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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, July 08, 2008

3:00-4:30 PM Eastern
Welcome:
Steve Preister (NRCOI) and Lynda Arnold (NRCCWDT) welcomed all participants
Roll Call:
AL, AK, AR, CA, CO, DC, FL, ID, IL, IN, KY, LA, MN, MS, MO, MT, NE, NV, NM, NY, NC, ND, OK, SC, SD, TN, TX, UT
Topic 1: 
States’ efforts to drop the PIP down to the county/local level. Five states have agreed to discuss their approaches.
· Idaho: Kathy Morris

· Their first PIP included a lot of infrastructure building, which made it hard to press it down to the local level.

· The CFSR instrument was used in 7 local regional offices, and when a goal criteria in the CQI case reviews was not met, they had to then include that item in their local regional improvement plan. 
· The State PIP and local regional improvement plans strongly mirrored one another.

· An item assessment was done, followed by strategies for improvement. 

· Breaking it down to local levels mirrored what was being done at the State levels. Doing this allowed every region to address their individual issues and items they were having problems with. 

· An interesting problem they encountered was how ill equipped the regional staff were to actually develop a plan. Though they had CQI and state level measures, they couldn’t quite get their arms wrapped around what they were really supposed to do. A curriculum was prepared for training at local levels on how to develop plans. Help at local levels is needed, and they’re going forward with vigor this time around.  Change was resisted at local levels partly because they couldn’t develop a specific plan to take them from point A to point B. Now it’s about how they’re going to make outcomes improve.

· Something they found that made a difference in the regions that had experienced success with their regional PIPs was to make sure a thorough assessment was done before diving in and trying to write the plan. The regions that took the time to say “What’s happening here?” and “What do we need to do differently?” developed plans that looked much better.

· Oklahoma: H.C. “Skip” Franklin

· Skip agreed with what Kathy had said, and noticed a lot of similarities between what Idaho and Oklahoma had done.

· Oklahoma has been doing a CFSR across the state for 6 years similar to what the federal reviewers do.

· Originally they focused more on the process, taking it down to the county level they would choose certain items to work on (i.e. maintaining connections, assessment process). By just focusing on process alone wasn’t adequate and didn’t help to improve the outcomes, so they went back to the basics.

· For the last two years they’ve been trying to get back to the basics of practice and standards (i.e. how we treat each other, how we partner with families and community members). Doing this really helped to connect better with families. There has been a decrease in the number of kids in care by almost 1,000.

· The next logical step for them is to really try and improve practice. They’ve identified some research models of practice that provide more detail and structure to child welfare staff, reflect what practice standards are, and can be implemented across the state. They’re trying to develop training teams for this. The PIP will be a part of the practice model. The training teams will help them work with communities, families (mentoring process), and will do follow ups along with the CQI unit to make sure they’re focusing.
· Budget is always a problem – training has to be ongoing, continuous, and followed up. They’re focusing on supervisors and working on a supervisory model that will hopefully help across the state with consistency in practice.

· North Dakota: Don Snyder

· ND’s approach is similar to what the other states have reported.

· After Round One they put a pool of reviewers together and replicated the total CFSR.

· 50% of the team was made up of county workers from across the state. 

· 8 regional reviews were conducted each year for the last 5 years. 

· At the reviews there were 4 teams of case file reviewers. Each team was made up of 2 experienced reviewers and 2 on the job trainees (OJT). 4 counties were included in each regional review, and any county with an area needing improvement had to develop a PIP. They developed a post CFSR within 90 days of the PIP. 

· 5 QA specialists were also put into place that were temporary for one year and worked on reviewing cases that had been identified in PIPs throughout the state.

· For this year, they’re changing the structure slightly. They’re still doing 8 regional reviews, but they’re increasing the case workers. 70% are going to be county workers, 20% people from state regional office, and 10% regional partners. 

· Besides a regional/county plan they’re going to have case specific plans that can then be broken down into case worker plans.

· They’ve seen a 140% increase in relative placements, and are excited to get started working on their new PIP for the Second Round.

· Illinois: Joan Nelson Phillips

· IL went through their federal review in September of 2003, and aren’t up again until August of 2009.

· Their PIP ran between December of 2004 – December of 2006

· During that time, they developed their own internal tool that mirrored the federal tool. 

· Something to note is that IL is a state administered system that relies heavily on private agency contractors. There are 87 private foster care agencies that they contract with, so their strategy to drop the PIP down to the local levels has to do with these partnerships.

· IL engages in performance contracting – if they don’t reach certain goals they lose money. This is an incentive for people to do well. Performance contracting requires their agency partners to also have CQI in order to be accredited.

· During the two years that they were working on their PIP they had miniature reviews, which mirrored the federal reviews, every quarter. Each miniature review looked at 50 cases in a rural area and the same for an urban area.
· They’ve established regional PIPs that they’ve been working on for a number of years. They have 6 regions, and each region has a PIP workgroup.  In every group they have an agency individual and a private sector individual (middle managers, or someone close to field work). The groups are very practice focused and are now trying to find more local data sources.

· An integrated CQI network was also created throughout the years.
· A major change is that the private agencies and public agencies have come up with consistent questions so that they’re now all asking similar things in their review process.

· A strategy is to always look at it from a regional level.

· Minnesota: Larry Wojciak.

· Larry provided a Data Practice Memo on Ensuring Accurate Case Ratings that was sent out prior to the meeting.
· MN had their first CFSR in 2001.

· Their PIP ran between 2002 and 2004.

· Their Second Round onsite was in September of 2007, and they received the report in May of 2008.

· They’re currently in the process of developing their second PIP.

· MN has a state supervised, county administered system. Counties don’t receive a lot of money, and funding is done at county level through county taxes.

· During the first round the CFSR process was set up, all counties were reviewed at least once, all developed county PIPS, and measurements consisted of their own internal case reviews.  The vision was to set up internal county QA systems, a “self monitoring” system.

· A systemic project they are working on for the second PIP is a court improvement project called the Court Justice Initiative – CJI. The task of this project is to take a look at the day to day work in the courts and see things through the eyes of a child.  There are 13 regional conferences set up this fall where QA is going to team with the CJI project.

· During the first round many tiny reviews were conducted with the vision to self monitor. A way to say if they reached their PIP goal was if they had two positive reviews consecutively.

· When the federal reviewers came back and conducted their review, MN didn’t do very well. What they found was that their state QA staff conducted reviews similar to what the federal reviewers did, and these didn’t match up with what the Counties were doing. When the counties did their own internal reviews, their ratings were very high compared to what the federal and state reviewers found, meaning items aren’t being consistently measured. There’s a dilemma involving the messages that are being sent out to the workers, and a huge discrepancy in the numbers. (Please refer to the handout for more detailed information.)

· MN would appreciate any feedback other states may have.

· For the second round of reviews they’re trying to get away from percents of goals/item outcomes, and are looking more at general themes and practices. They’re trying to not reinforce the numbers game.
Open discussion: Lynda and Steve opened up this topic for discussion

· CA asked If Minnesota was the only state out of the five that presented that is state overseen/county administered in terms of structure. They were trying to keep this in mind when thinking about roll out issues and consistency.
· ND is also state supervised/county administered 
· Consistency seemed to be an issue for every state
· NY is county administered, and interested in the assessment mentioned by Idaho. Was the data and information state provided to local and regional assessments?
· ID answered that they didn’t say they could pick any item they wanted to work on, and used CQI data as a base, along with statewide data from data indicators. They looked at the region and helped them prioritize where they were having difficulties and then each state did their own assessment on those individual items. They could pull reports from SACWIS, but this didn’t necessarily include all the info they needed, so what they did was send people from the regional office to the agencies to help look through cases upon request.
· IN asked the states that presented if they have a statewide PIP first, then create subsequent county PIPs.
· ID said that yes, they’re interrelated, but the way the change gets monitored is at local levels.
· IN asked if the statewide PIP is the overall change and general ideas, where the county PIP is more specifically focused on how those steps are implemented and addressed.
· ID responded that’s not exactly how they did it – and on certain items they went to county or regional levels, and for those they wrote an “umbrella” item that would include the county/regional PIP.
· OK stated that they just submitted their second improvement plan, and are looking more specifically on how to change culture/practice. The difficulty found was how to monitor those things.
· Lynda asked if the development of county PIPs was one of the strategies in OK’s state PIP.
· OK stated that it is a strategy in their state PIP and that they want the buy in so they’re really engaging the people in the field to assist them.
· There are different ways that states are incorporating their county/regional PIPs into their State PIP.

· Discrepancy between fed/state reviews vs. county reviews

· ND also had some of those same experiences. When doing their own regional reviews they tended to rate themselves higher than the Feds.

· There are still discrepancies despite the use of the CFSR instrument.

· There was some discussion regarding the challenge of being 100% unbiased when reviewing one’s own county.  Second-level reviews might be helpful in alleviating that problem.

· Some states are having their workers trained as reviewers before going into the field. Once in the field, the supervisors are impressed with their knowledge of important issues.

· MN clarified that they do their state reviews, QA staff go onsite, and brought up the issue involved in trying to help counties set up internal QA practices as an ongoing basis and the way this effects changing supervisory practice.

· The key to our state system is the supervisors

· Steve has helped a couple of states work on redesigning their supervision

· Supervisors have to see this as a tool for improving practice rather than looking at it as additional work. 

Topic 2: 
Melody led the discussion on CFSP/APSR: The new online toolkit and integrating the CFSR—wherever you are in the review process—into your next five year CFSP.

· Gail Collins, from the Children’s Bureau, will be on the call in November and is going to talk about how to integrate the PIP, CFSP, and other major plans into one overall document.

· One of the best places to go for direction is to the Federal regional offices, since different regional offices want things done in different ways.

· MN stated that the PIP is a smaller part of the CFSP, and that the PIP is a narrower product in response to the review, but other people approach it differently and put the CFSP in the PIP.

· Lynda commented that the CFSP is a five year plan, where the PIP is two years. Part of it depends on where it falls within the state.

· Melody knows of two states that have worked on doing this and had it accepted by their regional offices.

· Lynda suggested that, particularly when you have a lawsuit or something of that nature, to look at measuring as much as possible, to make sure that the things that you are measuring are consistent.
Topic 3:
Orienting new CFSR Coordinators.

· PA and VA were not on the call. A brief call is going to be scheduled with the three states that volunteered to help with planning the call on this topic (IN, PA, and VA).

Open Mic:
The discussion was opened up to everyone

· DC asked if anyone has an approved PIP besides NC.

· NM has an approved PIP, and Oklahoma is very close.

· How long it takes for the PIP to get approval depends on each particular state.

· Oklahoma is willing to share their PIP with others if anyone is interested. OK found it very useful to have another state approved PIP to look at (NC) and brought up questions that they took to the regional office.

· Delaware's PIP was extremely long, along with NC’s, whereas NM’s was much shorter, with Oklahoma’s being somewhere in between. The length of the PIP (in terms of content) depends on the regional and central offices and what they would prefer.

· A question was asked about questioning the ratings, and if any state has been successful in doing so, particularly ratings that had been heavily weighed on less than positive stakeholder comments.

· NC was able to request changes to more accurately reflect information shared during site debriefings and did in fact have some success with that.

· DC only made minor revisions to the draft.

Possible topics for future calls:

· Difference in how states handle urban and rural areas – maybe even in some of their PIPS

· Reflections from the Federal perspective

· Suggestions were made to have some sort of running spreadsheet to keep every state’s scores on outcomes and systemic factors, and to keep the spreadsheet up to date as the CFSRs progress. Some people would like to see how others are doing on a global basis, and compare this CFSR to the first CFSR. One key idea of this is to look at whether states are doing better or worse. A concern is that this is going back to comparing states. Steve and Lynda will discuss a possible spreadsheet.

· A suggestion was also made to have some identification of cross-cutting themes to look at when writing PIPs, and that it would be helpful to states to see if and how others did something similar to what they were trying to do.

Remaining schedule of calls for 2008 (3:00-4:30 Eastern)
· September 9, 2008

· November 18, 2008
