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Staffed by

The National Child Welfare Resource Center for Organizational Improvement (NRCOI) and the National Resource Center for Child Welfare Data and Technology (NRC-CWDT)

Minutes from the Webinar Meeting

Tuesday, January 17, 2011

3:00-4:30 PM Eastern

Roll Call
States:  Alabama, Alaska, California, Connecticut, DC, Georgia, Illinois, Iowa, Louisiana, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Ohio, South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Washington, Wyoming.

New network member from Texas: Annette Hodges-Brothers
NRCOI: Sarah Webster, Anna Stone, Steve Preister, Anne Comstock, Nick Curlew, Mary O’Brien.
NRC-CWDT: Joe Murray

Introduction

Don Adams – Fatherhood engagement has been demonstrated to be one of the more challenging issues for states in Rounds 1 and 2 of the CFSR.  As we all know, the nature of child welfare is to move from challenge to challenge.  With that said, states are starting to implement changes to fatherhood engagement in their practice.  Texas and the District of Columbia are two places that have begun this process, which we will hear about during the webinar.
Texas

The fatherhood initiative started through the CFSR process, which demonstrated that Texas was not doing a good job engaging fathers.  Considering that there are 254 counties to cover in Texas, making a change is always challenging.  The state looked over four years of research conducted in Washington State, Colorado, and Indiana.  From this search it became obvious that this is a national issue.  It was decided that the best way to move forward was to establish a foundation by bringing in non-governmental partners, which was possible through the award of an NRC-QIC grant to work with New Day Services.  
One of the main changes that needed to be made was the language around how to talk to and about fathers.  The first place to make an impact with regard to the issue of language and other needed changes was to update the curriculum for worker training.  Another discovered shortfall was that Texas was not doing a very good job of referring fathers for services.  The first step in remedying this problem was to look over the referral process itself.  In the first 6 months less than 10% of fathers were referred, but when the referral practice was changed that number improved dramatically.  As the need to develop collaboration with other organizations was identified and implemented, the language being used started to sound the same across agencies, and reflected a sense of respect.  

It was imperative to understand the mindset of the fathers, and why they tend to run away from systems.  This led to the creation of a more user-friendly environment including having a male contact fathers first and a central person to liaison with New Day to refer services for fathers from CPS.  There was also a need to work with the caseworker’s mindset of thinking the new changes would go away, to understanding that the initiative was here to stay.
Another main focus of efforts was to ensure that information was complete, accurate and included positive identifying information.  In the first 50 days after initiating the change there were no referrals.  After this initial period, only 3-24% of referrals included positive identifying information, with the most recent figures showing an increase to 60%.  This increase was the result of creating an environment where people would ask the needed questions.  The legal department required due diligence with regard to information on fathers, which included the positive identifying information where applicable.  
It’s important to remember that fathers have unique problems as well and that they are part of the community; informing and informed by that community.  The relationships is a two way process.  Perception of power is a very important aspect of working with fathers and caseworkers need to have a better understanding of these relationships.  Often language is not always pleasant.  We will say a lot of things that sound good, but may not actually be so.  Respect is important as well as valuing the fathers and what they have to contribute to the life of the child.  Reunification is of utmost importance and fathers and mothers are important to this process.  
Data of outcomes demonstrates the challenges and opportunities that CPS faces and numbers help to make the idea more concrete.  Currently the state of Texas is conducting judicial roundtables to listen to fathers engaged in the process or who have successfully navigated the process.
District of Columbia
In DC, the Connecting Dads Initiative was started about a year ago, building on efforts from the second round of the CFSR in 2007.  The CFSR showed that DC was not effective at meeting needs of biological mothers or fathers and lacked efforts to involve fathers in case planning.  The creation of DC’s Program Improvement Plan included the development of policies on fatherhood engagement (comprehensive policy about incarceration), older youth, and domestic violence.  In December 2010 the PIP officially ended, but the agency still had ongoing challenges.  Starting December 2011 there was an extended case review period due to not showing improvement with biological parent engagement.  

From there, DC created a committee that developed the PADRE Model:

Practice Standards

Accountability

Documentation

Resources/Responsibility

Education
The driving vision was to ensure that each child has the opportunity to be connected to their father and vice versa.  A subcommittee for each letter of the model was created and reported back to the main committee.  Some issues to be addressed regarding practice included not recording to reflect positive engagement with fathers; a lack of readily available resources for fathers giving rise to feelings of being slighted; bringing our own personal experiences and ideas to the work with us regarding fathers; non-engagement of incarcerated parents, which includes its own set of issues such as how do you locate this parent, how do you assess the parents readiness and if appropriate, prepare the child and parent for the initial contact (includes feelings of other parent usually mother – here communication is vital).

Some of the steps taken to address the aforementioned issues included creation and utilization of the Dadcount form – an internal manual to assess level of engagement and service provision for fathers by staff; use of FACES.net to document attempts to engage fathers; creating a comprehensive resource guide for fathers; mandatory training on staff perceptions and biases; attempts to tackle the huge hurdle of child support perception; and collaboration with the Howard University School of Social Work to conduct a study to find out how CPS was doing engaging fathers and to provided recommendations.

From the study it was discovered that the problem was practice not policy.

Future actions to be taken addressing fatherhood engagement include a city-wide event in June to celebrate fathers that was developed through a partnership with the district and the launch of an internal and external campaign to reaffirm the philosophy.

Some statistics from DC

83% of fathers not in the household
57% of children have contact with fathers

35% of fathers involved in case planning

72% of fathers not receiving services

Question and Answer

How do you deal with issues of confidentiality?

 You have to be honest with fathers about the law and let them know they can get paternity.  You can encourage them to get tested for paternity.  Push forward the idea that it’s about the children and that children deserve to be with fathers as long as they’re healthy (this may be important when discussing possibilities with mothers).  
How do you set up accountability performance measures?

DC: We worked closely with our HR office to generate performance plans in the performance management system.  This required us to ask questions about the general language we want to be committed to, how to create the expectation for the social worker, how to hold everyone to the same standard, and how to assess performance (ask pointed questions with yes or no and if no why).  Then supervisors come in with coaching to raise standards.
Possible Topics for Next Call: 

Credit report monitoring that is part of new Child Welfare Act

CFSR in Round 3 – there is word that the Children’s Bureau will be releasing a proposal
How states are adapting to become more trauma-informed

Next Call: April 10th, 2012

