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Lynda Arnold, National Resource Center for Child Welfare Data and Technology, chaired the call. Representatives from over two dozen states participated. Myrrl McBride, Children’s Bureau, joined the call to talk about recently released guidance on minimum improvement related to the national standards and impending guidance on Program Improvement Plans (PIPs).

Minimum Improvement Relating to the National Standards
ACYF-CB-IM-07-05, Measuring Program Improvement Plan (PIP) Improvement for the Child and Family Services Reviews (CFSRs) National Standards, was issued June29, 2007 (available at http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cb/laws_policies/policy/im/2007/im0705.htm). The IM describes the process by which improvement factors were calculated and the IM attachment contains the resultant improvement factor for each national standard data indicator. In situations where a State does not meet a national standard data indicator, the State will multiply its baseline performance by the related improvement factor to determine the minimum improvement required. [Further clarification since the call: If the results of this calculation exceeds the national standard, the national standard may be used as the PIP goal].
After reviewing the development and application of the improvement factors, Myrrl clarified the application of a State’s scores on the national standards in the data profile used in the Statewide Assessment and the State’s scores on the national standards in the baseline data provided for a PIP:

Data Profile used in the Statewide Assessment: The States’ scores on the data indicators contained in this data profile are used to determine whether or not it meets the national standards. If a State is determined to meet a national standard based upon its score in this data profile, it is not required to address that national standard in its PIP even if its score on the subsequent data profile – providing baseline data for the PIP – does not meet the national standard.

Data Profile used for Baseline Data: Each State is provided an updated data profile – utilizing its most recent NCANDS and AFCARS submissions – for use as baseline data in its PIP. If a State was determined to have not met a national standard (based upon the data profile used in the Statewide Assessment) and its subsequent score (in the data profile used for baseline data) meets or exceeds the national standard, the State may use its subsequent score (in the data profile used for baseline data) to demonstrate required improvement and is not required to further address the data indicator in its PIP.  
One participant observed that applying the improvement factors (i.e., percentages) to baseline performance results in larger improvements being required of states with higher baseline scores (i.e., each State’s minimum improvement is an amount proportionate to its original performance). Elucidation of the rationale for this was requested from the Children’s Bureau.
Draft PIP Matrix
New guidelines have been drafted on a suggested format for the PIP and have been distributed for review by the Regional Offices (ROs). The guidelines promote the use of broader strategies by States. While these strategies must address every Item rated as an Area Needing Improvement, measurement of every such Item would not be required. The proposed format, a Word document, would allow for its use reporting quarterly. In determining sources for measuring improvement on an Item, Myrrl mentioned that a state may believe that some individual measures within the data composites could be more reliable than other sources (such as internal case reviews). Myrrl also stated that, upon its issuance, training would be provided on the new PIP matrix. Delaware reported that the draft matrix was found to be very workable in action planning. A participant suggested that a special network call be held upon release of the new matrix.
“Open Mic”
Participants made a number of observations:

KS: Its suggested that the PIP kick-off be held as soon after the on-site as possible to maintain momentum (i.e., involvement) and keep people up to speed. 

D.C.: The PIP kick-off was reported to be “wonderful” with lots of time spent on the national standards and their importance.

OK: Pre-review of the cases (prior to the on-site) was reported to not only help counties prepare for the review but to be helpful in developing the PIP.

NC: The initial draft of the PIP has been submitted. It’s suggested that states not wait on the final report to begin work on the PIP.

KY: Remember that “the clock starts ticking” (i.e., 90 day time frame for the PIP submission) upon receipt of the courtesy copy, not the final report.

(unknown): The Children’s Bureau has been really responsive in providing updated state data profiles.

TX: A call was recently held (sponsors unknown) among public information officers. Information / guidance from such discussion could be helpful. [Attempts are being made to have Anita Light from APHSA on a future network call].
VA w/ concurrence of other participants: In this second round of the CFSR, there are many people among the states new to the process. A call designed specifically for them might be helpful. Getting ready for the CFSR, including topics such as using stakeholder groups in the Statewide Assessment, could be addressed.
