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, November 18, 2008

3:00-4:30 PM Eastern

Welcome:
Melody Roe (NRCOI) welcomed all participants and gave an overview of today’s call.

Roll Call: 
States (34): CT, ME, MA, NJ, NY, DE, DC, MD, VA, WV, AL, FL, GA, KY, MS, SC, TN, MI, MN, OH, LA, NM, OK, TX, IA, MO, NE, MT, SD, WY, AZ, CA, AK, ID


Regional Offices: I, III, V, VII, IX, X


Children’s Bureau: Gail Collins, Will Hornsby, and Angie Brown


Members of the CFSR Team

Topic:
Integrating the CFSR PIP and the CFSPs/APSRs

States’ efforts to integrate the CFSR PIP and the five-year CFSP was the topic of this call. The call included examples of how people went about integrating these documents, what prompted them to do this, the benefits they have seen, some challenges they encountered, and how those challenges were addressed.


Four states (Iowa, Arizona, Wisconsin, and Idaho) agreed to discuss their efforts in this area, and representatives from the Children’s Bureau and Regional Offices were available to provide input and answer any questions.

· Children’s Bureau: Gail Collins
· Gail Collins, Director of Division of Program Implementation at the Children’s Bureau, gave a brief presentation on the documents being discussed in today’s call.

· The following were addressed: Child and Family Services Plan (CFSP), Annual Progress and Service Reports (APSR), Child and Family Services Review (CFSR), and Program Improvement Plan (PIP).

· The CFSP and CFSR are not two unrelated processes with competing requirements. Both require states to set goals and objectives, engage stakeholders, and work with data. Taken together they provide an assessment of state performance to allow for the development of improvement plans. 

· Iowa: Mary Nelson
· Handout: Integrating Title IV-B and Child and Family Review Processes (PowerPoint)
· Why they did it: The regulations suggested that they try it, and it made sense to do so. It would have been hard for them to otherwise engage their stakeholders in two separate processes (i.e., the CFSR PIP and the CFSP), so they put them together in one framework.
· This has really helped them to save time, reduce duplication, save on resources, and engage everyone in a common goal rather than feeling fragmented.

· They have the same team of staff developing both the CFSR and CFSP.  Organizationally these individuals are in the same bureau and have the same persons as leads.

· They tried to use the idea that these are two parts of a whole.

· They also use PowerPoint presentations with staff and stakeholders to show how the CFSR and CFSP are both focused around the core goals of safety, permanency, and wellbeing. 

· The Stakeholder panel is co-chaired by the Child Welfare Director (Mary Nelson) and the Court Improvement Director. This stakeholder panel is involved in both the CFSR and CFSP, and their primary mission is to provide input. This is a great opportunity to bring together the courts and state agency.

·  Iowa uses the CFSR Statewide Self Assessment Guide in their approach to the CFSP and annual updates. This really allows them to utilize the way the outcomes and systemic factors are organized.
· They have the same teams working on their 5 year planning process, CFSR development, and PIP development process.

· Work with the NRCOI: They’re working with the NRCOI to incorporate the Court Improvement Project self assessment, which has some overlapping areas. This would bring together the court process, CFSR, and CFSP to maximize alignment and also enhance the ability to use the things that each system examines and identifies to inform the planning process.
· Challenges

· Time frames for the documents are different and sometimes they align better than  at other times
· The formats are very different. Iowa has developed ways to gather information in one common framework, but when it comes time to deliver the actual documents a lot of cutting and pasting is required. It would be a great help if the Children’s Bureau could do something so that the CFSP, CFSR Self Assessment, and PIP were structurally more alike in terms of what is required to submit.

· Arizona: Katherine Guffey

· Arizona’s experience has been very similar to Iowa. Part of what led them to be integrating these documents was self interest and necessity.
· They have experienced many programmatic benefits  as a result of this integration
· Opportunities for integration arose in report content, format, and stakeholder consultation
· Content: CFSR requires objectives, strategies, and action steps. What Arizona did first was to bring the same outcomes and goals from the CFSR to be used as the structure for the APSR. This saved a tremendous amount of time in the planning process because there was no need for extra time to be spent on identifying new outcomes and goals for the APSR. This allowed for more time to be spent working with stakeholders and making system improvements.
· Format: Arizona did some work to get the format for the APSR to be more similar to the statewide assessment, partly out of necessity. They took the statewide assessment format and used this to make revisions to the APSR format so that it was very similar. Their APSR was also already structured in safety, permanency, and wellbeing sections. 
· For each of the items they identified a few of the major measures in that area and provided an analysis of how they were doing. They also included a description of factors affecting performance. Within each major subsection they were then able to talk about strategies and action steps for the next year.
· Using the statewide assessment format as a guide for writing the APSR helped to write an evaluative assessment of each of the CFSR items.
· Stakeholder consultation was another area where there was opportunity for integration.
· Arizona has been holding meetings with 100 stakeholders where they’ve talked about improvement activities and then broken into smaller groups to allow for more in-depth discussion. These meetings are held every 6 months to satisfy consultation requirements and keep stakeholders informed.
· Consistency and efficiency are top benefits. Consistency is important because using this format to write an evaluative report keeps the focus on the goals so that they really are integrated. It no longer feels as if the CFSR is something new or different.
· Writing an annual evaluative report has been helpful in making sure they’re more data driven. Staff are now making sure that they have data to work with, are familiar with it, and ensure it is accurate. Now that the majority of the data is at their fingertips it’s relatively easy to put the APSR together.
· Writing a report this way results in an excellent resource that people use all year long. If people request data or need to do a presentation in the community, this report can provide the necessary information.
· Integration can be simple due to all of the overlap, and Arizona hasn’t run into many challenges. The same person is managing both the CFSR and CFSP, which made it easier.
· There are many benefits to writing the APSR more like the statewide assessment, including helping them to be more data driven. A challenge faced by Arizona was to generate the data for an annual report (the little pieces of information are not always easy to find) and convince staff that the data should be published even when it was not favorable.
· Sharing the data with stakeholders is effective in getting their interest and develops a way to get their involvement.
· Overall, the benefits definitely outweigh the challenges.
· Wisconsin: John Tuohy
· Handout: Wisconsin Child and Family Services Plan (CFSP)

· John was the lead person for the first CFSR and up until two years ago was the lead who worked on the CFSP and APSR.

· Integrating the 5 year plan and CFSR process worked out partly due to the timing. Their first CFSR on-site review was August 2003 and PIP was submitted in April 2004 with the 5 year plan submitted in June 2004.
· The handout shows the seven overall strategies they developed that address the issues of safety, permanency, and well-being.  Strategies were used for both PIP and 5 year plan.
· They developed over 20 specific improvement strategies in the PIP that rolled up into one of the 7 overall strategies. 

· As WI submitted their subsequent APSRs, they were able to report on the items they put into the five year plan.

· The integration between the five year plan and PIP was also helpful. As they were closing out their PIP they renegotiated a few of their action strategies with the Central Office and the Region V Office. The integration of the PIP and five year plan was helpful when it came time to close out the PIP. 
· They’re looking ahead to the next CFSR and are scheduled for their on-site review in April of 2010.

· They’ll be using the planning process in the spring of 2009 to reaffirm the overall strategies and goals they want to identify in the five year plan due in June 2009. The five year plan will be used as the framework for what they do with the statewide assessment for the CFSR in 2010.
· The APSR will continue to be used to report on how they are doing with their goals for the second round CFSR, and they have plans to make it more data intensive.

· The timing for WI is working out very well in that the CFSR and five year time frames are lining up so they can work on both things at once, which maximizes the efforts of stakeholders who participate in the planning process.

· Idaho: Kathy Morris
· Handout: Table of Contents

· Handout: Idaho Child and Family Services Plan and Progress Report, FY 2008-2009

· Idaho had experienced some initial resistance with this integration and made more of a side by side plan under one cover.

· As they started the report they began getting a better idea of how the integration would work.

· They had a state checklist that detailed the items the region wanted to see in the CFSP and what the requirements were. They used this to make it easy to reference exactly where these items could be found within the document. They weren’t stuck to a certain structure for the CFSP.

· It was more appealing to do the integration when Kathy received the responsibilities for both of these documents. All of the data collection they did really went toward accomplishing the goals in that integrated plan.

· The single plan is a lot more coherent for meetings with stakeholder groups and staff. The single plan really helps to focus efforts.

· The timing worked well for Idaho with the CFSP and PIP. They were at the end of one five year period and were basically able to take the PIP and build their new CFSP around that.

· In previous reports they had a lot more narrative. Now their narrative is much more to the point and data intensive. They’ve taken the CFSR process and integrated it into their CQI process. They can now take their CQI data and integrate it into their reporting. 

· Challenges:

· Trying to frame and develop these documents around themes rather than having them outcome- and item-based.
· Stakeholder Input – stakeholder meetings have been somewhat challenging.

· The integration has streamlined the process. While they were working on the PIP they were simultaneously working on additional items for the plan. 

· Reflections of Regional Staff
Jennifer Zanella:
· The regional office team discussed themes that were noticed across these various state approaches and what attributed to the state’s successful integration of the documents. 

· The regional offices are  not necessarily recommending that everyone take these approaches. Each state needs to think about what will work best for them.

· Common Themes:

· All of the states that presented really showed recognition that the CFSR and CFSP are all part of one process. They went beyond integrating just the PIP items, and recognized that the outcomes and systemic factors reflect this process. The CFSP was used for longer term plans they wanted to address.
· One of the states reformed their entire child welfare system at the same time as the CFSR and used the CFSR and CFSP as their framework.

· By integrating these planning processes, states have had the opportunity to better engage stakeholders and allow them to be a part of this process. Stakeholders are really coming away from the meetings with a much better understanding of these different pieces and how they’re all related.

· Importance of monitoring – These states were able to build on the positive momentum initiated by their PIP by continuing on beyond the two years (e.g. continuing internal CQI process and case review process). 

· Monitoring is allowing states to note where strategies are not working and they can then make changes on an annual basis with the APSR process. Using data to monitor goals beyond the PIP timeframe helps Regional Offices stay informed and to identify the need for technical assistance. 

· By continuing to monitor how they are doing, the states  prevent surprises and help them  stay in touch with where they stand. 

· Importance and role of ongoing evaluation and reporting – states are going beyond just reporting and are really evaluating how well the strategies are working. They’re using data and CQI information to inform the need for change, and use annual APSR updates to take the opportunity to review and evaluate their effectiveness.

Sue Bradfield:
· Iowa was the state that did a complete redesign of their child welfare system right before their CFSR. The complete system reform was beneficial for Iowa. They did a great job of using data to track where they were coming along with their goals through use of their Digital Dashboard system. Data and quality assurance helped them to stay on track.
Debra Samples
· Arizona used national standards, including the 95% threshold for case reviews, to determine their measures for goals and objectives in the CFSP.  Reporting on their data in this way has allowed the Regional Office to identify trends.

Krista Thomas
· Wisconsin’s procedure has effectively molded their efforts into their overall strategic planning process. There is really no one right way to do this and each state can work out an effective plan designed to work for them. There are many right ways to effectively integrate the strategic planning processes.
· Melody Roe, with the NRCOI, informed the Network that NRCOI is available for technical assistance. NRCOI staff have the ability to go into the state upon request and help them think about how they might go about this integration, provide them with examples of other states, and assist in the planning process. She then thanked the presenters and opened up the call to questions.
· Christine, MN 
· Christine referenced Mary Nelson’s (Iowa) earlier comment about how it would be helpful to have a more unified format, and asked the representatives from the Children’s Bureau if there was any consideration about this.

· Gail Collins replied that the Children’s Bureau doesn’t feel they have a required format for the APSR and CFSP. They have another handout that they want to send out to the Network in regards to this (NOTE: this handout will come with the minutes from today’s call). They don’t have any real barriers that they’re aware of, but will try to take a step in the direction to facilitate this.

· Christine also touched upon how one state talked about flexibility in coming up with formats, and asked about the regional offices’ flexibility in doing this.
· Jennifer Zanella responded that the Regional Offices have provided states with checklists that they also use themselves to go through and make sure the state has everything that is required in the CFSP without requiring them to have a specific format. Idaho returned this checklist to the Regional Office with page numbers specific to where they could find each item in the checklist.

· Ann, GA

· When can we expect new program instructions?

· It’s a little hard to say at this time, but the Children’s Bureau is aware of the need to get them out. Folks are encouraged to begin working on the CFSP regardless.

· Kim, GA

· People have said that they streamlined the team that works on their CFSP, and that those are the same people that work on the CFSR and PIP, is that correct?
· Idaho: That’s true because there are only a few of us.

· Iowa: My reference to team was including some of our stakeholders – the teams of stakeholders and local area staff that are part of our planning process. We have a permanent team with our staff who are the core team members, but as they’re working on different issues they engage stakeholders that have indicated they’re interested in working on those issues with us. They’re all structured around the CFSR and systemic factors so when working on any aspect of systemic reform it’s going to go to that specific team. There is a coordinating group that’s made up of local managers as well. The stakeholder panel meets every other month to look at systemic factors and outcomes and what the data is showing. Iowa has 6-7 teams because they’ve done some grouping of items.

· Peter Watson, NRCOI

· Peter asked Iowa if putting together the stakeholder charter has helped define roles and responsibilities

· Mary responded that ‘yes, it has been helpful’ and she thinks the members are getting very comfortable with their roles and much more familiar with the various elements.

· Steve Preister, NRCOI, added that North Carolina has a collaborative standing body for systems reform and a charter that serves as a consulting body for both the CFSR and CFSP, as well as other human service agencies (i.e. health, education, etc.).

· Debra Samples (Region IX) requested that Katherine (AZ) provide the group with the website where other states can go to look at Arizona’s APSR. Katherine will send this to Melody, and Mary will send Iowa’s website address as well.

· Melody Roe (NRCOI) asked Idaho to elaborate on their timing challenges

· Idaho, Kathy Morris

· Their review was in 2003, and their PIP was in 2004. They were able to use their ambitious PIP to fill the requirements for the CFSP. It did take them a couple of years to get it settled down, but as long as they had the information required in the program instructions and were trying to make it fit, their Regional Office worked with them. It will be different for them this time around because the target date is very similar.

· Wrap Up, Melody Roe (NRCOI)

· If anyone didn’t receive the handouts for today’s call and want these documents, they can email Melody at mroe@usm.maine.edu.

· Melody discussed with the Network that this was a more formal call, and we’ll be going back to our normal format for the upcoming call on January 13th. She asked the group if there were any suggestions for topics.

· Linda (CA) suggested that we discuss the HR 6893 bill, looking at the elements of it and what states will be going through it.

· Steve Preister (NRCOI) suggested we have a discussion on how well these calls are working, and if we’re meeting the needs of the group. We’ve been doing these calls every other month for about two years now, and the resource centers would like to know what the members are thinking.
Next scheduled CFSR/CFSP Coordinators Network Call:

January 13, 2009 at 3 PM ET
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