CFSR/CFSP COORDINATORS NETWORK

Staffed by

The National Child Welfare Resource Center for Organizational Improvement (NRCOI) and the National Resource Center for Child Welfare Data and Technology (NRCCWDT)

Minutes from the Conference Call Meeting

Tuesday, January 08, 2008
3:00-4:30 PM Eastern

Welcome:
Steve Preister (NRCOI) and Lynda Arnold (NRCCWDT) welcomed all participants—including the members of the QI Peer Network.

Roll Call:
AL, CO, DC, DE, GA, ID, MI, MO, NE, NJ, NY, KS, LA, OH, OK, MT, PA, SC, TX, UT, VA, WA, WI, WY
Topic 1: 

Managing the case selections for the On-Site Review:
Keith Zirkle from DE discussed converting random selection which came with encrypted identifiers. He had a hard time transferring that information to local offices with easily identifiable data like case numbers and worker information.  As cases were accepted or eliminated, it had to be translated again to him from the regional office as a case list.  As a single point of contact, it was frustrating and led to late night work.  He suggested that there must be a more efficient way.  Since we’ve been through the first year, are there better ways to do that?

Dan and Julie in TX shipped encrypted data to their stats shop (AFCARS lead) and decrypted the data.  All data was put on single spreadsheet.  For the exceptions, they added case name and child name before sending to the region.  For the federal regional office, they would re-encrypt it, so it would be in the IDs they sent it with.

GA, KS, AL, and OK said they did the same as TX. There were a lot of phone calls that happened with the RO to work through the elimination of cases.

Question: How did elimination of cases work?  Folks stated that it depends on information in the SACWIS system.  They spoke with the regional office directly to work through that information.  If the case couldn’t be reviewed without specific stakeholders, they were excluded.  

GA representatives stated that twice a week they would send an Excel spreadsheet regarding the children up for exclusion.

Contact with regional offices was critical…often daily conversations occurred.

Topic 2:

Setting PIP measurement improvement percentages:
Keith from DE said he submitted their PIP draft and have included a percent of improvement they plan to meet (3%).  These percentages were selected based on what he perceived other states did in the past.  Question: What are other states considering in setting percentages of improvement?

Lee in MO, thought feds had already set the methodology.  Keith clarified that this is for internal measures for QA.

Linda in UT said the measurements didn’t seem to be as important as actual tasks being done.  In Utah, they picked measurements they were already at by the time their PIP was approved.  They didn’t set it up the way DE did.  They looked at each task individually, although the 3% range was typical simply by coincidence.

Dan in TX thought budget forecasters would be helpful in the discussions with states when setting these standards.

In UT, their budget person is also over data.  This is a huge asset to the process.

Keith in DE said in this round, they started with 19 measures (they failed 19 items), with the regional office’s suggestion, they were able to eliminate many of those because they weren’t seen as key measures.  There doesn’t have to be an exact data measurement of improvement, but rather process measures (i.e., did you actually do the task?).
GA was significantly below standards and said they wanted a minimum of 5% change across the board.  This is for their preliminary PIP.  Dan from TX suggested that GA talk to fiscal folks to make sure they don’t commit to an across the board percentage.  They used a CFSR tool and scored slightly better in their state system than the CFSR system (OK and LA agreed).  Cheryl from NJ said they’ve looked at the QSR/QCR instruments against CFSR instrument—they’re trying to combine the two.  TX spends a lot of time on inter-rater reliability for consistency.  He’s not sure if that same level of reliability is happening with the review teams.  Steve said that each night of the review when teams get together, the CFSR core team looks at that issue.

Steve also emphasized that the regional office wants to be a partner in this and wants states to be realistic.
Documentation was emphasized more this round.

OK is trying to bring their system more in line the way the CFSR is scored.  They review every county each year.  The data composite and profile are what make your PIP successful.

TX stated that they don’t review every county every year.  They draw a sample from the 11 regions (440 or 360) on a quarterly review.  They do debriefings and summary reports for regional directors.  Reviews are the same as CFSR.  
WY concurred.  They collaborate with citizen review panel.  They do stakeholder interviews, focus groups, and exits.  They rely on caseworker supervisors and managers.  100+ cases in a 9-month period.

As part of the new worker training, new workers are put on review teams.

TX says as part of their training, their supervisors are required to do a case review.

Region III asked about elements of their tool and onsite result.  Be prepared to explain to the regional office why there is a discrepancy.
Topic 3:
Information request: have any orientation packets been developed by States to prepare state-level stakeholders who will be interviewed during their Onsite Review?

In GA and DC, they invited folks to an orientation meeting and sent them a copy of their stakeholder interview guide.
Open Mic:
WY asked about the in-home services sampling period.  What if a child enters care between when you draw sample and review?  Some folks answered stating: They are excluded.  In DE, they were reviewed as foster care cases.  

Final report update: AL has not received final report.  KS’s review was in August, and they have not yet received their final report. OK concurred.

Melody Roe from NRCOI discussed having a separate call for CFSP leads and asked if that would be helpful.  Many members indicated that they work on both aspects.  They indicated that they would like to coordinate the efforts more and see some integration of preparation, planning and writing.  The general sense was that a separate call was not necessary.

Question: Can NRCOI put together a survey of states that have an integrated CFSR and CFSP?  
Yes.  And we’ll see if we can get a heads-up about any changes for next year.
Upcoming Special 

Meeting:
A special conference call meeting of county-administered States will be held on Thursday, January 31, 2008, 3:00-4:30 PM Eastern.  Please use the same call-in number we typically use.

We will plan a call for new CFSR/CFSP coordinators in February.
Next Calls:

Schedule of calls for 2008 (always from 3:00-4:30 Eastern): 

· March 4, 2008

· May 13, 2008

· July 8, 2008

· September 9, 2008

· November 18, 2008
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