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Minutes from the Conference Call Meeting

Tuesday July 7, 2009
3:00 – 4:00 Eastern

Welcome:
Lynda Arnold (NRCCWDT) welcomed all participants
Roll Call: 
Steve Preister (NRCOI) called the roll. 28 States participated.
Region 1: CT, MA
Region 2: NJ, NY
Region 3: DC, PA, WV
Region 4: SC, TN, AL, FL, GA
Region 5: MI, OH
Region 6: AR, LA, TX
Region 7: MO
Region 8: SD, CO, MT, WY
Region 9: AZ, HI, CA
Region 10: AK, ID, OR, WA
 Linda Mitchell (ACF, CB) 
 Melody Roe (NRCOI)

 Debbie Miner (NRC-CWDT)

TOPIC:
PIP Negotiation and RE-Negotiations

Lynda Arnold welcomed Linda Mitchell from the Federal CFSR team and provided an introduction to today’s agenda. States with approved PIPs were invited to share some of the issues they experienced around PIP Negotiations/Renegotiations. In particular:

· When drafting your PIP, what was the negotiation process like to get an approved PIP?

· What were some of the things that had to be negotiated (e.g., strategies, issues, timelines, and measurements)?

· Once your PIP was approved, what kinds of things had to be renegotiated when you found that you were not achieving the successes you had hoped for?  How were you able to recognize trends in your PIP Quarterly Reports that indicated you needed to renegotiate? 

· If your PIP was approved prior to the economic recession, have you had to renegotiate it because of reductions in your State funding and resources?  Which pieces did you renegotiate?

Rishaunda Ewings, DC:  DC is now in their third quarter (July-September).  DC reviews 20 cases each quarter; the next round of case reviews starts next week.  The initial negotiation process went well.  DC moved forward at a good pace with input and support from federal partners.  After they submitted the draft, DC had a tragic case with 4 fatalities in one family.  Because of this tragedy, DC had to add a safety strategy.  Children’s Bureau would not approve their PIP without it.  DC is now finding that in court cases and ongoing litigation the plaintiffs are trying to latch onto the safety item as one of DC’s primary concerns.  DC believes the PIP is now being misconstrued.  The safety strategy was added on later and was not a primary concern at time CFSR ended, in other words, during the review period for the PIP. States should know that if major incidents or cases arise after the CFSR review period, this could impact their PIP.  
DC negotiated the evidence that they would submit. DC didn’t want to have to submit training sign-in sheets or other paperwork.  Instead they negotiated to submit curriculum and training schedule to show evidence that training is mandatory.  It was not too cumbersome to tweak some of the strategies.  DC had a stakeholder committee working on this so they didn’t create the plan in a vacuum.  They were confident that strategies were do-able and got to the heart of the issues.
Rishaunda believes DC will be able to succeed in meeting all benchmarks.  However, there are some issues with timing that they may need to renegotiate. Following the tragedy, they had a sudden change in directors and had to shift resources/priorities.  This affected PIP timelines.  They needed to push some of them forward.  
Now DC is in process of looking at entire PIP.  They know that 2010 and 2011 funding will be cut.  Their biggest concern is training.  They have no money for consultants or outside trainers.  They relied on them in the past.  They need to work more collaboratively with Maryland re: placement with relatives.  While they have agreed on dual licensing, they have not been able to resolve this due to DC/MD’s focus on more pressing budget concerns.  
Susan Denney, GA:  Georgia is beginning their 4th quarter of the PIP.  When the CFSR was completed, GA knew they needed major changes.  They started many different activities that were completed before PIP was approved.   
GA has 159 counties; 17 regions.  Prior to CFSR review, they only reviewed class 4 and 5 counties.  After the review, they began regional reviews.  PIP approved without a baseline.  Georgia had to create 12 months of rolling data.  About half way through 2nd quarter they established the statewide baseline.  GA also has 2 counties in a consent decree.  GA doesn’t review them.  GA had to negotiate baseline measures for specific items for these 2 counties.  GA went item by item through consent decree and matched them to set measurements appropriately.  They now conduct county reviews by the county directors.  This mirrors CFSR review.  They set baselines on this also.  
GA is currently renegotiating 3 items.  GA advises other States to be thorough in what you are looking for.  RO wanted more information.  Susan sent only a brief synopsis.  This is still going on.  Linda Mitchell and the RO office came to meet with them.  Together they went item by item through the PIP.  They discussed what they needed to renegotiate and why.  Several NRCs were also there.  It was very helpful to have their support at the meeting.  

GA did not tie money to the PIP.  Only effect from the economy is that SACWIS changes may be impacted that are being renegotiated. 
Katherine Guffey, AZ:  Arizona is in the process of submitting their 3rd quarter report. The initial negotiation was pretty easy. There was a heavy emphasis on QI.  This went over well.  AZ has used lots of TA.  AZ was in a good position with tools/policy in place.  It made sense to move focus to QI to integrate the tools/policy into day to day practice.  There was not much discussion about content and the activities.  Everyone was thinking about sustainability.
AZ had discussions about the data.  AZ wanted to use quarter data.  CB insisted on 12 month periods.  AZ ended up having the PIP approved without baseline data for a few of the measures.  Now they are entering the 4th quarter without baselines in some measures still.  The first year is being used to generate the baseline.  The concern is that it doesn’t give AZ as much time to improve.
AZ negotiated training and documentation.  The Children's Bureau requested the number of staff and the percent of all the staff that were trained.  In most instances, it was not sufficient to give an agenda. CB wanted to see that everyone was trained that needed to be trained.  CB also wanted to see that the training was part of a long-term solution.  AZ provided documentation that there was training for existing staff and for newly hired staff.  
CB suggested limit on the number of items / outcomes tied to each strategy. AZ appreciated this.  If AZ had been tied to too many, she can’t say that all activities / target goals would be reached for each outcome or item.  AZ tied the measures to what it relates to most directly.  Greater detail was supplied in the narrative. CB asked AZ to have more involvement of stakeholders and to identify them as leads within the PIP.  AZ hesitated because the stakeholders saw the   ‘PIP as our thing’ in most people’s minds.  AZ did include activities with CIP + BH.  
AZ is having difficult budget issues. They still are not sure of the total impact. Fortunately, it is a long negotiation period.  AZ was not asked to take things out even though these activities were wrapped up by the time AZ received approval of PIP.  AZ had extra time to get things done because of the long time between submission and approval.  Much of the activity was complete already.  Their real concern is how the budget will affect the target goals and measures.  Many of the goals are not met yet (e.g., timeliness to initiation of reports – tied to # of staff available).  CB is saying to them ‘let’s talk about this; do you need to renegotiate?’  AZ appreciates this.  CB also said to renegotiate as soon as you know you need to.  CB told us not to wait until we can’t meet a target or goal.  Let’s work together to solve problem early.  AZ hasn’t had to renegotiate much.  AZ did ask for one activity to be removed.  CB told AZ that they could take it out if put it into the five year plan.  AZ did this.  
Questions/Comments for State Presenters:

1) TX [Dan] made comment regarding TX’s experience with limiting the number of items/outcomes for each strategy:  Their RO said it wasn’t acceptable and wanted everything included.  Their PIP is still pending approval.  
2) OH [Sue] submitted their PIP yesterday.  She has significant concerns about budget.  OH is operating now without a finalized budget.  Sue is wondering about budget cuts for sister agencies.  How have states addressed this?  
a. GA –GA proposed some alternatives when asked to renegotiate (i.e., Family Connections or self-assessment that identifies service array deficiencies or survey of judges).  
OH then asked ‘Is GA also responsible for MH and Health?’  GA - Since July 1, 2009, Governor separated out DFCS, child support, Office of Regulatory Services (includes MH); created new agency with all of public health.  Used to be together; now are separate.  

b.
DC – Now going through PIP in detail to see how other areas might be affected.  Most likely achieving timely permanence for youth will be impacted. DC relies heavily on community partners for after-care services (i.e., housing).  This money has been cut.  DC is trying to reduce the number of youth with OPPLA and looking to reunification/guardianship.  DC is trying to be proactive and see where permanency outcomes may be compromised.  

Linda Mitchell – Linda offered some valuable tips on how to negotiate a PIP and addressed some of the concerns raised in the State presentations.
  
 

TIPS for Negotiating/Renegotiating a PIP
 

1. Increase Stakeholder Involvement 

2. Seek and expect support from your Federal partners 

3. Submit Realistic PIPs 

4. Be realistic and clear about your expectations of a Practice Model 

5. Integrate Court Decrees into the PIP.  
6. Continue QAs to ensure solid baseline data 

7. Focus on the big picture; do not over document evidence. 
8. Host annual meetings with CW leaders to examine progress and needs. 
9. Be realistic with your budget.  All improvements are not costly. 
10. Regional Offices can be flexible while maintaining overall consistency. 

11. Analyze local data. Develop strategies to meet national standards. 
 

 

1)    Stakeholder involvement: The more stakeholders involved, the more likely to move system forward.   States who did a good job engaging partners at top leadership level (especially courts) – those States were able to gain lots of ground, particularly related to the systemic factors.    CB put mechanisms in place to leverage support from the courts.  Many states had support of court collaborative and CB is working hard to assist you in engaging the courts. 
2)    Support from federal partners: There should be an expectation on part of the states that you get good support and guidance in developing PIPs (RO, CFSR Unit or both).  Have right to ask for and receive this support.  
3)    Submit realistic PIPs: Cut back on the number of proposed tasks to be done.  If States try to cover too much, too broadly, they won’t be successful in sustaining changes in practice.  Use federal partners to help you step back and see that PIP is doable, realistic.  Consider geographic implementation as an approach (not just pilots, but staged implementation over time).  Develop a plan for what is to happen in the long-term; then determine what is doable in 2 years.  Focus on specific parts of the state to rollout these pieces.  CB can negotiate some of these geographic measures for the items; the national standards will be from Statewide data so be sure to have Statewide strategies in place to address those issues.  
4)    Practice models and supervision:  
a.    Practice Model: These are showing up in many PIPs.  These are big areas.  Linda has concerns about how practice model is being defined.  Get TA from OI to talk this through.  What some people are calling a practice model is not really a practice model.  Need to be realistic and clear.  Concern – States are jumping into the PIP and plan to roll out a practice model in 1st quarter that isn’t clearly defined.  Need time to develop and define it.  Build time into the PIP or define it in the PIP narrative and decide in PIP how much can be rolled out and in what areas to make it realistic.
b.    Supervision/middle management:  glad to see States tackling this.  Pleased to see OI helping states with this.  Round 1 activities didn’t always go anywhere because supervision was not always addressed.  Sustainability depends on supervision. Sustainability is critical. 
5)    Consent decrees:  Think through integration of PIPs and consent decrees.  Where do some of these things fit in the PIP?  It is important to step back and look at larger picture.  In some instances, CB may ask the State to voluntarily address current issues that are not a part of onsite findings or statewide assessment. Example: one State met systemic factor for licensing/recruitment but the court monitor brought the State back into court for failure to have recruitment/retention plans.  CB worked with the State to voluntarily incorporate these issues into the PIP because they were very important; CB will be open about re-negotiating this later (if needed) because they are voluntary on part of the State.
6)    Baseline for the data:  Linda is seeing that many States suspended their QA case reviews due to budget problems after Round 1.  Beginning Round 2 PIP without baselines or data because of this.  States at disadvantage going into Round 2; have to restart those QA systems again.  Advice – talk to CB before suspending QA case reviews; let OI help you figure out alternatives.  Talk to other States who are continuing to do case reviews with reduced staff.
7)    Evidence of completion: Don’t send lots of useless paper evidence.  Focus more on action steps/strategies – do these make sense?  Focus on the big picture.
8)    Renegotiation: It is helpful to do annual onsite meeting. Renegotiation issues may come up then.  Include TA providers, Regional Office, CFSR Team, program specialist and leadership (Commissioners, etc).  Also helpful to have these leaders say what they can / can’t cut back on.  Focus on most important issues – are you going to get improvement by what you are doing?  
9)    Budget impact:  CB is sensitive to State budgets.  Talk about these implications before you start to write the PIP.  Come to the table with alternatives of how to accomplish / work on the issues impacted by budget reductions.  It is helpful for the State to come ready to say ‘this is what we have to do and this is what we think is possible to get improvement’ and then to have discussion together.  Often there are things that need to be fixed that don’t cost money (supervision, middle management, quality of work that is being done).  Can’t blame everything on the budget.  Bring this issue to the table to talk it over.
10) Regional Offices: CB is striving to make this a process that is equal and consistent across the regions.  ROs need to be flexible, based on needs / realities of the particular State, but still maintain consistency.  This is always a challenge for the CB (to have flexibility but consistency).  If you feel the Regional Office is acting autonomously and not being consistent with what other States have been told (as raised by one participant in this call), then you need to raise this concern to the RO manager and the CFSR assigned PIP lead.     
11) National standards and other measures: There is not wiggle room with National Standards. States must show a level of improvement towards these standards.  This doesn’t mean States can’t analyze data – see geographic areas that are contributing to poor outcomes.  States should develop strategies to target these to get to the level of improvement needed.  CB looks for statewide strategies unless there is data analysis done that indicates need to do otherwise.  Penny Maza can help with this (e.g., working on placement stability in FL).  There is concern for States with PIPs with general strategies related to the national standards that have not done analysis of the data to determine cause for not meeting the standards.  Need to start now to do the data analysis to come up with strategies that target the issue (geographically or statewide).  For example, don't "guess" why you are having challenges with re-entry; complete some analysis that looks at ages of children re-entering care, where they are re-entering from (foster care, relative homes), what areas of the State have high rates of re-entry, etc.  Then use this data to develop your strategies.  Have to have strategies that address cross-cutting issues.  But do not want to assign outcomes and systemic factors multiple times to the measurements.  Measurements to be tied only once to the outcomes / systemic factors.   
Lynda – thanked the presenters and opened the call for questions.
1) AZ – wanted to clarify stakeholder involvement:  
a. Had lots of this in PIP development.  Feedback from CB – identify specific tasks and leads from other agencies.  AZ hesitant to do this but did and it has turned out well.  Helped these partners have ownership.  

b. Multiple outcomes / items related to strategies:  in textbox of PIP matrix – if AZ listed multiple outcomes/items/systemic factors here, RO told them they would have to meet all of these to avoid financial penalties.  Had multiple strategies related to single outcome areas.  

2) OH – systemic issues related to service availability and impact on achieving goals.  Example – significant cuts to substance abuse department will result in local boards/community providers having longer waiting lists.  This will impact reunification rates.  What do we need to do to negotiate these issues?  Linda – start with RO and CFSR leads.  Look at this impact.  Linda shared that discussion about these issues is feeding up in CB to let them know what States are struggling with (i.e., measurements in PIP when new data profile shows improvement).  Advice:  talk to RO and be frank.

Economic impact on States – 
No response.

Steve asked for response from States on future topics.
1) FL – Sallie made suggestion – FL working on PIP submission at same time as CFSP.  Wants to talk about the duplication of effort between the different plans.  Can this be simplified?  WY & TX – had same experience.
2) Lynda reminded members of Agencies and Courts Conference in August.  Encouraged people to attend.  CFSR Team will be presenting information related to Round 2 findings.  Can put follow up from those findings on the agendas for future calls.  Steve suggested the CFSR/CFSP Network members get together at the conference to talk about future direction.  Lynda concurred and shared that, at a previous conference, everyone had enjoyed meeting each other and networking.  Have several new coordinators now.  Steve will talk to Peter about getting a time for this on the agenda. Update: There is no time on the agenda.
3) Email any of us with additional suggestions for topics on the call.

Lynda closed the call by thanking the States who presented as well as Linda Mitchell.

Next call – September 15th at 3 PM ET
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