.  Analytics were completed using a 

combination of Excel for thematic counts as well as IBM/SPSS version 26 for statistical analysis 

in order to determine the impact of the overall demographics as well as identifying the key 

predictors.  

Analytics 
Each case study was de-identified and assigned a participation number in Excel and all themes 

were recorded for each case. Parent themes (those topics that had general likeness) were 

assigned followed by child themes and finally final code assigned.  Correlational analyses (see 

Statistical Analysis Section below for details) were used to identify those items that were most 

predictive of revocations and denials. 

Results 

Themes and Coding 

There were a total of 26 parent themes.  Once all parent themes were assigned, 341 Adult to 

child themes were created to break the data into specific categories.  However, because of the 

small sample size and the vast amount of varied child themes, it was critical to combine themes 

into more general categories without risking the integrity of the parent theme. For example, in 

the category of “adverse Adult Experiences” there were 4 child themes related to abuse. In this 

case, all types of abuse and neglect (physical, emotional, sexual, verbal, maltreatment) needed 

to be combined into a secondary theme in order to find trends with statistical significance.  

There were 64 final themes created.  The final coding sheet can be found in Appendix C.  Once 

the coding was completed, statistical analysis was applied. 

Statistical Analysis 
IBM/SPSS Version 26 was used to analyze the data for this study.   Basic demographic, 

frequencies were run which essentially are reported in the above paragraph.  Secondly, 

correlational analyses were used to explore relationships amongst the coded themes, licensing 

actions, and licensing violations.  Third, ANOVA was done to explore differences between 

provider types and licensing violation data.  And lastly, a 2 x 2 matrix was constructed in order 

to determine if specific coded themes could predict overall thematic success or failures by 

occurrence frequencies in either a high or low grouping.  These analyses were performed on 

approximately the 50 coded themes identified earlier in this paper (also see Appendix D) and 

the various categories of homes:  Licensed homes, Unlicensed homes, Licensing status of 

homes. 

Demographic Results 
The basic demographics are listed in the methodology section above.  In addition, it was found 

that the average number of licensing violations per home was just less than two (1.85 licensing 
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violations), that the average length of a license was 41 months with a range of 1 to 137 months, 

and the average number of themed codes mentioned in a home study was eight.   

Correlational analyses determined that there were statistically significant relationships between 

licensing violations and the licensing status of the homes, r = -.66, p < .0001, n = 207. 

ANOVA assessed the licensing violations by provider type and a statistically significant 

difference was found (F = 3.501, p < .005, n =207) with average violations ranging from 2.45 for 

licensed general homes to 2.10 licensed adoptive homes to 1.86 for licensed kinship homes. 

The following results (see Chart 1) help to determine if particular coded themes are good 

predictors or not.  The results are presented with all the homes used, licensed homes, 

unlicensed homes, revocations, denials, compliant and finally licensed general homes. 

 

Chart 1: Coded Themes and Categories of Homes 

 CCI AC ES FWUS HCS CTR MPS MH RA PFR BCC MRS RLA MI UF REN FWS 

1   + - +  +  + +        

2   + - +     + +       

3   +    +  + +      -  

4 - + + - + +- + +- + + + + +     

5   + - +     +    + +-   
6   + - +  +  + +        

7   +  +  +   + + +     + 
Legend: 

1 = All Homes; 2 = Licensed Homes; 3 = Unlicensed Homes; 4 = Revocations; 5 = Denials; 6 = Compliant; 7 = Licensed General Homes 

CCI = CHILDHOOD CHALLENGES OR INSTABILITY; AC = APPLICANT COOPERATIVE; ES = EDUCATIONAL SUCCESS; FWUS = FINANCIAL/WORK 

UNSTABLE; HCS = HOME/COMMUNITY SAFETY; CTR = CHILD TRAIT REQUESTS; MPS = MARRIAGE/PARTNERSHIP STABLE; MH = MENTAL HEALTH; 

RA = RESOURCES AVAILABLE; PFR = POSITIVE FAMILY RELATIONSHIPS; BCC = BACKGROUND CHECKS CLEARED; MRS = MARRIAGE RELATIONSHIP 

STABLE; RLA = RELIGIOUS AFFILIATION; MI = MILITARY; UF = UNSUPPORTIVE REFERENCES; REN = RELIGION NONE; FWS = FINANCIAL WORK 

STABLE   

From Chart 1, it can be determined that educational success (ES) and positive family 

relationships (PFR) are the two coded themes that appear as predictive in all the above listed 

categories, followed by home/community Safety (HCS).  Stable financial and work (FWS) along 

with a stable marriage and partnership (MRS) appear as other predictor indicators in four of the 

categories.  

Limitations 
Four specific limitations were identified; sample size, consistency of data collection, individual 

bias and systematic bias.  Each of these limitations were known from the beginning of the 

project and while addressed throughout could not be completely mitigated.  
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Sample size 
Because home study data points are not recorded in an electronic database, the completed 

sample of 207 was completed for this study with consideration to the amount of time and 

limited resources needed to complete the reviews.  Home studies are completed in writing or 

notes on a computer and then transferred into a Microsoft Word template by DCYF assessors 

(also known as licensors) which is uploaded into the FamLink database as a PDF.  Because the 

process of locating the uploaded file, downloading the document and searching for varying 

themes as individual data points is labor intensive, the sample goal was to review 200 case 

studies.  Being that there are approximately 2,250 homes studies completed each year this 

sample represents only 9.2% of the annual statewide home study caseload.  Ideally, the sample 

would be 20% of all home studies totaling closer to 400 home study reviews.   

Data Collection Consistency 
Lack of resources as well as the absence of a precision measurement may have contributed to 

review bias of the data collectors.  While data collection training was provided to supervisors 

and area administrators, the fact that all 207 home studies were reviewed by 39 data collectors 

contributed to a varying degree of effort and interpretation.  This can be seen by the fact that 

recorded themes on the homes studies varied between one thematic discovery to 48 

discoveries.  In order to address this limitation, resources need to be provided to limit data 

collector numbers as well as provide precision training.  

Individual Bias 
A second challenge identified was individual assessor bias.  The fact that home studies are 

general summary assessments with very broad and general categories inertly lend to individual 

bias.  While assessors are provided general guidance and leading questions to ask the 

applicants, the results are often open to interpretations and individual bias of the assessor 

themselves.  Due to the racial, ethnic, cultural, gender, and economical predispositions of the 

home study team, unintended bias of the home study outcomes could have led to an imbalance 

in the data input.  The level of impact of individual bias to this study is unknown.  While this 

limitation is unavoidable in general assessments like home studies, it can be limited with 

consistent training and review.  

Systematic Bias 
DCYF is committed to identifying and limiting racial disparity within the child welfare system 

and has been collecting intake and child removal data for a number of years3 to study the 

limitation and make recommendations.  In a 2018 report, it was found that children entering 

placement varied depending on the ethnic group.  For example, children of native Alaskan 

Native/American Indian (AI/AN) were removed from homes at a higher proportional rate than 

children of other ethnic groups.  Placement of black children/youth were only slightly higher 

 
3 Add hyperlink to the report 
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than white children and children of Asian or pacific island ethnicity were actually less likely to 

be placed than white children (Graham, 2019). 

In contrast, this study concentrated on the racial make-up of the provider community rather 

than that of the children removed.  As can be seen within this participation data set, the vast 

majority of providers identify as white.  While the sample was small, it is important to note how 

the provider data (represented in table 3 of the participation section of this paper) and the 

state provider data is proportionally similar and represents a significantly disproportionate 

application rate of white families to that of the families of color (See chart 2).  What is 

unknown, and is recommended for further study, is how systemic bias may affect the outcomes 

and use of predicative indicators in home studies.  

 

Chart 2: Caregiver to Foster Child Ethnicity  

 

 

Discussion 
 While there are significant limitations to this study, it is important to provide this 

preliminary pilot study to introduce the parameters of locating and identifying predictive 

indicators in a foster care home study.  Each parameter will be addressed in greater detail in 

future studies to be undertaken at a later time.  

 The results of this study clearly show us a pathway to differentiation of home study 

based on provider types and desired outcomes.  For example,    

• Coded themes clearly showing differences based upon provider types as depicted in 

Chart 1 where the coded themes occurrence demonstrated predictive differences 

dependent upon the characteristics of the home.   
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Recommendations 

Use of Predictive Indicators 
The predictive indicators can be imbedded in the home study sections as direct questions and 

could be pre-populated based on the applicant’s responses on the application.  Due to bias 

limitations, indicators should not be used as a tool to recommend or not recommend 

placement or permanency.  Therefore, it is recommended that predictive indicators are used as 

a tool to identify potential issues with a home study and require mitigation assessments as 

needed.   There are two recommendations for mitigation: 1) further assessment before 

determination and, 2) frequency of monitoring.  

Further Research 
Because of the potential of high level of individual bias, it is recommended the results of this 

study be revisited through a formal validation process.  Data collection bias can be limited by 

designing an electronic format whereby all data is collected and reported through a database 

rather than individual data collectors. Additionally, it is recommended that while the home 

study will become an electronic data base, the system will be able to track the socio-economic 

and racial/ethnic identifications of applicants and children placed in their care. Finally, 

predicative indicators alone cannot be the determination of home study approval or denials.  

There is the additional need to clearly identify what a successful outcome is, such as a 

permanent placement via guardianship, return home, or adoption.  These outcomes along with 

the key coded themes relationship is a future study that needs to be explored. 
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Appendices 

 

 

Appendix A: Case Study Data Collection Protocol 

General Instructions and Tips 

This review is being completed via FamLink. 

 

 

Section 1 

• Provider ID #: To begin, search for the provider by entering the provider ID given. 

• Reviewer Initials: Note your initials. 

• Type: To determine the type of home study, you may need to look in multiple places. Type of 

home study is recorded on the home study, when you open the home study (green house) icon. 

It is often explained in further detail in the reason for applying section of the home study.  

o If there are multiple home studies for the provider, note the type of the most recent 

home study. 

• Circle all that apply in the span of the license: For the most recent licensing period, circle all that 

apply. For example, you may circle two options if a license was in a good standing and later 

revoked (during the three-year licensing period). If you feel there is additional information that 

isn’t listed to circle, note it in section 4. 

Section 2 

• Open the home study in FamLink.  

o If there are multiple homes studies, read the most recent. If the most recent home 

study doesn’t have all of the historical information, or if you feel there may be pieces 

missing, review any other previous home studies until you feel you have all of the 

information.   

o If there is not a home study for the provider, note this on the form and the reason if 

known. For example, if an assessment resulted in a denial, there may only be a denial 

letter (uploaded). Use as much information as possible from any uploaded letters. 

• Read the entire home study and document any themes, concerns and/or strengths, regardless 

of severity. 

• If you read any information you feel is important to an overall assessment, write it down. Don’t 

worry about assessing how you’ve decided something is a theme, concern and/or a strength. 

Even if you think you’re writing it down based on your own bias, it doesn’t matter, write it 

down! ☺  

• After noting the concern and/or strength, put a check mark in one of the boxes to indicate 

where the information was found (the check boxes are titled: Background Check, Interviews, 

Self-Assessment, Supporting Documentation, Visit, Home Inspection Checklist, Other).  

o If the information is noted in the home study, but it isn’t clear where the information 

was found, leave the check boxes blank.  
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Section 3 

• Document any valid and founded findings.  

o These can be found in multiple places including, but not limited to: file upload (legal 

letters, compliance agreements), provider actions, LD/CPS investigation, or provider 

notes. Do some hunting!  

Section 4 

• Did the above sections not capture it all? Document anything else you thought was important!  
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Appendix B: Home Study Case Review Data Collection Form 
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Appendix C: Coded Themes and Descriptions 

 

Code Theme Description 

ACAC Adult child Adverse 
Experiences 

One or more adult child(ren) of an applicant 
experienced adverse experiences such as abuse, 
homelessness, substance use or mental health issues.  

ANDC Abuse Neglect Domestic 
Violence Child  

One or more applicant experiences Abuse and/or 
neglect as a child which may include inappropriate 
discipline such as spanking, restraining or withholding 
food.  

CCI Childhood Challenges or 
Instability 

Applicant reported non-abuse related challenges 
during childhood such as (but not limited to) instability, 
bullying at school or difficulty with friends.  

BCCL Background Check 
Issues Identified 
(including license 
actions) 

One or more applicant has one or more issues 
identified during a background check which may have 
included one or more of the following: Criminal, 
founded findings, licensing violations, traffic violations, 
etc.  

HB Healthy Boundaries The applicant has healthy relationships and boundaries 
with others 

AC Applicant cooperative The applicant was cooperative during the licensing 
process 

AUL Applicant 
Uncooperative or Lied 

One or more applicant was either uncooperative during 
the licensing process by delaying or refusing to meet 
requirements or lied or withheld information during 
interviews or on paperwork.  

DA Discipline appropriate Discipline and guidance used in the home is 
appropriate  

DI Discipline Inappropriate Discipline and/or guidance used in the home is 
inappropriate including but not limited to spanking, 
isolation, food restrictions, etc.  

ID Inclusive of Diversity Inclusive of Diversity including race, ethnicity, ability 
and sexual orientation 

DD Difficulty Diversity Difficulty with Diversity including but not limited to 
race, ethnicity, ability and sexual orientation 
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ECDO Educational Challenges 
or Drop out 

One or more applicant experienced challenges in 
school such as dropping out, being expelled or self-
inflicting unrealistic expectations toward education.  

ES Educational Success One or more applicant was successful in school through 
high school or GED completion and perhaps completing 
some or all of a college degree.  

FWS Financial/Work Stable The applicants reported financial stability as well as 
having stable employment. 

FWUS Financial/Work 
Unstable 

The applicant reported unstable personal finances 
and/or unstable work meaning unemployment, 
frequent changes in employment or inability to work.  

HCS Home/Community 
Safety 

The licensor reported one or more concerns regarding 
the safety of the home or community such as mold, 
unstable stairs or floors, elements in or near the home 
such as bodies of water, highways, or unsafe 
neighborhoods.  

HM Home Moves Relocation (frequent or recent) 

RM Roommate Roommate in the home 

CTR Child Trait Requests Specific child trait restrictions or requests for 
placement 

FA  Foster/Adoption Prior foster/adoption  

MPI Marriage/Partnership 
Issues 

One or more applicant reported instability or 
difficulties in their marriage, domestic partnership or 
long term relationship.  

MC Medically cleared The applicant was medically cleared by their physician 

MN Medical Need Specific medical needs or areas of concern were 
identified by the physician 

MH Mental Health Significant mental health issues 

DAAU Drug/Alcohol 
Abuse/Use 

One or more applicant reported using drugs and 
alcohol either and don't do it anymore or only drink 
occasionally.  

RA Resources Available There are resources the applicant reported as available 

SICLI Self-Identified 
Challenges Lack of 
Insight 

Either the licensor or one or more applicant reported 
self-behavior challenges such as but not limited to the 
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inability to know how prior experiences affect current 
behavior or an understanding of parenting.  

WEPL Work/experience 
parenting limited 

One or more applicant reported having limited 
parenting experience 

FP Family Planning The applicant reported fostering or adoption as a 
means to grow the family  

FCCSN Family of creation 
child(ren) special needs 

The applicant has one or more children with disabilities 

FC Foster child(ren) The applicant has a foster child in the home 

OA Origin Adoption The family of origin experienced adoption 

MI Military  An applicant has military experience 

FOPAR Family of Origin 
Parental Relationships 

One or more applicant reported their own parents 
struggled in marital or partnership relationships such as 
divorce or multiple marriages 

UF Unsupportive 
References (including 
children in home) 

References were limited or do not support the 
applicant including formal references and comments 
made by children in the home and/or adult children.  

PFR Positive Family 
Relationships 

One or more applicant reported positive family 
relationships including those in both the family of origin 
and family of creation.  

DFR Difficult Family 
Relationships 

One or more applicant reported difficult relationship(s) 
between themselves and the family of creation or 
origin.  

FOCI Family of Origin 
Concerns Identified 

One or more of the applicants reported serious 
concerns with someone in their family of origin 
including but not limited to addiction, criminal record 
or health related issues.  

ANDA Abuse Neglect Domestic 
Violence Adult 

One or more applicant reported experiencing abuse 
and neglect as an adult including but not limited to 
domestic violence, physical abuse, emotional abuse. 
This experience may have been to be a witness.  

RU Resources Unavailable There are a lack of resources available to the applicant 
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HG Home Good The licensor noted the home is physically good, safe 
and stable in general 

BCC Background Check 
Cleared 

No issues were identified about one or more applicant 
during the background check process.  

BSP Blended Shared 
Parenting 

Within the home there are children of creation from 
multiple relationships usually inclusive of shared 
parenting with a parent outside the home.  

CEPG Childhood Experiences 
Positive General 

One or more applicant reported generally positive 
childhood experiences 

EHS Education Home School The applicant home schools their children. 

MRS Marriage Relationship 
Stable 

The applicants reported a stable marriage, domestic 
partnership or long term relationship. 

REN Religion None One or more applicant reported they did not identify as 
religious or spiritual. 

RLA Religious Affiliation One or more applicant reported an affiliation to a 
religion or spiritual community. 

RE  Related Experience One or more applicant reported experience they 
believe would help them to be a foster parenting either 
through parenting or through work such as education, 
medical, civil service, parenting other children, 
parenting classes, etc.  

BRUG Boundaries/relationship 
unhealthy general 

The licensor reported unhealthy relationships between 
the applicant and others in general. 

VGA Values/Goal/Attitude 
Positive 

One or more applicant reported strong insight and/or 
positive goals and values. 
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