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STATE OF INDIANA

_____________________ COURT

In the Matter Of:							Case No.
_________________________
A Child In Need Of Services

ORDER GRANTING/DENYING SUBSEQUENT REQUEST FOR NINETY-DAY EXTENSION FOR REUNIFICATION SERVICES
(Hearing held _____________)

	The local Department of Child Services (DCS) appears by counsel, _________________with family case manager, _____________. Parent/Guardian/Custodian, ___________________appears with/by counsel, _________________. The CASA, __________________, appears as well. The Court having heard evidence on the second request for extension of reunification services, does now make the following findings pursuant to I.C. 31-34-20-1.6: 
1. The subject child(ren) is/are and the child(ren)’s date(s) of birth is/are: 

2. Parent/Guardian/Custodian of the child(ren) are: 

3.  The Child in Need of Services Petition was filed on ________________. (Note: if the CHINS petition was filed after June 30, 2025, and before July 1, 2026, this hearing shall not occur until 15 months after the date of filing, or 12 months after the date of filing if the petition is filed after June 30,2026).

4. The Court has previously ordered or the department has directed the parent, guardian or custodian of the child(ren) to complete reunification services. 


5. The Court has previously issued an Order extending Reunification Services to the parent, guardian or custodian in its Order dated ___________________. 

6. The Court finds by clear and convincing evidence the parent, guardian or custodian has/has not substantially complied with the child(ren)’s dispositional decree. The Court specifically finds compliance/noncompliance as follows: _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________.

7. The Court finds by clear and convincing evidence the extension of reunification services serves/does not serve the best interest of the child(ren) for the following reason(s): _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________.

8. The parent, guardian, or custodian by no fault of the parent, guardian, or custodian was/was not afforded an adequate opportunity to substantially participate in the reunification services. 

9. [If applicable ] It is projected the reunification between the child and the parent, guardian, or custodian shall occur on or about _____________________________. 


10. [If applicable] The Court has considered the child(ren)’s siblings as finds as follows: _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________.
Based upon the above Findings, the Court hereby DENIES/GRANTS the second request for extension of reunification services pursuant to I.C. 31-34-20-1.6(c). 
If the Court DENIES, the Benchbook Committee suggests,
The Court ORDERS DCS to take necessary steps to implement the permanency plan immediately. 

If the Court GRANTS, the Benchbook Committee suggests, 
The Court ORDERS DCS to file an Update on DCS’ reasonable efforts to implement the Permanency Plan no later than sixty (60) days after this Order on Extension of Reunification Services. 

SO ORDERED_________________________																											________________________________
							Judge						


Omit this NOTE before issuing Order:
Recall IC 31-34-20-1.6(e) states delay or failure of the parent, guardian or custodian to establish paternity or seek custody of the child; or failure of the parent, guardian or custodian to substantially participate in the reunification services due to the conduct of the parent guardian or custodian, may not serve as a basis for extension of reunification services to parent, guardian, or custodian.
