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Participating Locations

District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Texas, Fairfax County, Virginia, Washington, West Virginia

Discussion of New Data Composites: 

Jackie Smollar, Children’s Bureau CFSR and Data Teams

· Jackie Smollar agreed to participate in the QI Peer Network call to give her perspective on the new national data composites.  She referenced a handout distributed to all participants before the call, “Steps to Understanding Composites.”  [NOTE:  readers should review this handout in order to understand the following notes about Jackie’s presentation.  It can be found online at www.qinetwork.org under “Resources”.]

· Jackie put together the handout after some states had questions after receiving their data profiles from the Children’s Bureau.  The Children’s Bureau now sends “Steps to Understanding Composites” to states when they receive their profiles.

· Jackie said steps 1-6 basically restate the Federal Register announcement about the composites.

· Composites are basically relational scores.  So the ranking order rather than the actual score is more important in terms of understanding where you are as a state.  If a state is close to 150, the state is better than all or almost all other states.

· Counties must have at least 50 children in foster care to be valid.  Smaller counties within a state are rolled up together.  Need to remember this when looking at data.  The Children’s Bureau can unroll counties for states so they can see how every county did, but the percentages in these counties will not be useful.  Counties must have at least one child in the denominator to be included in the composite.  If not, they will be null on the spreadsheet.

· A “measure” is a statement of what the Children’s Bureau and the field generally value in a specific program area.  For example, 12 months to reunification is a key goal so you will see it in the measures.

· Three of the composites have “components.”  Measures correlated with each other become a component.  States need to look at these components to understand where doing well and where not.

· The new composites use “weighting” in three different ways.

· Individual measures have different weights in the component score.  But this weight is not all that important to states since all the measures within a component are highly correlated with each other.

· When composites have components, they are weighted equally in contribution to the composite (e.g., if two components, each has 50% weight; if three, each has 33.33% weight)

· County composites create the overall state composite, and each county is weighted by the number of children served in foster care during the time period covered.  This number is not that useful to states since they know their larger counties already.

· Other terminology to remember:

· National standard = data indicator

· So the two safety indicators are national standards

· The permanency composite indicators include measures and components

· Step 7:  Jackie made up this section about explaining the composites to stakeholders and she would like feedback from people.  She tried to take this in pieces and break down the information to help people understand.  So try to lay this out for people and show areas that may need work/attention to improve performance.

· Data is now available to all states so composite scores available to everyone for 2004/2005.  If state staff email Jackie, she will send the URL and passcodes to access this data.

Larry Wojciak, MN

· Rather than use a narrative description, Minnesota took the composites and presented them in a table format that included some comments on the state’s performance.  Larry will send the updated version so we can post them on the extranet site.

· Minnesota did not go into detail on the weighting issues because this would have confused/lost people.  They only detailed the component weighting in their materials.

Cindy Ximenes, TX

· Texas used the Minnesota tool to help their QA staff understand the composites.

Discussion of CFSR Final Reports
Jackie Smollar, Children’s Bureau CFSR and Data Teams
· Jackie was involved in writing the final CFSR reports beginning in Year 2 of the first round of the CFSRs.  She designed a template for CFSR Reports so there would be consistency across state final reports.

· Final reports are long and the template is as well.  The template is basically a 60 page detailed document that is a model for a report.  Not a database, but a Word document.  So tallying and qualitative analysis must be done outside this document.  She will send it to the Network so we can post it for people to modify for their own state CFSR processes if that would be helpful.

· The template focuses on the CFSR Items.  Presents findings for each Item by in-home and out-of-home cases.  Also provides reasons for Strengths and Areas Needing Improvement in each Item.  

· The template also includes information within each Item for anecdotal information from Stakeholder Interviews that might give some background and understanding about how people view the particular issue or cases.

· The template also provides some of the categories that emerged in Round 1 within different Items.  Jackie went through all the qualitative data to look for categories of ratings for given Items.  For example, in Item 11, Proximity of Foster Care Placement, some similar issues emerged:  distance between family and foster home was a barrier; lack of services to meet needs resulted in placements outside of the community; some placements outside the community necessary to meet child’s specific needs.

· The goal of including anecdotal information and common categories is to make the date interpretable beyond just the numbers in the final reports.

Cheryl MacDougall, NJ

· A little synopsis, summary page would be helpful (e.g., in-home vs. out-of-home cases)

· NJ developed a little chart for its reviews to address this need.

Jackie Smollar

· This is what she tried to do in the template based on the lessons and common themes during Round 1.  So this is done at the Item level in the template.  “Categories” means themes that emerge through the reviews.

Increased Focus on “Evaluative” Statewide Assessments
Peter Watson, NRCOI

· The Federal CFSR team has emphasized the need to be more “evaluative” in Statewide Assessments during Round 2 of the CFSRs.  Some of the early states have struggled with this issue as they have pulled together a variety of data, information, stakeholder feedback, and other materials.  Do QI Peer Network participants have any comments or questions about this issue?
Bill McLaughlin, NY

· This is an area of great interest to NY.  NY is doing its own internal reviews to organize its own Statewide Assessment efforts. Still trying to understand what the Children’s Bureau means by making the Statewide Assessments more “evaluative.”

· Do not necessarily want to put things in writing since it is difficult to predict consequences of doing so.  States do not always have complete answers to “why” certain data trends or outcomes.  For example, NY wants to improve adoptions for older children and have tried three or four different approaches.  However, unclear which are having the most impact.

Terri Farrell, NE

· The new Statewide Assessment instrument on the Children’s Bureau website has some examples of what “evaluative” language means.

Nora Buchanan, NM

· NM has its on-site CFSR in May, 2007.  So the Statewide Assessment is due in a few weeks.  NM’s view is they do not want to have their information inconsistent with the Federal CFSR findings.  They want no issues with validity.  So they are trying to look underneath issues and trying to be painfully honest about certain issues that may be in their PIP.

Larry Wojciak, MN

· DE has already completed its Statewide Assessment and has posted it on its website.  Other states can review the document to see how DE tried to be evaluative:  http://www.state.de.us/kids/pdfs/dfs_statewide_assessment.pdf
Hot Topics
Nora Buchanan, NM

· NM had access to the new version of the CFSR instrument in January, 2007.  The Children’s Bureau worked with NM to test the new automated CFSR instruments and CFSR interview guides during a week-long review.

· During the test, Federal staff worked with NM to mirror the Federal CFSR process.  All reviewers were trained on the new technology and the team reviewed 12 cases using the new tablet PCs.

· NM staff found it to be easier to use the key pads than to write on the tablets using the stylus.

· At the end of the week, NM used the automatically generated PowerPoint presentations and reports generated through the automated system.  This simplified the review process.

· NM reviewers loved the new tool and the technology.  They also generated a lot of tips for people who will serve as reviewers when Round 2 begins in the next few months.

Dan Capouch and Cindy Ximenes, TX

· TX has a structured case reading modeled on the CFSR and has tried to focus on the importance of the outcomes in a number of ways.  Since the case reads have been occurring for years, staff in Texas are used to the focus on outcomes and have less concern about the validity of the data.

· In January, rolled out a new Performance Management Initiative that uses CFSR outcomes to measure the performance of staff, from workers to managers.  TX wants CFSR outcomes to show up in performance evaluations.

· TX set up a matrix that helps Supervisors or staff set up a plan based on key outcomes.  So if investigator, the plan might focus on improving timeliness of investigation initiation.  These plans not tied completely to performance reviews, but they link key outcomes for the unit.  So units can take the reports from the case reads, drill down to the worker level, and use the results to help evaluate job performance.

· The initiative has forced the QA staff to remind staff that this isn’t an exercise for the Feds.  The focus needs to be on outcomes for children and families.

· TX also has regular reports that are based on CFSR outcomes and weekly data reports for workers and Supervisors on key areas that need improvement (e.g., visits with children).  So TX tries to keep on top of outcomes that are important.  The impact of this is that staff want weekly reports rather than monthly.

Valerie Douglas, DC

· DC involves Supervisors through management reports run daily and weekly to measure performance in terms of visitation, case planning, etc.  The Supervisors meet monthly to see how they are doing and the results drive CQI to look at certain areas more closely.

· DC is still working to blend its CQI and Statewide Assessment processes.  The Planning Office produces a monthly report and they are trying to produce best practices to see how practice relates to performance on the National Standards.

· DC does qualitative reviews during which 40 cases reviewed in very intensive QSR process.

· Now moving towards monthly QA reviews that will involve Supervisory staff.  Will need to train them in the process.

Sandi Slappey, Fairfax County, VA

· Fairfax County has a new qualitative review process, but have told workers the results are not linked to performance.  However, also provide individual feedback to workers who have cases reviewed.  This has been a good process for the County.

· Currently use only QA staff to review the cases, but later would like to bring in other staff and stakeholders.

Topics for Future Calls
The group discussed two possible topics for future calls:

· First, participants liked an earlier idea about having one state volunteer to give an overview of its QI system during each call.  The state that gives the overview could use the opportunity to seek input from the QI Peer Network about certain aspects of its QI system or approaches.  Peter will look for a volunteer for the next call.

· Second, the group would like some guidance on what the Children’s Bureau expects in the Statewide Assessment section focused on the QA Systemic Factor.  Perhaps we could focus on a few examples of how states have approached this in completed or draft Statewide Assessments.

Next QI Peer Network Call:

Thursday, May 10, 2007

2:30-4:00 EDT
