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, March 10, 2009

3:00-4:30 PM Eastern

Welcome:
Steven Preister (NRCOI) welcomed all participants.

Roll Call: 
28 States participated:  Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, California, Connecticut, District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Mexico, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Washington, West Virginia, Wyoming

TOPIC: 
Implementation Centers

·  Susan Kanak, Director of the Northeast and Caribbean Child Welfare Implementation Center serving Regions I and II, joined us on the call to discuss the new Implementation Centers (ICs) and their upcoming Regional Forums. 
· The Children’s Bureau funded 5 Child Welfare Technical Assistance Implementation Centers this past October. Many IC staff have been involved with various Resource Centers for years, and have a wealth of experience; but as a group of organizations the ICs are the newest members of the National T/TA Network and still very young.

· There are 5 ICs across the country, and although they share the same charge and mandate from the Children’s Bureau, they’re all individualized in how they go about doing their work based on the particular needs of the states and tribes within their regions as well as their background and expertise. 
· ICs support and facilitate communication and networking across the various national T/TA organizations. The projects are guided by a system of care framework and the CFSRs and are intended to improve the quality and effectiveness of child welfare services for children, youth, and families.

· Major functions of the ICs:

· To work with states and tribes to jointly develop “intensive” implementation projects as defined in the guidance documents.

· Projects need to range from a minimum of 24 months in length up to 4/5 years.

· The projects will be very large and budgeted anywhere from $100,000 to $700,000 per year.

· The intent is that the IC is going to work with the states/tribes to define what a project might be, conduct an organizational readiness assessment, and make sure that there are resources within and around the agency to help implement and sustain change.

· Each IC is awarding projects differently – 

· All will be having some form of a request for application. This is an opportunity for the state or tribe to work with the IC and try to define the project, identify where resources are needed, and where they’ll come from. What the request for application will look like varies between ICs.

· Some ICs are conducting project selections through an advisory board with a number of advisors involved, while others are going for a more streamlined process. 

· All will involve and engage the regional office in the review process, and an officer from the Children’s Bureau will also be involved.
· All ICs are in the process of conducting outreach intended to inform states and tribes of the opportunities for funding an intensive project and of the peer networking opportunities they hope to develop.

· The ICs are holding Regional Forums addressing things such as: what makes a successful IC project, how an agency knows it’s ready to proceed and sustain change, and an agency’s cultural climate. 
· Northeast and Caribbean Child Welfare IC, Regions I & II-
Muskie School of Public Service, USM
Regional Forum: May 6-8 in Boston, MA

· Atlantic Coast Child Welfare IC, Regions III & IV-
University of Maryland, Baltimore
Regional Forum: March 17-19 in Atlanta, GA

· Midwest Child Welfare IC, Regions V & VII-
University of Nebraska at Lincoln
Regional Forum: April 14-15 in Chicago
Website: http://mcwic.unl.edu/
· Mountains and Plains Child Welfare IC, Regions VI & VIII-
University of Texas at Arlington
Regional Forum: April 13-15 in Dallas, and April 27-29 in Denver. Website: www.mpcwic.org
· Western and Pacific Child Welfare IC, Regions IX & X-
American Institutes for Research
Regional Forum: March 10 in San Francisco
· Question: Do all of these projects that are with the ICs have to have both a focus on systems of care and the CFSR, or is there something else that can be the topic?

· Systems of care and CFSR are supposed to frame the work, but the topics can be anything else. Some ideas for Susan’s IC surround supervision and support of supervisors, how people come into the system, assessment of risk with a variety of populations and throughout the case, as well as work with courts. The topics are based on needs, but some ICs do have a more narrow definition about what they will accept proposals on (i.e. focus on practice models).

· Question: Is there a set number of proposals that are accepted per IC? How many states will be able to receive services?

· It depends on the IC. Most have talked about wanting to spread the money around as far as possible. If a state comes in with a viable project they’ll try and find a way to make that happen for them – regardless of if it’s through the IC or through other Network members. The ICs will be accepting applications in each of their first 3 years.

· Question: How much money is involved?

· There’s a minimum of $100k per year to a max of $700k, with most probably being around $200-$300k per project per year. A little over $1 million per year is the pool – a significant amount dedicated to this effort by the Children’s Bureau.

· Question: Do they have to be geographically limited or can they be statewide?

· This would be different per IC, based on the states within their regions. If it’s a state like NY it might be difficult to start off with a statewide project, but this may be different for a state like RI. There’s no reason to think it needs to be statewide, but if it’s a successful model some states may want to use that approach.

TOPIC:
Open discussion on approved PIPs and Round 2 Final Reports
· The Agencies and Courts meeting is August 3-6, with the first day just for the courts. At this meeting people will have a lot more knowledge about what’s happening in the 2nd Round of CFSRs. The agenda for this meeting is in the process of being developed.  States requested that the Resource Center staff put together some general information to send out about the meeting. 
· There are currently 9 states w/ approved PIPs: VT, DC, DE, NC, GA, NM, AZ, KS and OR. Last week Lynda and Steve were at the T/TA Network meeting with the Children’s Bureau in DC and received an update on the numbers for approved PIPs and Final Reports, and some overall findings. 
· Question: Texas asked about what other states have used for targets that relate to using the composites and the successes of this, or if they’ve used the national safety standards for a safety measure instead of a case review item, and if this was acceptable. Texas has received the final draft of their Round 2 Report and their PIP is due April 27th and they are currently working on getting targets together.
· FL’s Regional Office is not requiring them to put targets in their 90 day response. They put in a table with some placeholders containing the current status of the national profile data, but not their case review targets.
· AZ was not required to have a lot of quantitative measures. They passed the national standard on adoption, but didn’t pass the case review on adoption. They decided to use one of the 4 measures for adoptions and data from their information system on timeliness of response for that item. Other things related to independent living, involvement in case planning, and manager contacts with parents – they were asked to use case review data for these. The reasons for this include the fact that they were concerned with the quality of visits rather than quantity, and that the data wasn’t as inclusive as they wanted it to be. In some ways it was better for them to look at it through case reviews. They were not required to have a quantitative measure for each outcome. They were required to have measures for the composites that weren’t achieved, with an emphasis on safety and the lowest rated items. All areas that weren’t in compliance were addressed.
· All states reviewed in 2007 have their final reports, and 5 from 2008 as well. Texas, South Dakota, Pennsylvania, and Tennessee have also all received theirs. Some states received their reports about 7-9 months after the on-site.
· States weren’t particularly surprised with what the final report showed. 
· Many states requested the case review documents, not necessarily to challenge results but instead to further their practice and share them with the counties.
· Stricter rules were anticipated in regards to achieving systemic factors – and states have seen this as an issue particularly around the service array and substance abuse and mental health services.
· There is a real issue with states having access to substance abuse and mental health services, particularly in states that are highly rural or in those that aren’t utilizing services effectively. States struggling with this should contact the Resource Centers, who have developed a process for states to work on this issue. 
· Many states feel that accessing these services is a great issue, not only due to the current state of the economy, but because of the fact that the services are out of the control of the child welfare system. There is great concern around penalties being issued when the control is out of their hands. However, unless people can access these services, outcomes are not going to get better. 
· AZ shared that they were able to avoid this because they weren’t required to have a quantitative measure on the service already and had written in activities that were more easily achievable (i.e. give feedback to the mental health system that’s in a different department). They set up meetings with the mental health department and discussed cases together. Although they didn’t want to commit to anything in their PIP they were able to cover the area.
· Lynda and Steve plan to have a discussion with the CFSR team on this issue.
· States shared their interest in having an ongoing updated document containing the status of Final Report results for each state.
TOPIC:
Follow-up from Previous Call, Future Topics, Upcoming Call Schedule
· Status of the 2009 Program Instructions for the CFSP
· The new PI is not yet available, but states are encouraged to look at the PI from 5 years ago and the PI for last year’s ASPR. 
· Questions: Are there that many differences in the guidance from the last round of the five year plan in ’04? What’s due – the last APSR and the new plan?
· One thing that will be different is worker contact information that’s not mentioned in the PI.
· RC staff will clarify this with Melody Roe and send out a follow-up email on the requirements, etc.
· Suggested Future Topics:
· Economic downturn and how states are trying to adapt
· RC staff can send out an information request on this and see how states are dealing with this issue. This is also pertinent to the five year plan, not just PIPs, to see what’s going on and some creative ways to work with changes.
· CFSP (due June 30th)
· New PI instructions – An additional call (prior to May 26th) to review the new instructions as soon as they’re released. Perhaps we can arrange to have a representative from the Children’s Bureau on the call to answer any questions and review in detail the changes that need to be focused on.
· Upcoming call schedule:

· May 26 (note date change!)

· July 7

· September 15

· November 17
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