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· Stakeholders, for the purposes of this call, are broadly defined and include both external and internal partners. 

· States involve stakeholders in many ways:
· External stakeholders (e.g. mental health, law enforcement, community partners, foster parents) in qualitative state reviews – get training from the state and then participate as part of the team;

· Stakeholders serve on CQI teams to review data and make recommendations for improvements;

· Engage stakeholders to put together reports;

· Train stakeholders in the use of data and information or different agency processes;

· Communicate results of QI and consider which stakeholders to involve, how to get them information and how to present information

Joan Nelson Phillips, IL
· Meaningful involvement of stakeholders is a struggle.  

· IL has had local QI Councils for nine years.  These are employee driven and they are involved in case record reviews.

· IL also conducts surveys of foster children and foster parents to get input.

· The PIP has helped as well because the focus has shifted from just record reviews to problem solving.

· Foster parent and youth advisory councils have been involved in the PIP process as well.

· IL requires Regional mini-PIPs and these have brought more middle managers into a collaborative process to look at the numbers and develop strategies to improve practice.  This is a shift because in the past this was primarily the responsibility of people at the Director level.

· DCFS staff and private agency staff co-facilitate meetings to discuss the mini-PIPs.  So the people involved in the work co-lead the meetings.  These are different from typical QI meetings because not just focused on specific data. Another key difference is that these meetings are now focused primarily on practice rather than on systemic issues. When participants look at data, they come up with strategies to impact real practice.
· One struggle has been making the data and information interesting/useful to the people at the table.  For example, if foster parents are involved, you need to make the meetings useful and interesting to them—this is a critical lesson the QI staff in IL have learned. You need to make them feel as if it is “their” meeting rather than them coming to sit in on “your” meeting.
Jim Grace, KY

· KY has faced similar issues in the past few years.  Have tried to involve foster parents and others in QI processes.  Local offices facilitate QI meetings and get foster parents involved.

· KY also has an official CQI team for the state that grew out of the Statewide Community Stakeholders Group developed during the Child and Family Services Plan (CFSP) process.  The CQI team has three subgroups focused on safety, permanence and well-being.

· These meetings result in a wealth of ideas and the Director of Mental Health chairs the group.  The Director was interested in CQI and was willing to take the lead in the group.  KY also engaged people from Education, the Courts, Substance Abuse (under the Mental Health umbrella) and other agencies in the process.

Diane Connelly, from NY ACS, asked what kind of data KY and IL used during their CQI meetings.
Jim Grace, KY

· KY has a dedicated child welfare researcher on staff and she works closely with IT.  She can pull outcome and compliance data from the system.  They also use qualitative data from their CQI case reviews and KY CFSRs.  They try to merge all this data and information together thoughtfully for the CQI teams.

Joan Nelson Phillips, IL

· IL uses similar data and emphasizes getting the field staff involved in qualitative reviews.  IL trains new people each quarter and involvement in the reviews helps expose people to the review processes rather than just throw a lot of numbers and findings at them.  These participants often become champions of the process and can talk about the numbers and findings with colleagues in their own agencies.
· IL also conducts exit conferences with local offices.  During the conference, the QI staff distribute packets of data that focus on key areas they think impact the Items/Outcomes from the CFSR.  So the reports focus on the key areas, especially those rated as areas needing improvement.

· They invite and strongly encourage local offices to bring in local agencies and their staff to hear the findings and work on developing a PIP.  The state QI staff meet with the local group for 8 weeks to help them process the information and develop plans for changes.

· Once the plan is complete, invite all the key state and local stakeholders back and the local group presents its PIP to everyone in the field.

· Focus on Supervisory level in these meetings (from both the agency and the private agencies) —try to bring them in so they understand the process and data.

· Also try to follow-up on a quarterly basis to keep the momentum going once the PIP has been developed.

Jim Grace, KY

· Another challenge KY has faced is sustaining expectations around QI and outcomes now that the PIP has been completed.

Shirley Alexander, ID

· ID just completed its PIP, so they are dealing with the same issue currently.  The have trained a number of partners in their CQI process—Citizen Review Panel (CRP) members, University staff, Casey Family Programs staff, etc.
· CRP members serve as CQI reviewers and this helps them do their jobs.  They are now cheerleaders for the process.

· Involving CRP members initially caused some concerns since these staff were outside the agency.  However, CRP staff interview families and stakeholders during the process and this has helped them understand the complexity of the child welfare work. 

· Now that the PIP is completed, may struggle a bit more with some stakeholders who may  want to do things their own way (e.g., CIP and judges).  But the CRP staff will continue to work on the QI reviews ID has implemented.

· ID has no completely dedicated QI staff.  Small Central Office so had to piecemeal the approach.  Each Regional Office has one person who helps organize the reviews and Central Office staff help out with the organization as well.

· ID uses teams similar to the CFSR so two people review each case.  Conducts quarterly reviews on 50 cases.  Boise is reviewed every quarter and then other field offices rotated through the process.

· Supervisors do the hands-on case reviews in ID.  Reviewers go to different field offices from their own.  Central Office staff also help on the reviews.  Community partners also serve as reviewers.  
· Conduct training every 6 months.  ID has staff turnover issues so must continue to conduct training on the process.

Katherine Guffey, from AZ, asked how other agencies have identified and engaged parents in the QI process.

Joan Nelson Phillips, IL

· IL has not had much success in this area.  Send surveys out to get input from the Regional Offices.  Interview parents as part of the QI process.
· Trying to set up a birth parent advisory council, but this has been a slow process so far.

Diane Connelly, NY ACS

· NYC has efforts outside of its QI process.  A parent advocacy group takes parent complaints.  ACS has a formal parent advisory group.

· In the last 7-8 years, ACS has focused on placing children in their neighborhoods.  Parents sit on neighborhood advisory groups and some parents from a parent advocacy group have shadowed the ACS Quality Service Review  (QSR) process to bring in a parent perspective.

· ACS may have difficulty using the QSR approach in the future because they contract with so many private agencies.  May use in selected agencies based on certain criteria.  For example, may use the QSR if evaluation or data shows some need within certain agencies.  Could offer the QSR as a way to learn more about practice.

Jim Grace, KY
· KY has Family to Family in Louisville and has been going for quite a while. 

· Have QI Councils with birth parents, foster parents, adoptive parents on them—they are strong proponents of the local perspective on these groups.  Their perspectives are very valuable—help people understand issues at the family level based on the work of the child welfare agency.

· They look at data and information while on these QI Councils.
· The agencies and families feel as if it is much more manageable looking at data and dealing with issues on a neighborhood level as it makes it more real to everyone.

Esther Sherrard, HI

· Foster parents and birth parents serve on HI’s statewide CQI Council.  Esther contacts them ahead of time to get relevant information for each meeting’s agenda.  HI also provides stipends for these representatives and pays for their travel and parking costs to ensure their attendance.
· Esther attends a foster youth meeting before the CQI Council meeting and then brings a summary to the Council.  This works well because the youth are more comfortable and open when they are together as compared to having a representative in front of the Council.

· Esther does the same thing with some parent groups.  She thinks it makes a difference to go where they are.

· The statewide CQI Council meets quarterly and includes 20 people from various agencies and groups.  Agendas change, but the Council receives data and information from HI’s mini-CFSRs and Supervisory review processes.  Esther walks the Council through these reports and highlights key areas.

· The Council also reviews data from outcome reports focused on the national standards.  Foster care reentry and placement stability have been two areas of focus in recent meetings. The Council members provide input on what type of information they’d like to see and additional information is gathered based on that.
· The Council breaks out into subcommittees to focus on specific issues.

Joan Nelson Phillips, IL

· Strategy of going to parents and youth makes sense.  This would help IL’s birth parent groups.  More than just day care and food is needed to get people to attend these groups.  Need to focus on subjects that are worthwhile and meaningful to them.

Jim Grace, KY

· KY did a recent survey of absent parents and found some interesting results.  Asked for the absent parents’ specific feedback about why the system is not working well.  Has helped KY make some adjustments in services.

· KY had assumed one of the key issues would be substance abuse, but this did not emerge as one of the key reasons parents are not involved.  Substance abuse is one reason, but more often poverty, housing and employment issues seemed critical.  So maintenance of change efforts are now key to KY’s efforts.
Esther Sherrard, HI
· HI is getting close to the end of its PIP.  Plan to look at their CFSR process because it has taken them 4 days to do 12-13 cases.  This time commitment makes it difficult to recruit stakeholders.  What do other states do?

· Takes the HI reviewers 1.5-2 days per case

Shirley Alexander, ID

· ID completes their reviews in 2.5 days.  Each team gets 2 cases.  They arrange the interviews and process so teams can complete their 2 cases in this timeframe.  If reviews took longer, would be difficult to get people to commit.

· ID’s instrument is similar to the CFSR, but has some differences.  Instruction sheet tells reviewers how to complete.
· Reviews have 6 teams so 12 cases reviewed per site.

Heidi Young, NH

· NH has stakeholders involved for a full week during its reviews.  They come from Citizen Review Panels, and one day of training is included in that week.

· A recent lawsuit settlement required stakeholder involvement in each review in NH.

Joan Nelson Phillips, IL

· IL gets private agency staff and CW staff to commit for 4-5 days of reviews and two days of training that occurs about 3 weeks before the review.  They have about 40 people trained—combination of line staff and Supervisors.  This works because there is an expectation from the Director that this is important and people seem to find the work meaningful.  Also looked for QA staff from private agencies to serve as reviewers.

Esther Sherrard, HI

· Some staff and community partners have participated in multiple reviews, but their pool of possible reviewers is smaller because the state is smaller. They tend to use the same people in many different activities.

Anne Broskoff, MN

· MN has some stakeholders participate in its reviews, but has been a struggle recruiting them at times.  They must commit to 4 days total, 3 for the on-site review and one for training.  Have had people from Juvenile Probation, providers, County Attorneys and others involved.

· MN has talked to the GAL Coordinator to recruit reviewers.  So looking for different people to serve as peer reviewers.  Have also explored the possible use of interns.

· At times, MN has had to reduce the number of cases if not enough peer reviewers for a given county review.

· MN tries to recruit reviewers from Counties that will be reviewed in the near future because they often are interested in learning about the process before their own county gets reviewed.

Overall Themes
· Stakeholders, both internal and external, need to be included in ways that are meaningful to them. They seem to feel most engaged when they can help set agendas and be part of the “solution planning” rather than just listeners at agency meetings.
· When stakeholders do feel fully engaged, they can be great champions of the work of the agency.

· Training is often necessary for all stakeholders, in terms of using and understanding data and understanding agency processes.

· Turnover of stakeholders can be an issue, similar to turnover of staff.

· Finding creative ways to solicit input from parents and youth can be a valuable way to get them engaged. This may include attending their meetings and bringing their feedback to other groups and vice versa.
General Comments and Announcements
· For anyone on the call not on the “official” list, let Peter know so he can add you to the participant list for announcements.

· The Resource Center plans to develop an Extranet site for the QI Peer Network. We want to create a site where any member will be able to log in and post notes, share information, gather information that follows up on conversations, provide examples of tools, forms, etc.  Once it is up and running, we’ll send out more information and begin to post information and materials.

· If people have pressing QI issues between calls, contact Peter and he will get in touch with everyone else.  He did this following the last call and it seemed to work quite well.

· We will put together summary notes after every call.  They will remain in draft form so if anything in the notes makes anyone feel uncomfortable (or if it is not represented correctly) they can be changed.  Please contact Peter to let him know.  The purpose of the notes is just to share information.

· Possible future topic for a call: proposed composite data standards.  ACF will be releasing a Federal Register notice in the near future on the new approach and standards.  The NRCOI facilitates a separate Peer Network for CFSR Coordinators that may be addressing the issue as well, so we’ll see if it makes sense to do on both calls.  We may be able to get someone from the national CFSR team to join a call as well in the future.

· Proposed Next Call: Thursday, August 10 – 2:30 – 4:00 EDT  (This is a change from what was discussed on the call.)
