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 20th, 2007

3:00-4:30 PM Eastern

Welcome:

Lynda Arnold (NRCCWDT) welcomed all participants

Roll Call:
AK, AL, AZ, CA, DE, FL, IA, IN, KS, LA, MD, ME, MN, MO, MS, MT, NE, NJ, OK, SC, SD, TN, TX, VA, WI

Introduction:
Cheryl MacDougall from New Jersey and Krys Lange from Iowa will be presenting their state models on coordinated and integrated planning.  There are some documents up on the website that have to do with integrated panning.   Please remember that this call is being recorded and will be posted on the website, (www.nrcoi.org/cfsrpeers.htm)

Today’s 

Topic:
Today’s topic is on Coordinated and Integrated Planning- Cheryl MacDougall and Krys Lange are here to present to you their state models on this subject, and to answer any questions you might have.

Cheryl 

MacDougall:
New Jersey has a lot of experience with CFSR and coordinating with a consent decree.
This whole process is a work in progress, its all about systems thinking, communication, simplicity and agility. The topic of integration began in 2003 with a conversation with stakeholder groups about bringing everything together.  In 2003 the Lead Child Welfare agency, and the Division of Youth and Family Services was a single agency.  After the death of a child that was well known to DYFS major changes were put in progress.

· There was a revised settlement agreement
· A new administration
· A reform plan
· Organizational and structural changes
A new department was created with 4 single agencies.  

· Division of Child behavior Health

· Division of Youth and Family Services-Chief Child Protection Agency

· Division of Prevention and Community Partnerships

· New Jersey Child Welfare Academy

All 4 agencies had a common destination, to improve and have desirable outcomes for families and children.  All four also had common goals; measurable actions, engaged system of partners and stakeholders, and alignment and integration with other improvement and change efforts.  From a system perspective we knew that we had to connect the dots.  To start this process system thinking and building a foundation was a key focus area.  The CFSR process helped to structure a steering committee that involved all stakeholder groups.

· This became a corner stone for integration

· Key function of the steering committee was to develop a state assessment.

· Systemic factor workgroups were developed to take a close look at and evaluate systemic factors such as; examining available data, identifying and additional information that was needed, and seeing what the gaps were in the information that we had.

· Surveys, focus groups, and other sorts of means were used to go out and collect the data that was missing and to help reach and evaluation on how we were doing in systemic factors

· This was all put together in the state wide assessment, including key themes, strengths, and opportunities for improvement.

· The committee provided the body or the connection to bodies for the links to state partners for the on-site portion.

Another thing that we did to connect the dots was sharing the wealth.  We used the steering committee as a rich resource for the folks that were working on the reform plan design.  The result of this was a fairly ambitious reform plan that addressed issues such as:

· Reinventing case practice

· Supporting resource families

· Striving to do things better in the courts

One other part to connecting the dots that we looked at was building on strengths and reducing redundancy. We need to do a better job at getting stakeholder feedback integrated into Child and Family Service Plan.  Our strategy here was merging the stakeholder steering committee and a planning group for the state plan-integrating these two trains.

We had some key findings from the CSFR.

· It gave us confirmation that we were needing to do better with putting stakeholder input and feedback into the state assessment

Results from the PIP planning

· Many strategies we could use to ratify CFSR and opportunities for improvement were already laid out in the reform planning agreement.

· This resulted in a crafted PIP that reflected those elements of the reform plan that could be reasonably accomplished in a 2 year PIP window.

· We were able to integrate the state plan, the reform plan, and the PIP in the context of the state plan that shared primary objectives and goals and reflected all the objectives and goals of the PIP and the reform plan.

We also came to the conclusion that communication is a key element of integration.  We saw our CFSR/CSFP stake holder group as a key part of the communication of the infrastructure for the child welfare system. We realized that we had to work on sustaining the momentum, so we developed a survey for the stakeholders in order to get their feedback.  We got great feedback in four areas:

· Functions

· Feedback

· Sustainability

· Participants

The survey let us know that the stakeholders felt these certain things would help us keep up the momentum and the good work.

· Convince people that they are having an impact

· Bring the business of the stakeholder to the local level

· Set expectations and time limits

· Get customer feedback

· Use learning to inform training

· Coordinate and obtain community input

· Staff committee workgroups

· A website to display current data and information

· Encourage participation and communication on a regular basis

We took this information and contacted NRCOI to talk about improving community functions which is key to integration.  We also engaged in a mapping exercise that helped us to realize we had broad stakeholder experience and could have broad input.  This allowed us to really reach out during our PIP, and helped us to invite participation.  This allowed people to become involved which resulted in the development of a Simple Guidance Document that reflects our PIP, Child Welfare Reform Plan, and the State Plan.  Some of the challenges that we are facing is how does change in one area effect change in the other areas and the other agencies and how to make sure that communication is maintained.  Some lessons that we learned were:

· You have to have a systems focus

· Know that you have to connect the dots

· Stakeholder groups are the lines between the sots, lots of groups are formed for different reasons but the outputs seem to similar-we have a fragmented system that needs to be seeing things as a whole.

· Consolidation by integration saves resources

· We must improve our communication system

· We developed a newly articulated case practice model

Lynda 

Arnold:
We will now move on to Krys from Iowa.  Krys sent out a lot of handouts that were distributed yesterday.

Krys Lange:
Iowa was more simplified then New Jersey.  We viewed the planning process as two parts of the same thing, Planning and Reviewing the Child Welfare System
.   The information that was attached to power point was meant to show examples of how we unified our child welfare planning processes. Integrated together it becomes seamless and it becomes part of the same process.  Integration is something that can occur by combining separate entities to make and inter-related whole.

· This saves time and resources
· The Federal partners told us to do it
Some things that have made the process easier is organizational structure and communication.  The National Resource Center has played a large role that helped develop:

· A charter for our stakeholder groups
· A quality assurance system
· Helped us to understand our data
The organizational structure for both the CFS Plan and the CFSR became administered by the same division.  The goals and objectives from the CFSR and the PIP reflect the same outcomes in the services plan and the review.  The CFSR and the CFSP become 2 parts of a whole.  Consistent goals and objectives made things much easier.  Meaningful collaboration has played a large role in the integration of the 4B and the state service review.  The charter actually defines a role for the stakeholders in the service plan and review.  The stakeholder panel is used as a focus group and smaller groups are formed to talk about requirements.  At each meeting the feedback and comments are organized so it can be responded to.  We have included these issues in our planning and they have impacted our direction.

We have begun planning for our next CFSR and we have included in our 4B an update on how we are doing on improving our outcomes.  We are re-evaluating systemic factors and looking at performance data so that we have continuous quality improvement.  Currently we are doing an assessment of outcomes and systemic factors and we will integrate that and our planning structure into the 4B and the review.

Cheryl

MacDougall:
Could you walk us through your Organizational Improvement Structure. What is SBT?

· SBT is the Service Business Team.  This is a group of administrative people in DHHS and an invited court administrator and court improvement director. This is internal that funnels improvements and changed in practice, procedure, and policy.
· Our CFSR Operational Task Team is made up of 4 work groups that focus on data and the improvement plan and review.  They are responsible for updating stakeholders and the SBT.
Lynda 

Arnold:
Both presentations were amazing.  Thank you for sharing what is happening in the integrated processes.  It was good to see and hear how key stakeholders are in this process

Krys Lange:
I am interested in hearing about what other states are doing in this process. Are there any other structures or ways of doing things?


Question:
Can Iowa elaborate on the Strategic Plan to minimize Non-Compliance?

· One of the things that our state was hoping is that this would be a break but we know that we have to continue to improve.  We have begun our process of re-evaluating performance reviews and we continue to monitor administrative data.  Using this time to strategically plan, and figure out what is do-able before 2009.  We are within 10% of being in the national standard. We are constantly thinking about how do we continue on these areas and how can we effectively improve.  Our training plan is an example of this.

Alabama:
State wide assessments and the APSR are both due in June.  How can we dovetail the reporting?  There is some overlap; could we aim for what we do in the in-state planning plus what is related to the budget?  Yes-This would work, check with your regional office and they can help you.

Open Mic:
If you have any suggestions for our next call please send them to Angie or to Lynda.


aherrick@usm.maine.edu or larnold@cwla.org

Please send any suggestions and we will put them forward for our next call

· Please remember that this call was recorded and can be found on the website.  www.ncroi.org/cfsrpeers.htm
· Linda Mitchell has offered to use the National Review Team on a topic that has to do with the onsite review and program improvement if people are interested

· Lynda will send and email out to those that were not on the call

· Lynda will also check on whether or not profiles are available for those states whose reviews are farther down the road.

· Delaware’s state wide assessment is available on their website.  www.delaware.org under state agencies look for Department of Services for Children and Families, then under division of family services and under information.

· Linda Mitchell made us aware that they National Review Team is having someone go through past reviews and pull out good examples and once we have these we will send it out.

Next Call:
May 8th 3:00-4:30-Please make sure you send suggestions to Angie or Lynda for the next call

