CFSR/CFSP COORDINATOR’S NETWORK

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, October 18, 2011
3:00-4:30 PM Eastern
Welcome:
Steve Preister (NRCOI) welcomed all participants

Roll call:
20 States were represented: Alabama, Colorado, Idaho, Illinois, Michigan, Missouri, Nevada, New Jersey, New Mexico, Ohio, Oregon, South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Utah,  Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin, and Wyoming
Topic:
Peer to Peer Efforts of the National Resource Center for Child Welfare Data and Technology (NRC-CWDT, Lynda Arnold)
· NRC-CWDT is trying to ensure that data is integrated with programs and practice. To help with this, they have begun hosting new peer networks. These groups are formed around a particular topic of interest and facilitated by an NRC-CWDT staff member. The main purpose is for technical assistance, both peer to peer and from the NRC-CWDT.  Networks will meet regularly to discuss a topic of interest, share information, learn about new tools and strategies, and get help on a particular issue. The NRC-CWDT will arrange for experts to join the meetings and present as appropriate. These networks are just getting started, and are focused on the following topics:

· Placement Stability (lead by Ruth Huebner)

· Managing with Data (lead by Larry Brown)

· Geographic Information Systems
Topic:
Child and Family Service Reviews: Second Round Findings (Esther Sherrard, CFSR Unit, Children’s Bureau)
· Esther presented findings from Round 2 of the CFSR (Fiscal years 2007-2010). Included in the analysis was information from all 52 States. Specifically, there were a total of 3,363 cases reviewed (2,079 of them were foster care cases, and 1,284 were in-home services cases).
· The CFSR consists of the following:
· Statewide Assessment
· Data Profile
· Onsite Review
· Case review of 65 cases
· Stakeholder interviews
· Assessment of outcomes and systemic factors
· Program Improvement Plan
· The following includes the seven systemic factors, and the number of states that were in substantial conformity with each:
· Statewide Information System (40 States in substantial conformity)
· Case Review System (2 States in substantial conformity)
· Quality Assurance System (40 States in substantial conformity)
· Staff and Provider Training (36 States in substantial conformity)
· Service Array and Resource Development (10 States in substantial conformity)
· Agency Responsiveness to the Community (51 States in substantial conformity)
· Foster and Adoptive Parent Licensing, Recruitment and Retention (38 States in substantial conformity)
· The Case Review System systemic factor consists of five items. The biggest area needing improvement is with the written case plan and parent involvement.  Below are the five items with the number of States rated as a “Strength”  for each item:
· Item 25: Written case plan (0 States rated as a Strength)
· Item 26: Periodic reviews (44 States rated as a Strength)
· Item 27: Permanency hearings (32 States rated as a Strength)
· Item 28: Termination of parental rights (12 States rated as a Strength)
· Item 29: Notice of hearings and reviews to caregivers (14 States rated as a Strength)
· The Service Array and Resource Development systemic factor consists of three items. The biggest area needing improvement within this area is with service accessibility, and ensuring accessibility to all areas. It has been difficult to address this systemic factor given the current economic hardships within States. States have had to be really creative about how they’re collaborating with other agencies, making use of resources at local levels, looking at community based programs, etc. States are doing the best they can in this area and there is hope to see some steady improvements over time. Below are the three items with the number of States rated as a “Strength” for each item:
· Item 35: Array of services (32 States rated as a Strength)
· Item 36: Service accessibility (1 State rated as a Strength)
· Item 37: Individualizing services (18 States rated as a Strength)
· Correlations between case characteristics and ratings for outcomes and items:
· Foster care cases were more likely than in-home services cases to substantially achieve outcomes or be rated Strength for items. States responded to this by having an increased focus on in-home service programs, and focusing more on the prevention side and strengthening their in-home services. There is hope to see some improvement on the service provisions for in-home service programs while improving on foster care case outcomes as well.
· Cases were more likely to be rated Strength for services to mothers than to fathers. There are numerous innovative things that have been going on across the States focused on engaging and involving fathers, and we are sure to see some continued improvement in this area.
· Below is the average percentage of cases that “Substantially Achieved”  each CFSR outcome:
· Safety Outcome 1: Children are, first and foremost, protected from abuse and neglect (71%)
· Safety Outcome 2: Children are safely maintained in their homes whenever possible and appropriate (65.1%)
· Permanency Outcome 1: Children have permanency and stability in their living situations (38.2%)
· Permanency Outcome 2: The continuity of family relationships and connections is preserved for children (64.5%)
· Well-Being Outcome 1: Families have enhanced capacity to provide for their children’s needs (42.1%)
· Well-Being Outcome 2: Children receive appropriate services to meet their educational needs (86.6%)
· Well-Being Outcome 3: Children receive adequate services to meet their physical needs (75.3%)
· The Safety Outcome looks at these four items:
· Item 1: Timeliness of initiating investigations of reports of maltreatment (78% of applicable cases were rated as Strength on this item)
· Item 2: Repeat maltreatment (87% of applicable cases were rated as Strength on this item)
· Item 3: Services to the family to protect child(ren) in the home and prevent removal or re-entry into foster care (75% of applicable cases were rated as Strength on this item)
· Item 4: Risk assessment and safety management (67% of applicable cases were rated as Strength on this item)
· For this item, 89% of applicable cases had initial risk assessments, while 85% had initial safety assessments; 77% had ongoing risk assessments, while 73% had ongoing safety assessments; 74% of applicable cases had safety assessments prior to foster care case closure.
· 22% of cases had unaddressed safety concerns. Many of these related to the front end of the system, as maltreatment allegations were being reported an inappropriately screened out, while some were never formally reported or investigated. There were also extensive delays in accepting an allegation for investigation or assessment, with some allegations not being substantiated despite evidence that would support this. Cases were also being closed prematurely.
· Permanency Outcome 1 looks at the following items:
· Item 5: Foster care reentries (93% of applicable cases were rated as Strength on this item)
· Item 6: Stability of foster care placement (72% of applicable cases were rated as Strength on this item)
· Common challenges and areas of concern identified with this item:
· Insufficient number of foster placements
· Lack of training for foster parents
· Limited resources to support foster parents
· Item 7: Permanency goal for child (63% of applicable cases were rated as Strength on this item)
· Common challenges and areas of concern identified with this item:
· Although a number of cases had concurrent planning or a concurrent goal identfieid, when looked at more closely concurrent planning was not being implemented consistently or effectively
· Inappropriate goals were set
· Goals were not being set in a timely manner
· TPR was not being filed in accordance with ASFA
· Item 8: Reunification, guardianship, or permanent placement with relatives (63% of cases were rated as Strength on this item)
· Common Strengths themes associated with this item:
· Identifying and engaging all members of the family
· Individualizing and adjusting case plans
· Designing and adjusting visitation plans
· Communicating with families, providers, and courts
· Concurrent planning
· Using family team meetings
· Placing children in close proximity to their families
· Supporting foster caregivers as mentors with parents
· Providing services including but not limited to the following: family preservation, substance abuse treatment, individual and family therapy, housing, income support, employment assistance, and parenting education
· Challenges noted with this item:
· Insufficient family needs assessment
· Insufficient case planning
· Lack of engagement of parents (particularly noncustodial parents)
· Insufficient communication and engagement with families
· Lack of concurrent planning
· Lack of communication with courts and service providers
· Delays in guardianship home studies and finalization
· Delays in relative and noncustodial parent identification and engagement
· Delays in court hearings
· Services identified that were not provided included: residential treatment, transportation, housing, employment assistance, mental health treatment, and substance abuse treatment
· Item 9: Adoption (36% of applicable cases were rated as Strength on this item)
· Strengths themes associated with this item:
· Completing forms and legal processes in a timely manner
· Filing TPR within ASFA timeframes
· Obtaining voluntary relinquishments in a timely manner
· Concurrent planning
· Preserving existing services for children post-adoption
· Identifying and engaging relative early
· Using ICPC effectively
· Using recruitment resources such as AdoptUSKids
· Challenges themes identified:
· Lack of engagement with families
· Non-compliance with ASFA timeframes for TPR
· Insufficient caseworker visitation with children
· Lack of planning for post-adoptive services
· Delays in setting the goal of adoption
· Delays in home studies, licensing, and finalization
· Delays in ICPC processes
· Item 10: Other planned permanent living arrangement (OPPLA) (64% of applicable cases were rated as Strength on this item)
· Strengths themes:
· Developing appropriate permanent placements
· Supporting the relationship of child with caregiver
· Engaging relatives and siblings
· Resolving financial concerns
· Addressing runaway or delinquency episodes
· Addressing mental and developmental health needs
· Challenges Themes
· Insufficient attention to behavioral concerns
· Overuse of temporary placements
· Insufficient provisions of IL services
· Insufficient case planning for independence
· Lack of support for permanent placement options
· Lack of communication with placement providers
· Permanency Outcome 1: For children with a permanency goal, the types of primary (not including concurrent) goals most children had in the case review included:
· Adoption (38.2%)
· Reunification with parents (32.6%)
· Other planned permanent living arrangement (21%)
· Guardianship (4.9%)
· Reunification with relatives (3.2%)
· Permanency Outcome 2 includes the following items:
· Item 11: Proximity of foster care placement
· Item 12: Placement with siblings
· Item 13: Visiting parents and siblings in foster care
· In regards to this item, they noted some stronger practice in the area of sibling visitation compared to parent visitations. In 36% of States no concerted efforts were made to ensure sufficient visitation. In 82% of States no concerted efforts were made to ensure visitation with fathers, and in 62% of States no concerted efforts were made to ensure sufficient visitation with mothers.
· Item 14: Preserving connections
· Item 15: Relative placement
· Item 16: Relationship of child in care with parents
· The agency made diligent efforts to support or maintain the bond between children in foster care and their mothers and fathers with the following frequency:
· Mother – 68% of applicable cases
· Father – 52% of applicable cases
· Noted Strengths with Permanency Outcome 2:
· Agency efforts to place children in close proximity to their homes
· Placing siblings together
· Preserving children’s connections to relatives, schools, friends and their community
· Seeking out relative placements
· Well-Being Outcome 1 includes:
· Item 17: Needs and services of child, parents, foster parents (48% of applicable cases were rated as Strength on this item)
· Identified needs were assessed for mothers in 76% of applicable cases, and addressed in 68%
· Identified needs were assessed for fathers in 50% of applicable cases, and addressed in 43%
· Identified needs were assessed for children in 86% of applicable cases, and addressed in 80%
· Identified needs were assessed for foster parents in 85% of applicable cases, and addressed in 79%
· Item 18: Child and family involvement in case planning (50% of applicable cases were rated as Strength) 
· Agencies made concerted efforts to involve mothers in case planning in 71% of applicable cases, fathers in 47% of applicable cases, and children in 70% of applicable cases

· Item 19: Caseworker visits with child (71% of applicable cases were rated as Strength)
· Sufficient frequency of visits between the caseworker and child occurred in 81% of applicable cases; sufficient quality of visits occurred in 75% of applicable cases 
· Item 20: Caseworker visits with parents (41% of applicable cases were rated as Strength) 
· Sufficient frequency of visits between the caseworker and mother occurred in 67% of applicable cases; sufficient quality of visits occurred in 69%
· Sufficient frequency of visits between the caseworker and father occurred in 41% of applicable cases; sufficient quality of visits occurred in 52%
· Well-Being Outcomes 2 and 3 
· There have been a number of collaborative efforts to ensure access to services for clients. The Children’s Bureau has seen this really paying off to ensure that children are having their needs met. Although there is still a lot more work to do to strengthen child well being, overall there is great practice happening. 
· Well-Being Outcomes 2 and 3 include:
· Item 21: Educational needs of the child
· The education needs of the child were assessed in 90% of applicable cases, and addressed in 85%
· Challenges identified with education related to maintaining or coordinating educational services for children in foster care due in part to school communication needs, delays in transferring EAPs, and delays in enrollment.
· Item 22: Physical health of the child
· The physical health needs of the child were assessed in 93% of applicable cases, and addressed in 90% 
· A common challenge identified with this item was that the dental services available in the community were insufficient to meet the need.
· Item 23: Mental/behavioral health of the child
· The mental/behavioral health needs of the child were assessed in 86% of applicable cases, and addressed in 77%
· Common challenges with this item included:
· Mental/behavioral health services available in the community were insufficient to meet the need.
· Mental/behavioral health needs were assessed but were not addressed.
· There were delays in service assessments and/or delivery due to waiting lists.
· Round 2 PIP Status
· 8 States have completed Round 2 PIPs
· 42 States are currently in implementation or monitoring
· 2 States are pending PIP approval
· Round 3 CFSR Status
· ACF is actively considering changes for the third round of reviews. They have solicited public feedback and convened stakeholder and Tribal consultations. The responses were great, with 80 written responses received from States, courts, Tribes, localities, and other interested stakeholders. Fifty stakeholders  also joined live sessions.
· From this feedback, they have identified the following themes:
· It would be better to institutionalize continuous quality improvement to better identify change initiatives and achieve long term sustainability of improvement (rather than focusing on a point in time review)
· There are concerns about losing momentum and resources between review rounds
· People expressed an interest in gaining more ownership over the review process – this is a theme that the Children’s Bureau is actively considering
· To incorporate the new Title IV-E  into the Federal monitoring efforts (such as those in Fostering Connections)
· Uncover program and practice issues that were related to disproportionality and to really look at a CFSR process that would allow them to look at specific populations
· Using more refined data measures and data measures other than, or in addition to, what they currently have in the data composites. Specifically, there was a desire to see more measures that could be readily understandable in the field and more relative to population cohorts.
· The current review process is not highlighting enough of the variety of practice that exists across jurisdictions and is very focused in nature
· Combine resources to reduce burden and redundancy (i.e. integrating the CFSR with existing ACF protocols such as the CFSP)
· Focus on a way to ensure accountability to high level of performance by going beyond just having financial penalties – ensure a good balance of achievements and financial penalties
· ACF is in the process of drafting new regulations, and are looking forward to working with stakeholders as they refine the CFSR process. Jurisdictions are encouraged to continue to focus on current successes and challenges in the meantime. There is no specific timeframe for when new program instructions will be available, but Round 3 is stalled until they are sure of the direction they are going to take. They will ensure adequate time for States to prepare for whatever process is rolled out.
Next Quarterly Meeting:  Topic – Experiences with Fatherhood Initiatives (2 States) Tuesday, January 17th, from 3:00 – 4:30PM Eastern
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