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Participating Locations

Alaska, Colorado, Florida, Kentucky, Michigan, Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Texas, Santa Clara County (CA), West Virginia
Topic:  Using CQI Data and Information to Improve Practice Outcomes
Peter Watson began the call with an overview of some of the key issues the NRCOI has identified as it moves forward on the next Child Welfare Matters issue.  The issue will focus on the use of CQI results to improve child welfare practice and outcomes and NRCOI staff have interviewed staff from a number of states in the past several weeks.  Peter summarized four broad issues that are key to using data and information successfully in child welfare agencies to improve practice and outcomes and asked QI Peer Network members on the call to offer suggestions and ideas on each of them.
1. Leadership

· Child welfare leadership must provide sustained support for the CQI process and the use of CQI results to inform decision-making at all levels of the organization.

· One example of leadership focusing on data and information is a recent Data Summit/Leadership Academy in Illinois.  The IL child welfare director called the summit and used it to explore a number of different data sources and their implications for child welfare.

· Some child welfare directors also meetings such as regional supervisory forums to talk about priority areas, the data/information that inform their understanding of the areas and the implications for practice changes.

· Child welfare leadership needs to set the expectation that managers will use the results from CQI reviews.  For example, some states conduct qualitative case reviews and include regional/local management in the review process and/or in feedback sessions where action plans discussed.
· Minnesota has used Supervisor forums to highlight key issues and practices revealed through local CFSR reviews.  The sessions focus on how Supervisors can work to improve practice in these key areas.
Julie Shores, Texas

· Texas has worked with APHSA to implement the DAPIM model (Define, Assess, Plan, Implement and Monitor).  Texas’s QA staff (Program Improvement specialists and a few other managers) have been trained in this approach and now serve as consultants to different regions in the state upon Regional Managers’ request.

· Since Texas only has 5 Program Improvement specialists, they can only offer so much consultation to each of the 11 Regions.  They have developed a protocol for prioritizing requests (e.g., requests related to child safety outcomes have priority).  They look at each request and review the topic as well as how much consultation the Region has used already (each gets about 2 days/quarter of consultation).
· Texas originally worked with APHSA in its Houston Region, but decided to expand statewide based on the success of the work there.  APHSA trained internal staff such as the Program Improvement specialists and other QA staff.

Francesca __________, Michigan

· Michigan is in the process of developing its own QA processes and would like to put something similar into place.

Mike ________________, Pennsylvania

· Pennsylvania uses a similar approach for working with its counties.  They use the DAPIM model in an effort to facilitate change.

· Pennsylvania is a state-supervised, county administered system so counties develop their own improvement plans focused on safety, permanency and well-being.  

· Pennsylvania has a qualitative review process that drives the system as well.

2. CQI reports help identify strengths, needs and potential action steps
· CQI data and information should be presented in understandable, user-friendly formats.  One key is providing a drill-down capacity in reports so local offices can analyze data at the Supervisory Unit and worker levels.  Kentucky has created a series of DIGS (Data in a Glance) reports focused on various issues.
· One way of holding ourselves to producing understandable reports is to ask, “What is the story these data tell?”  Having regular conversations about data and information with CQI staff and others from the local levels also helps maintain the focus of reports on issues of interest in the field.
· CQI systems should provide data and information on child welfare leaders’ priority areas.  This will help people in the field maintain their focus on the key issues and adjust their practice.  For example, Arizona has produced reports focused on children with short stays in out of home care (e.g., those  who stay less than 8 days) while Kentucky has produced some focused reports on child care and disproportionality issues, two current focus areas for the state.
· CQI supervisors and staff need to develop data analysis skills.  Kentucky convenes regular videoconferences among its CQI and PIP staff across the state.  During these videoconferences, Regional CQI staff present data from their Regions on key issues (e.g. visits to children in out of home care).  They identify their strongest and weakest teams in the Region, present analyses using graphs and tables and trade information on how to use information in their Regions.  One goal of these videoconferences is to reinforce the use of data and information over time and help CQI staff build each other’s skills.
· Agencies should try to link qualitative data (e.g., from case reviews) with quantitative data (e.g. from SACWIS systems).  For example, Kentucky recently linked data from its AFCARS file to case review data files and will begin conducting analyses that will link the two and better inform the field about the needs and outcomes for different kinds of children.
· Illinois has linked case review data for state-managed cases and case review data for provider-managed cases that until recently had not been linked.
Lori Munsterman, Minnesota

· After conducting on-site MnCFSR’s, the MN QA staff go out and sit down with Counties to discuss the findings and possible improvement strategies.
· They also have a structured section in their local improvement materials that specify how Counties will create their own QA systems.  These materials provide some details on how to review/use data and information as part of County PIPs.  Minnesota has learned that being more specific about these expectations has been helpful.
· Most Counties now have some sort of QA system and a few have very developed qualitative review processes.
· Also, for every goal in County improvement plans, MN asks Counties to detail the role of Supervisors in implementing and monitoring those goals.  This has led to Counties thinking more about the role of Supervisors and about how to implement their plans once they have been created.
Mike _________________, Pennsylvania

· Pennsylvania QA staff also go back to Counties for a meeting within a few months of their reviews.  The QA staff work with Counties to combine their qualitative review data with quantitative data whenever possible.  So they use all data and information sources that help focus on safety, permanency and well-being.
· Pennsylvania uses a pretty standard set of quantitative data for these meetings.  They are piloting this process now and provide all the data to all the Counties.  But they hone in on key areas as part of the DAPIM work.

· They frame this work as a process rather than an event or meeting.
3. CQI structure and support

· Having CQI staff who can support the CQI process and the regional/local levels in using CQI reports is critical.  Some states have begun to distinguish between QA and QI staff.  Becky Porter described Missouri’s structure during out last call, explaining that QA staff focus on data integrity and other issues with local staff.  The newer QI staff are responsible for helping regional staff figure out how to use data and information to make improvements and for following up on regional program improvement strategies to make sure they are implemented.
· States have a variety of organizational approaches for QI staff at the regional/local levels.  Some states have all QI staff report to someone in central office.  Others have regional/local QI staff report to regional/local managers, but maintain some sort of dotted-line relationship to the statewide QI lead in central office.  Both approaches can work successfully.
· CQI staff and regional administrators are required to review data and information regularly and use the results at the individual worker level and on a systemic level.  For example, Arizona creates policy clarification memos, practice tips and new tools based on its case review findings.  Illinois produces practice memos based on issues that emerge from its reviews and data analyses.
· State, regional and local CQI teams meet regularly to review data and information and develop recommendations in response.  Regional and local teams vary in their composition across states but they can help spur the use of data and information if the CQI structure and leadership supports their operation.  
· Feedback and communication is critical to CQI.  For example, teams that have put forward recommendations to higher levels in the agency (e.g., when local teams forward recommendations or questions to regional or statewide CQI teams) need some response.  This communication is key, whether the recommendations have been accepted or not, to let people know their concerns are being heard and considered seriously.  Kentucky maintains a web-based database (the CQI MITS) that tracks all such issues and the results.
· Supervisors are key to practice change and the CQI system needs to help them develop strategies for getting workers to change their practice.  Arizona will hold a supervisors conference this summer to focus on ways its Supervisors can use data and information in their work.
· Supervisory reviews also can help.  If States structure these to focus on outcomes they can help Supervisors and workers see how safety, permanency and well-being applies to their own work on a regular basis.
· Other agency systems can reinforce the message and lessons from CQI.  Some states have begun to adjust their performance evaluation systems to focus on the same key outcomes examined through CQI data and information (e.g., Arizona and Texas).
· Tennessee regularly surveys its CQI staff and all staff about their experience with the CQI system to determine ways to improve the CQI processes in the state.
Teddy St. Lawrence, West Virginia

· West Virginia has had local CQI teams.  But they have learned that if you leave the local teams to their own devices, without providing enough direction, they begin to focus on their own issues rather than CQI priorities.

· The WV PIP will have more of a management focus on how to use data and information.  WV has a data dashboard currently and they are working to help people learn about how to use it effectively.
__________________, Michigan

· Michigan is trying to develop a CQI team guide and overall manual.  They are trying to pull together examples from other states as they create this guide and manual.
Tony Nease, Tennessee

· Tennessee has found that you need to give local CQI teams a chance to have some quick wins.  So you should be prepared to let them deal with the “ice on the sidewalk” types of issues (e.g. building issues, etc.).  When they see these results from their meetings, you can move them towards using data more in their work.

· Local CQI teams will fall off over time if you do not continue supporting and helping them.

· Toney doesn’t supervise the CQI staff around the state who report to Regional staff.  However, he serves as their key TA resource so he communicates with them regularly.

· CQI manual in Tennessee lays out CQI and what it should look like:   http://www.state.tn.us/youth/dcsguide/pqi/State%20CQI%20Manual.pdf  The Regions create their own CQI plans and they differ based on the needs in each Region.  Rural regions have different CQI plans and approaches from Metro Regions.

· CQI teams also vary.  Some Regions have teams with everyone involved.  Others have CQI teams just for Supervisors.  Some have teams with members who rotate so the people vary over time.
4.  Sharing CQI successes
· Some CQI systems produce regular newsletters to summarize success stories and CQI information.  Tennessee had a well developed CQI website [http://www.state.tn.us/youth/dcsguide/pqi.htm] and produces the CQI Eye [http://www.state.tn.us/youth/dcsguide/pqi/CQEye%20May-June10.pdf]
· Some states rely on regular videoconferences or conference calls among CQI staff and/or Supervisors to share successes and lessons learned from CQI reviews, analyses, etc.
· Minnesota’s PIP Tips are a good example of the type of short but informative materials CQI systems can create.  You can access these on the QI Peer Network site here:  http://muskie.usm.maine.edu/helpkids/QINetwork/QINetworkStateDocs.htm. 
· Think creatively about  how to represent data.  Marie Jamieson from Region 10 in Seattle made a presentation a few years ago and highlighted some creative and memorable ways to present data at meetings.  For example, she talked about a statewide meeting during which each table had a number of origami swans.  During the meeting, one of the presenters told the attendees that each origami swan in the room represented a child who had been adopted the previous year.  This was a great way to celebrate success and present the data on adoptions in a way that attendees would remember long after the meeting.
Tony Nease, Tennessee
· Some Regional Offices maintain CQI bulletin boards.  The CQI staff use them to update everyone on CQI successes.  CQI staff also maintain an ongoing list of CQI successes so people can see the things that have changed for the better as a result of CQI work.
· Tennessee tries to track these successes and produces a quarterly report.
Lori Munsterman, Minnesota

· Minnesota maintains a Supervisor website that includes a page of quality practice spotlights.  When the MnCFSR team sees specific practices during County reviews, they try to put them on the site for other Supervisors to see and learn from.  Supervisors use the site fairly regularly, but the QA staff need to focus more attention on this aspect of their MnCFSR process.

Nicole Huff, Santa Clara County, California

· Santa Clara County has an internal website where they highlight issues from their County PIP.  They are asking Supervisors to nominate workers who demonstrate good practice.

· The team then reviews the nominations and highlights a worker on the front page of the site and describes their good practice.  People like this and the County hopes to highlight key issues going forward.

· All internal memos and announcements are released through the site so people go to the page regularly.

Next QI Peer Network Call:  September 9, 2010
