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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 Special Conference Call Meeting of County Administered States
Thursday, January 31, 2008
3:00-4:30 PM Eastern

Welcome:
Steve Preister (NRCOI) and Lynda Arnold (NRCCWDT) welcomed all participants.
Roll Call:
CA, CO, FL, IN, IA, NY, MN, OH, PA, TN, TX, VA, WI

Guests: Wayne Stevenson from Pennsylvania (former County Director in PA and Director of Child and Family Services—currently consultant with NRCOI); Tom Pomonis formerly CFSR Coordinator with North Dakota—currently a consultant with NRCCWDT)
Opening Remarks:


John Tuohy from WI helped Steve have a greater understanding of the diversity of county administered states (e.g., some are hybrids); thanks to Stephanie Maldonado from PA for giving suggestions for the agenda for this call.
Topic 1: 
Strategies used to make all counties feel part of the CFSR, not just the three sites:
OH had a monitoring system.  When they 1st received info about CFSR and standards, they replaced county standards with CFSR standards and had them look at compliance issues.  They have gone throughout the state to talk about CFSR and its importance.  They have worked with the Ohio Supreme Court and judges association to discuss the CFSR, as well.
CO has a QA system similar to OH’s that reviews counties with CFSR standards.  Additionally, had largest counties do assessments.

CA outcomes and accountability system built around time of round one.  Use sophisticated system with UC Berkeley to be able to pull ad hoc reports.  All reports and system improvement plans are available online.  They cross over with federal measures.  Struggle with CA has been how to target additional counties to fairly represent CA.  There are 57 counties that await a call from the state.  There is a fair amount of anxiety around that.  They need a more streamlined process to assist in that selection process.

WI asked about time for preparation.  The time differential between statewide assessment due and preparing for selected counties.  How much time did states need to prep counties in advance of CFSR?

CA could have used twice as much time as they were given.  They were working on closing out PIP while preparing for on-site.  They only had a few months to prepare the counties.  They are struggling a bit with that now as they prepare for onsite next week but should be fine.
MN said they assigned QA consultants to counties; they became local leads for onsite review.  That worked quite well.  It was a nice way of developing a supportive relationship.  CA had a similar strategy and had a project manager to handle statewide assessment coordination.

Question about SACWIS; was information available electronically or via paper?  A: CA said access available to all, but mostly on paper.  Lynda said in many states information was electronic versus paper, but it depends on where the state is at.  This is a decision that is made individually with each state.
WI asked if anyone had any of their contiguous rural counties that were counted as one site.  MN said they thought that would be a logistical nightmare.  CA and PA echoed that and CA also said when they developed methodology; they tried to look at counties above and below the median.  There were not a lot of rural counties above or below the median.  OH said they would also be concerned about logistical challenges.

Lynda asked MN to talk about their ongoing communication across the state to keep everyone informed.  After first review, they developed “PIP Tips” around the measures.  They had QA people do some outreach across the state.  

NY stated that the language of CFSR and PIP is foreign for counties.  They are going to talk about it as a way of practice improvement.  This is a federal audit, but a way for counties to improve practice and plan for where they want to go in next three years.
OH asked NY about penalties.  NY does not know if counties even know about fiscal sanctions.  CA said at this time the state is responsible for penalties, but that may change and result in the counties having to pay.
Topic 2:
Consistency across counties in county-administered states for service delivery, etc.
Question: To what extent is consistency across the state a good thing or a bad thing?
A: CA promotes local flexibility.  There are state laws and regulations, but there is some flexible funding to counties for initiative and activities to improve practices.  Resources are always a struggle.

OH said counties are able to experiment in terms of approaching practice.  Based on their experience, other counties are able to learn from that and pick up new practices.  There is more acceptance this way.  Again, there are certain required state regulations but without prescriptive methods of meeting those requirements.
WI said rural versus urban counties have different issues and needs.  To try to level the playing field, they have used qualitative vs. quantitative type measures.  They have used best practice principles.  They are looking at outcomes of practice models and what activities generate positive outcomes.  This has taken about 3 years for folks to understand what they should be looking for and measuring.  The counties are looking at HOW they practice vs. WHAT they practice.  No two counties practice exactly the same.  Certain practice principles are being promoted to all counties.
NY said engagement of birth fathers and extended families is one of the areas where the work needs to be done consistently among all counties.  Steve asked how they do that.  They are working on tool kits and guidance.  There is an attitudinal issue of what to do with fathers and extended families once they identify and find them.  They have staff in each county to help with that.  White papers are sent out expressing that it is something that they value and send out statistics.  Showing counties where they are in relation to other counties by providing them with data has been helpful with compliance issues.  Some of the things they report on are investigations in 60 days, recurrence, and caseload.
Steve reported that NC is working to engage supervisors as practice change agents.

FL has 19 lead agencies that are privatized.  There are outcome measures on the contracts.  The CFSR process has brought a lot of conformity to districts and counties.  QA model is based on CFSR.  They also have a statewide dashboard where major performance outcomes are listed.  This is public information so everyone can see how they are meeting the measures.  Office of Family Safety has a newsletter—inspired by the MN PIP Tips.  It is disseminated electronically throughout the state.

In IA there have always been issues with consistency of practice.  They have clarified for everyone a practice model to describe expectations.  They also publish practice bulletins.  Practices are reviewed with staff in staff meetings.  Supervisors are the people who do case reading and promote requirements.  They consult with social workers to provide feedback.  They have focused training on providing supervisors with mentoring and coaching skills around practice.

Open Mic:
NY mentioned that there are some folks who are thinking of advocating for moving from statewide assessment to PIP and eliminating the onsite review.  If you’ve done statewide assessment correctly, you have the data and stakeholder information and want to move on to PIP.  There ends up being a lag, slowdown of momentum due to onsite review.  Steve and Lynda mentioned that other states have mentioned that they are going on to PIP concurrently with onsite review.

MN mentioned that not having the report from the Feds in a timely manner is holding folks back and making it hard for States to be able to do PIP.  State debrief only provides folks with so much information; it’s not a report.

Question: for states that received penalties in first round, how does the slowness of approvals affect that?  A: CA received penalty letter from round 1.  Feds expect payment within 30 days; 60 day clock for state to decide if they will appeal.  If they don’t reach the targeted improvement level, the penalty continues.

Topic Ideas for

Future Meetings:
WI asked if during the next call we could talk about how the courts can help in assuring consistency with counties and MN’s discussion of timeliness of report from the Feds.

NY would like to have a discussion in the larger call of the necessity of onsite review as previously discussed in this call.

PA would like to talk about flexibility in crafting a PIP for county administered states.

Feedback:
Discussion about this call.  Was it helpful?  Do you want to continue? How do you see this call working in the future?

Many states indicated that they would like to have these calls for county administered states continue on a quarterly timeframe.  Folks would like to continue attending regular CFSR/CFSP Network calls.  We’ll send out a schedule of upcoming calls for this new network.

The states that have been identified as county administered are: CA, CO, FL (due to privatization), MN, NV (partially), NY, NC, ND, OH, PA, VA, WI (partially) 

Next Calls:
Schedule of regular CFSR/CFSP Coordinators Network 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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