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Updates from Peter Watson
· Children’s Bureau is currently conducting 2-day trainings around the country on the next round of CFSRs.  QA/QI staff from each state invited, along with other key staff.  Includes training on new data indicators, new process, sampling procedures, instruments, collaboration with stakeholders, training and technical assistance, etc.
· New CFSR national standards and composite data indicators: 

· The two safety standards will remain essentially the same. 

· The four national standards focused on permanency will now consist of data composites incorporating state performance on multiple measures.
· Federal Register announcement published June 7, 2006 provides the details, and the CFSR Training sessions in the Regional Offices also cover the new standards and the use of the composites.
Discussion Among Participants about Composite Measures
Larry Wojciak, MN
· What are other states doing to try to make these standards understandable to the folks in the field?  Special challenges in county-administered systems. Presenting the Federal Register is not an option because of its complexity.  So how can this information be presented so that it’s not just about data but actually about kids?

· Minnesota has created a summary of the new approach, including a page of terminology.  Describe each permanency composite and its measures and explain meaning.  People want to know what they mean and why they’re important.  Trying to make it clean and straightforward but communicating this is difficult.  

· Now it’s really 17 different data elements, so it’s naturally more complicated to explain.
· Another concern is the significant impact the new composites may have on the MN SACWIS system.  The SACWIS staff will have to develop a significant number of new queries to enable individual counties to pull out their own performance on the new national standards from the system.

Sandra Slappey, Fairfax County, VA

· Did summary of Federal Register and presented to management team in Fairfax County. Talked about why it was different and what it would mean. Didn’t get too caught in the detailed data background. People seemed to appreciate some of the changes (e.g. trial home visits for reunification data). Bulleted each of the 17 measures and talked through them. Conversation stayed at higher level.

Peter Watson, NRCOI

· Might want to explain the background of where these measures came from. Not just from the Federal government. Emerged from national CFSR workgroup (including researchers and public agency staff in addition to folks from the Children’s Bureau) that clearly recommended using composite measures instead of just a single measure for each national standard. The goal was to give a better indication of how states were performing and a more complete picture that would be more meaningful to states.
Colleen Caron, RI

· Have not done anything specific yet to explain the new composites, but sounds like broad overview would be really helpful as a starting place to explain purpose of new measures: give more holistic picture.  This method of using composites is used in other disciplines, e.g. education, and it’s trying to capture multiple dimensions of a complex system.
Cathy Morrison (not sure this is the correct name), ID

· Trying to explain the composites in simplest terms. People are concerned about how this affects the progress made on the PIP already done. Feels like we’re being measured, but using a totally different ruler. Makes it confusing to people. Need to reinforce that practice is still being improved in the same way, it’s just being measured differently. 
Colleen Caron, RI
· Whenever measurement instrument is changed, also need to communicate it to community partners. Important for people to see that they can’t make direct comparisons to the last review.

Marc Mackert, CO

· The Administrative Review Division (ARD) in CO is putting together a CFSR Cheat Sheet.  The materials include an overview, but are fairly specific (including calculations of z-scores, etc.) in the measures.  Many counties have gotten pretty sophisticated in their understanding and use of data. Want them to understand the interaction between the data and want to have these discussions with the counties. ARD has constant communication with some of the larger and more advanced counties about the use of data and information. Trying to tie it back to practice piece is important.  Will need to think about how to work more closely with smaller counties to help them make the links to practice.
Peter Watson, NRCOI
· Linking to practice is an important piece to remember in explaining these new indicators and composites.  Ruth Huebner from KY has created a PowerPoint presentation that goes through each composite and details what each measure is and what national standard would be for each. 
· She also gives an anecdote/case scenario about what this looks like in practice. Shows how people’s work relates to each of the measures. She has clever way of helping people who may not be comfortable with statistics understand the concept of composites. She uses the analogy of making a smoothie (need to use different cups of milk, yogurt, fruit etc.) to illustrate the multiple components and measures within each composite.
· Another analogy – it’s like giving grades for a course. The more grades you get over the course of a semester, the less likely it is that one bad grade is going to ruin your average.

· Peter and the NRCOI could serve as clearinghouse for the QI Peer Network members if they want to share their work on communicating these new composites. If people want to email PowerPoint presentations, talking points, and handouts to Peter, he will figure out a way to send them out or make them available to others in the QI Peer Network in a way that does not release them to the public.
· Also need to get an Extranet site up so that we can share this across states in a password protected way.
Summary of CFSR Statewide Assessment changes 
· The new CFSR Statewide Assessment document has just become public. Is being distributed at CFSR trainings.  Peter Watson has a copy and would be happy to email it to anyone who needs it.
· The new Statewide Assessment document requires more evaluative language – not just basic descriptions. States need to explain what has been learned during the PIP and other activities since the first round of the CFSR.  Still set up essentially the same, but the Children’s Bureau has tried to tie the document more closely to the Items within the CFSR Outcomes and Systemic Factors. 
· The document also asks for more explicit information on effectiveness, state QA results, and changes as a result of PIP implementation.
· Document is laid out more clearly and consistently.

Discussion Among Participants about Statewide Assessment

· How will this affect states' use of QI data, information and reports during the Statewide Assessment process? 
Roxanne Jefferson, GA
· Roxanne met with the Regional Directors and gave them a packet that explains the data underlying the CFSRs.  They have asked the RD’s to conduct a SWOT analysis for their areas.  Have counties doing their own analyses and looking at strengths and challenges. Then rolling them all up at the state level. Also looking to see whether trends emerge in the state.  GA also conducts mini-QA reviews modeled on CFSR.  These are record reviews supplemented by focus groups. Asking field to get them more involved.  Using same model and instrument as used last time.
Skip Franklin, OK

· OK conducts CFSR reviews in every county each year.  Also conduct stakeholder interviews with foster parents, workers, courts. Collaboration seems to be a major key this year, so getting together with the courts and tribes and trying to form Steering Committee to see how these stakeholders can be included in process. 

· Skip has some concerns about the evaluation process different states may use during the Statewide Assessment process.  Given the complexity of the data and information available, will there be technical assistance available to help states determine the best way to “evaluate” their progress in different areas?  Differences in Statewide Assessments may reflect differences of opinion in the field that exist around what is driving changes and what the real practices are behind the data. 

Peter Watson, NRCOI

· The Resource Centers are available to help with this. But keep in mind that much of this may be an ‘art rather than science’ in terms of trying to assign causality to improvements and problems. This might be another conversation among this group down the road.

Teddy St. Lawrence, WV

· WV has had difficulty maintaining momentum around collaboration with stakeholders. Trying to pick up constituencies again through involving them in the mini-CFSRs, especially courts and youth. Need to find ways to incorporate youth perspective in meaningful way. (The CFSR process more than the statewide assessment)
Peter Watson, NRCOI

· During the CFSR, the NRC for Legal and Judicial Issues will be bringing in retired judges to meet with the Chief Justice in each state.  The goal will be explaining the CFSR process and emphasizing the CFSR focus on the entire state, not just child welfare agency. (Judges will listen to judges.)  

· The NRCOI also has a Peer Network for CFSR Coordinators that focuses on the overall CFSR process and the new Statewide Assessment. QI folks might want to touch base with their CFSR coordinator in their agency to coordinate further.
Sharlynn Bobo, DC

· Huge amount of training materials provided during the Region 3 CFSR training, but not much detail on evaluative versus descriptive language required in the Statewide Assessment. Gave out the statewide assessment document. Under each item, it has a number of bullets that address the concerns for each. (But lots of overlap in the bullets.) 
· Stress the opportunities for support from Resource Centers. 
· Region 3 training – feedback from first training in Boston was incorporated well. They’re trying to incorporate feedback from each training as they go to continuously improve the trainings. Were able to get all training materials in electronic form so they could be shared across the state.
Bill Mclaughlin, NY

· Attended the Region 2 CFSR training a few weeks ago.  The focus on evaluating impact and starting the statewide assessment gets framed very abstractly and conceptually during training.  Want this to be realistic, but very difficult to do. Additionally, in some areas evaluative information may be difficult to use in a report that is submitted to the Federal government and becomes a public document. The more folks who are included, the more public it becomes, which innately makes it more political. Have others thought about this?
Sharlynn Bobo, DC

· DC: Still under court oversight. Have so many external stakeholders reviewing them that the CFSR doesn’t seem like a greater challenge. That experience has prepared us for doing this kind of evaluation. 
Peter Watson, NRCOI

· One of the best things we can do is keep talking about it and how we’re going about it. The instructions are not saying “evaluation” in terms of here’s what we do and here was the result. They’re talking at a more basic level that includes process and may vary from item to item. We know this is anything but straightforward. 

CFSR on-site instrument changes 

Peter Watson, NRCOI

· While the new CFSR instrument has not been released as of today, I will summarize some of the major changes in the instrument and the case review process:
· Changes in instrument to make it clearer in terms of instructions. Broken up under each specific question, rather than having to flip back and forth. 
· Clearer rating criteria from item to item. 

· Still rate each Item as strength or area needing improvement
· Eliminated exploratory questions and instead have several narrative questions on each Item that reviewers must answer. Don’t know if it will take more time as a result, but this is all being automated so all results will be rolled up automatically.

Unfortunately, our call was interrupted at this point by technical difficulties and we lost a working teleconference connection.  Therefore, we did not have a chance to discuss the CFSR instrument further.
Next Steps
· Peter Watson will continue to explore an Extranet site for this group so materials, instruments and presentations can be posted in a password protected environment for QI Peer Network Members.

· QI Peer Network Participants should email Peter PowerPoints, presentations, talking points, and handouts they have developed to explain the new national standards and composite measures.
· Proposed dates for future calls:
· Thursday, November 9, 2006 2:30-4:00 EST

· Thursday, February 8, 2007, 2:30-4:00 EST

· Thursday, May 10, 2007, 2:30-4:00 EST

Please let Peter Watson know if any of these dates conflicts with any major national meetings or gatherings.  

