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Participating Locations

Alaska, Florida, Idaho, Indiana, Kentucky, Minnesota, Mississippi, Montana, Nevada, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Tennessee, Texas, West Virginia, Wyoming
Update on CFSR Activities: 
Peter Watson, NRCOI

· New Mexico’s recent CFSR onsite review went very well.  All of the logistics were in place and well-executed.  Some of the results for Albuquerque were among the best that have been seen in a metropolitan area.  Since this is the most recent review, I’ve asked Nora Buchanon to give us some details on how New Mexico prepared and how the review went generally.

Nora Buchanon, New Mexico

· New Mexico did pretty well on a number of the CFSR outcomes in the recent CFSR on-site review.  The preliminary numbers can change in the Final Report, but the state hopes they stay relatively high.
· The CFSR was a huge undertaking in terms of logistics, but New Mexico contracted with some people to help with CFSR logistics.  So NM had full-time people focused on logistics, the stakeholder process, pulling together the Statewide Assessment and helping with the data and information.  This helped make the review preparation and on-site week go pretty smoothly.  

Bill McGlaughlin, New York

· Would like to hear more about how NM approached logistics, the number of cases for reviewers, and setting up interviews.

Nora Buchanon, New Mexico

· Having a contractor directing things was very helpful.  Deb Martinez was designated as the in-state CFSR Coordinator  We had a person designated to make sure that all logistics such as hotels, office space, locating records in the right spot, etc. were all taken care of.  We also made sure that we had back up people in case any reviewers backed out at the last minute.
· There were 65 cases total and each review pair had 2 or 3 cases.

Peter Watson, NRCOI

· The Federal team has been offering to bring more reviewers to states during this round of the CFSRs.  If the state agrees and is able to involve more state reviewers, not all review pairs will have 3 cases.  Those reviewers with only 2 cases help pairs with 3 finish up their third case during the review week.
Nora Buchanon, New Mexico

· For setting up interviews with families, we asked families what their preference was.  Some did phone interviews, some met us at the offices, and some preferred to have the interviews in their homes.  Next time we want to coordinate travel with youth groups.  
· All the NM team leaders had participated in CFSR on-reviews in other states, so we were able to draw on that experience.  This was critical in preparing for NM’s on-site.

Johana Hatcher, Florida

· She served as a reviewer in NM and learned a tremendous amount.  She had three cases, two of which were foster care cases, and the other review pairs with only 2 cases helped her team meet the deadline.  All her interviews were in the office and this worked well in terms of completing the cases in a timely way.  Something else that might be helpful for review teams would be a narrative description of the case, especially for the first case on Monday morning.
Nora Buchanon, NM

· The New Mexico QA team also tabbed the case files and color-coded them to help reviewers identify sections relevant to Safety, Permanency and Well-Being.  They also printed out FACTS (NM’s automated system) materials for the case files.
· Having the worker for each case scheduled as the first interview is important because it helps give the reviewers an overview of the case after they have begun to review the files.

· In terms of NM reviewers during the CFSR on-site, the state chose its own QA reviewers and/or people who had served as reviewers on NM’s internal QA reviews in the past.

· NM’s QA unit consists of Nora and four QA reviewers.  They go to the field monthly and review cases with a CFSR instrument.  The QA staff pair with Regional staff to conduct the reviews and provide on-the-job training on using the instrument, making determinations, etc.

· The QA staff can review the FACTS portion of the case records one week before the on-site reviews to help prepare.  However, this means the QA staff have more information than the Regional staff paired with them when they work together on site.  NM is considering ending this practice so both reviewers are on equal footing as the reviews begin.
Bernita Hamilton, AK

· How many cases do you review and how long do your on-site reviews last?

Nora Buchanon, NM

· We review 12 cases per month, 6 in-home and 6 placement cases.  So we are on-site for one week in a County.  We identify the cases 1 month ahead of   time; contact families 1 week before and schedule interviews.  Families can choose to come into the office or be interviewed in their homes.

· Hold an entrance meeting on Monday at 1 PM.  Go over the instrument Item by Item during this meeting and try to connect the Items to practice issues.  Want to make sure people in the local offices can connect the dots when they receive feedback from the reviews.  Conclude the case reviews by Friday morning and then have a roll-up meeting to go over all the cases and prepare for an Exit Meeting.  The Exit meeting is usually in the afternoon.  So the schedule is pretty similar to the Federal approach.
QA Systemic Factor Discussion: 

Peter Watson, NRCOI
· We emailed instructions from the statewide assessment for the QA systemic factor before the call.  The instructions were meant to give you a sense of the Children’s Bureau’s expectations for the QA systemic factor.  Among some key issues are the following:

· Changes that have occurred since the last CFSR and PIP

· Summary of the overall approach to QA in your state
· Involvement of stakeholders in QA activities
· How information is used at all levels of the agency and outside the agency
· How QA data and information affect those using it throughout the agency

Nora Buchanon, NM

· The CFSR team will push stakeholders during the on-site review if they do not hear what the state has described in its Statewide Assessment.  So tried to shift the focus away from just the NM QA unit and activities to broader discussions about the way everyone understands QA, uses data and information to make changes, etc.  So QA is more than just the QA unit within a state.

Peter Watson, NRCOI

· What you put in your Statewide Assessment can really influence what is discussed during the CFSR on-site interviews with stakeholders as well as what ends up in the Final Report.  So states should use the Statewide Assessment to highlight the key areas that need attention during the CFSR process.
Focus on Rhode Island’s QA System
Peter Watson, NRCOI

· Colleen Caron has agreed to summarize Rhode Island’s QA system during our call today.  She will refer to the handout we sent to everyone before the call and ask for feedback from the group on Rhode Island’s approach.

Colleen Caron, RI

· QA in Rhode Island has many different elements.  The state wants to integrate and blend them more efficiently and is in the process of re-evaluating  its data in general.
· RICHIST is the RI SACWIS system, and it includes many different data elements that produce a number of reports.  If staff request access to certain reports, they are put on a monthly list to receive them.
· There is a data dashboard on everyone’s computer--Excel spreadsheets with monthly data on a variety of issues related to CFSR-type elements, including visits, how many children are placed in and outside of each region, etc.  People can drill down to the worker/child level in all these reports and the data is refreshed nightly.
· Contract with Yale on a project that collects performance indicators and demographic data from contract providers and community programs.  Some vendors submit electronically and others use paper.  Want to move away from this so looking at different systems currently.
· Placement Solutions—Collect data on placements, employment, education, and mental health from Residential Providers (shelters, group homes, residential, POS, SFC, out-of-state providers, etc.).  Can blend these data with the Yale data.
· The Administrative Review Unit provides aggregated reports for the 4 Regional Directors
· CFSR reviews conducted regionally and community providers serve on the review teams.
· RI just started to implement a supervisory review modeled on the CFSR.  Supervisors review on Safety and Well-Being issues and the ARU covers the permanency issues.

· How do other states collect data and information from providers?
Johana Hatcher, FL

· FL has had difficulty getting information from providers.  Providers have responsibility for QA  within their agencies since all foster care services are contracted in FL.  Miami-Dade is in its first year of privatization currently.

· The Community-Based Care (CBC) lead agencies in FL have had to learn about the Federal outcomes this year.  But CBC’s historically have wanted to keep their data pretty close so data issues have been a longstanding challenge since the Legislature mandated privatization.  Not all roles and responsibilities have been defined clearly in terms of QA and data.
· CBCs are supposed to submit data related to the CFSR.  All CBCs have been trained on the “CFSR 101” this year so they understand the Items and how to review them.

· Florida also prescribed core data elements that had to be collected as part of the CBC QA effort, but there were 190 of them so this was not helpful.  CBCs said this was too much and the large number took away from an outcome-focus in QA.

· FL has a three tiered QA system.  The CBCs conduct their own QA reviews (Tier 1).  FL District level staff also use a FL-CFSR instrument to read cases in the CBCs (Tier 2).  These reviews do not include interviews, but the FL staff use the instrument to review files and promote an understanding of CFSR outcomes.
· For Tier 3, Johanna’s unit conducts full blown FL-CFSRs that include interviews.  These go well in the state.

Colleen Caron, RI

· RI plans on doing a system of care restructuring.  So it may have a similar system of subcontracts and lead agencies.  They have trained people from private agencies on the CFSR as part of the internal CFSR reviews and have created an evaluation model that is similar to the CFSR indicators.

· RI also started aggregating data recently and making data presentations for its providers.  This has led to recent requests from providers for aggregate and individual level data so they seem to be focusing more on their data.  They also want to submit their data individually.

Lisa Whitaker, IN

· How do you validate data quality and accuracy?  Providers have an incentive t make their data look good.

Colleen Caron, RI

· This is an issue to watch.  There is some inherent bias in this, but it is hard to avoid because of the resources necessary to assess provider data.  RI collects functional assessments on 10,000-11,000 youth each year.  They do some random sampling on pre- and post-data to see if any agencies look strange (e.g., always improving in the data, etc.).  They have not seen huge changes in the functional assessments.  If saw any data that was very different, would look more closely at bias issues.
Peter Watson, NRCOI

· Child welfare agencies often separate their QA/QI systems from data related to providers.  Do any of the states on the line look at provider outcomes through their QA/QI systems?

Nora Buchanon, NM

· NM has not done a good job of this.  Have trained providers on the CFSR process, but do not review their cases.  They have realized that many providers operating under old contracts (4-5 years old).  Need to update contracts in the future and have begun to change them to focus on safety, permanence and well-being and the CFSR.

Johana Hatcher, FL

· FL has very specific contract performance measures linked to CFSR outcomes.  But only connected this year when the CBCs were required to have internal QA.  So another unit in FL reviews and analyzes CBC data in this area.  Has become comparable across the 22 CBC Lead Agencies recently so the importance of this is beginning to click.
Peter Watson, NRCOI

· What is Rhode Island planning to do with the data from the Supervisory and ARU reviews?

Colleen Caron, RI

· They plan to aggregate the information.  Will create quarterly reports for the Regions using the data.  Then will use quarterly Regional Supervisory meetings to look over the data, discuss the “whys” and help the Regions understand the data.
Skip Franklin, OK

· OK compares its statewide CFSR and Supervisory results.  Look at differences and try to understand why there are differences.  Also look at the composites and national standards and compare to the Supervisory Review data.
· OK has struggled with Supervisory reviews to some extent.  Initially they were too aggressive in the number of cases to be reviewed by Supervisors.  Adjusted the number so it would be more manageable.  One difficulty is getting Supervisors to see these reviews as part of their work and not just an extra task.
· So tried to focus back on Oklahoma’s Practice Standards and link them to the OK PIP.  For example, how we want to treat families is a key piece of the CFSR as well.  So OK is working on explaining the links between practice and the CFSR and this helps staff see how the Supervisory Reviews are important to overall practice in the system.  This focus on the Practice Standards seems to be helping in general.

Anne Broskoff, MN

· MN has the same concerns with Supervisory Reviews.  Sometimes the results from Supervisory reviews in counties do not match the results from MN’s on-site CFSR reviews in counties.  So the MN QA team has created a QA toolkit for Counties to use in an effort to improve the understanding of the CFSR:  (http://www.dhs.state.mn.us/main/groups/county_access/documents/pub/dhs_id_057684.pdf)
Skip Franklin, OK

· Supervisors sometimes review the CFSR Items differently.  But have also gotten good information from Supervisory and CFSR reviews on certain practice such as Foster Parent involvement, working with absent parents, etc.

· Supervisors also conduct “focused reviews” on key issues within their County local PIPs.  These have been really helpful in informing Counties about their efforts to improve practice.

Hot Topics
Lisa Whitaker, IN

· How do states integrate the QSR process into the CFSR reviews?  IN is implementing the QSR and the process is more thorough and intense than the CFSR.  IN also conducts a compliance-oriented Supervisory review.  This helps them make sure the data coming from the counties is good quality.

Johana Hatcher, FL

· Some of the CBC Lead Agencies in FL use the QSR model to conduct their QA.

Pete Watson, NRCOI

· Some states that have implemented the QSR process use data from their QSRs  to measure their PIPs.  The QSR data elements do not match the CFSR Items exactly, but states can use similar elements to evaluate progress during the PIP period.  For example, Alabama created a crosswalk between the CFSR and their QSR process as they created their PIPs in the first round.

· Perhaps we should focus on the differences between the QSR and CFSR processes in a future call.
Next QI Peer Network Call:

Thursday, September 13, 2007

2:30-4:00 EDT
