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Participating Locations

Alaska, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Hawaii, Idaho, Iowa, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Nevada, New Hampshire, New York, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, Texas, Fairfax County, Virginia, Washington, West Virginia, and Niagra City, Canada

Updates on CFSR Onsite Instrument Changes: Peter Watson

· New CFSR Onsite Instrument Changes (Peter’s perception): The instrument is really not changing that much. There’s been an effort to improve the instrument based on learnings in first round of CFSR, but the items are pretty much the same with some tweaks about how reviewers will look for information, language changes in questions, more clarity on scoring, and mandatory documentation/exploratory questions to ensure more justification of ratings. Not sure whether this instrument will take longer to complete. Instrument will be automated, so hard copies are not as easy to read. New instrument (July 2006 version) is 85 pages long in hard copy (much longer than before). Once it gets finalized, there will be an online training available that will include at least one case example so people can practice. 
Discussion Among Participants about CFSR Onsite Instrument

Colleen Caron, RI

· Have used the previous tool so we were continuing to use the new one. Had a training a few weeks ago with all supervisors on new instruments to implement supervisory reviews. (Linda Mitchell and Amy Lockhart came out to help.) Will be using new tool to review cases. Supervisors wanted some type of supervisory-management tool so this helps institutionalize this practice. Supervisors will start with only 1-2 in-home cases per month. Feedback from supervisors who have participated in past CFSRs has been positive.  They think the new version is clearer, but it may take a little longer to complete. Have it as a Word document for people to use.

Bernita Hamilton, AK

· Alaska switched to the new tool and has used it on about 60 cases so far. Initially it took a lot longer, but getting better. Struggling with risk and safety in items 3 and 4. Not many dramatic changes from previous version. Used talking points to talk to managers about it. QAing the instrument took much longer at first as staff learned about the new tool. Using just hard copies so far and the space hasn’t been a problem. 

Rick Kelly, HI

· Hawaii conducts mini-CFSR review using the old instrument, but planning to move to new tool in January. 

Peter Watson, NRCOI

· Don’t necessarily need to change to new instrument immediately.  Should think about training needs before making the change. 

· Feds hope to make the automated tool available to states eventually, but they are still developing and testing. They want to use the automated tool in some  states, identify any problems/issues, make necessary revisions and then determine the best way to release to states.
Skip Franklin, OK

· Item 4 – looks like new tool is asking more for reviewer’s judgment (screened out appropriately). Old tool had more exploratory questions. The new tool is better on this front.

Peter Watson, NRCOI

· Items 3 and 4 include more specific language and instructions to help reviewers distinguish between the issues covered in each.  The Items do require reviewers’ judgment, and this is why reviewers must have training and should have some child welfare background.  

Bernita Hamilton, AK

· Reviewers seem to like the new Items 3 and 4 because they force reviewers to be more analytical.

Cathy Morrison and Shirley Alexander, ID

· If the reviewers have structure within the instrument to help them think more critically, the secondary QA of the completed instrument will not take as much time or analysis because reviewers already built in the analyses in based on the instrument. 

· Three years ago, the Idaho CQI Unit wanted to use a 3-page yes/no because they thought the CFSR instrument was too huge. Developed an Idaho-specific version that included specific PIP items and detailed scoring sheets. But now with the new instrument, Idaho staff who have reviewed want to use it. Think it’s a developmental process. They liked how the instructions were clear and no longer separate from the questions. There isn’t the same subjectivity on rating. 

· Don’t have to wait to decide on applicability. It’s right up front in each Item. 

Peter Watson, NRCOI

· Old version had the instructions separate from the questions. This version has the instructions incorporated right into the questions in the same section, making it easier to connect. 

Colleen Caron, RI

· Instructions – in old instrument the document was so thick so Rhode Island kept them separate to keep it from being too daunting. But reviewers want them together to help with the guidance on each question.  Supervisors agree with this as well.
Peter Watson, NRCOI

· When instructions are at the end, states have found great variations in consistency between supervisors. 

Skip Franklin, OK

· Training, especially continuous training because of staff turnover, is key to consistency. The links to policy citations within Oklahoma’s Supervisory review instruments guidance is another key to consistency.
· Supervisors who participated in county CFSRs have better grasp and their consistency becomes even better when they conduct their own supervisory reviews. Good training tool for them, and they tend to learn a lot. 

Charles Foster, MI

· Would anyone be willing to talk about what it took to begin using the new instrument and why they’re using it?

Bernita Hamilton, AK

· After participating in the Region 10 CFSR training in September, came back and trained with 3 reviewers and we just implemented. Nothing complex about it.

Diane Connolly, NYC

· Does anyone have a county-administered system and have provider agencies that provide services as well? Anyone use the instrument in that context?

Lori Munsterman, MN

· Minnesota is county-administered, but not many provider agencies. Just did a review in county where differential response is handled by providers using the new tool but don’t have feedback yet. 

Johana Hatcher, FL

· Currently in transition and switching to new instrument in Florida.  Adding in FL measures to one comprehensive review tool. Community-Based Care providers are anxiously awaiting January, 2007 release of the Florida comprehensive instrument. Training at end of month with statewide QA staff. Used old tool with provider agencies and they are very comfortable with it. Still allow flexibility with provider agencies. Standardized required core elements. Welcome relief to Community Based Care agencies because they felt they had guidance and direction. Wherever FL statute is more stringent, have added that language into the tool. Would be glad to share it once it’s finalized.

Data Composites
Peter Watson, NRCOI

· Some examples posted on QI Peer Network extranet site (www.qinetwork.org)  based on what people sent to Peter after the last call. Composites also can be broken down quite easily into counties.

Sandi Slappey, Fairfax County, VA

· Wanted to inform managers about changes and what data would look like, but because we’re county and not state, we’re not necessarily going to be doing much more with the new composites and standards. The county will follow the state’s lead.  Our purpose in summarizing the new measures was just to educate.

Christeen Borsheim, MN

· Had one of the Federal CFSR calls last week and found out Minnesota doesn’t have its data profile yet. We thought we’d have them by now. We were going to get the tables based on the 2003-04 data they generated when they computed the National Standards. But that hasn’t been produced yet.  Also, National Standards have changed slightly based on updated data.
Michael MacCormack, MA

· Once Massachusetts receives the new data measures, will incorporate them into each Area Offices’ quarterly data book.

Peter Watson, NCROI

· Would it be helpful for our February call to have someone talk more about the new measures and composites? (Lots of interest expressed)  We need to make sure it’s not the same presentation you’ve already heard at regional trainings. Need to hear about strategies that could be used to communicate the data and use it within states. Will depend on availability of federal team.

How to QA Your QI System
John Keegan, NH

· How are people checking up on their own QI systems to make sure they’re doing what was intended? How do you know your work is productive out there in the agency?

Peter Watson, NRCOI

· A few ideas: 

· Many state QI systems produce annual reports – summaries of findings, reviews, use of data and information, QI committees – what’s been learned and what’s happened. These reports could lay out what the QI system and approach is and what’s working in terms of getting information out, changing practice, changes in outcomes.

· Surveying staff and stakeholders about QI. Different states have done various surveys. Could ask if data/information has been helpful.

· QI Advisory Group – advise QI unit on how to set up and run process. WI had to set up new QI structure. Created an Advisory Group and included many staff from counties to provide information and help decide on the overall QI structure and approach for Wisconsin. Could use QI Committee at any level to get feedback about how it is working.

· In CFSR Assessment, systemic factor about QA. Gives opportunity at state level to assess how well QI is working and what some challenges may be going forward. 

Diane Connolly, NYC

· ACS reviewed their own county QA system when preparing for the first CFSR.  They told the state what they needed from them (e.g. case record reviews, timelines, outcomes) and participated in reviews of their own practice with the state.  This was a helpful process for ACS because they pulled together everything to see the way their system worked.  Also provided a good opportunity to give feedback to the state on its statewide QA activities.  Also helped identify duplicative efforts and processes.
Peter Watson, NRCOI

· States could also use their own internal CFSR processes to promote this type of communication between the state office and local/county offices.  If states require local/county offices to put together some sort of self-assessments, could include a discussion of QI through which local/county office could discuss their own QI and give feedback to the state about what is effective/helpful or problematic.
John Keegan, NH

· NH does not require a self-assessment, but the PIP development process has good involvement of Supervisors, Regional Administrators and key stakeholders.  So this could be a good forum for assessing the impact of the state’s QI approach.

Marc Mackert, CO

· The Administrative Review Division in CO uses range of things to gauge how well they are doing.

· Track internal consistency to see how reviewers in counties answer questions and see how these compare.  So if they similarities, positive.  If a big range of answers, may need to retrain.  This helps with quality of data.
· Produce annual reports based on qualitative and quantitative data on systemic strengths and areas needing improvement.
· Steering Committee meets quarterly to provide feedback on instruments, information and data reports.  There are 160 reports per quarter for counties.
· Used to have reviewers shadow other reviews to help with consistency issues.  Both would review the same file to see if consistent in their use of ARD tools.
· Sometimes bring a sample case to the Central Office and all ARD staff review together to see if they are consistent.
· Many of their reports track data for 15 months so they can see trends.
· Use monthly staff meetings to provide consistency training whenever necessary.
John Keegan, NH

· Looking at organizational information, how does a bureau or organization look at itself in terms of whether it’s doing the right thing?

Diane Connolly, NYC 

· New “Child Stat” system just implemented in July, 2006 in NYC.  Focuses on child protection cases, but includes providers in the room.  Looks at case and outcomes data at the same time.  

· Focus on variety of issues during meetings, including caseloads, repeat maltreatment, etc.  Data broken down to community level/zone.  ACS staff write up two cases from a particular “Zone” before a meeting, then come together with senior staff to discuss the cases.
· Have 50 people in the room to discuss practice and systemic issues related to the cases and the Zone generally.  This includes the ACS Commissioner, Deputy Commissioner, etc.—so the four top people in ACS ask the Zone managers about their area generally and specific practice.  Meeting focuses on how systemic issues and factors affect work, but then looks at practice specifically related to the cases.  
· The Zone administrators answer questions on a case level—how do you understand the case and why are you approaching in particular way?  How do you know your caseload is dispersed adequately across your staff?  How do you use data on repeat maltreatment?  So the administrators have to explain their data and information and talk about the case, having not seen the ACS write-up before the meeting.

· Process has forced people to use new data elements and has helped people better understand data and use it more. Also provides an opportunity for Zone staff to give ACS feedback on its data, tools, reports, etc.  
· At end of the Child Stat Meeting, Zone staff can tell Commissioner, “This is what I need.” Managers definitely have been on the hot seat during these meetings. But meetings have changed over the last few months. Have helped change language in ACS. Don’t talk about compliance—e.g., “will the family comply?” Rather, want to talk about “engagement” and what the family needs. 

· Will be going broader across system. Isn’t the only accountability system we have. This is just newest one. 

Cathy Morrison, ID

· Congratulations on getting leaders involved in this at that level.

John Keegan, NH

· Mirrors what police did in NYC. Seems to be a good way of doing work. Any materials available on this that could be posted on the Extranet?  (Dianne will send any materials to Peter Watson so he can post on www.qinetwork.org. 
The QI Peer Network Extranet
Peter Watson, NRCOI

· Anyone have any feedback on this site (www.qinetwork.org)? After QI Peer Network participant suggestions are incorporated into the site, participants will have a personal user name and password.  Site will be restricted to members of the QI Peer Network. Would like to put together a compendium of the different types of QI models that exist out there.

Rick Kelly, HI

· Information will be valuable in our system. Looks easy to navigate.

Peter Watson, NRCOI

· Esther Sherrard from HI also provided written comments before the call, including:

· Put links to state/county-specific QI sites. 
· On state/county sites could be a brief snapshot about what the organization’s QI site is. 
· Possibility of chat room or discussion board where participants could post questions and/or answers.

Allison Lowry, Fairfax County, VA

· Idea of being able to post questions would be great. Documents are under each state right now. I wonder if it wouldn’t be more useful to have them listed by subject or type of document. If I wanted to look at how states were communicating on composites I’d need to look under each state. 

Peter Watson, NCROI

· This is a good idea.  We’ll include some topic specific folders and also include the state folders.  Then we’ll just cross list any documents in multiple folders.

· Will post CFSR tools as well.

Sandi Slappey, Fairfax County, VA

· How do we submit items to Extranet?

· A lot of documents are online, do we want to provide the URL or the pdf?

Peter Watson, NRCOI

· Haven’t yet opened it up to everyone to do their own posting.  For now, send documents to Peter or Angie and we’ll put them up. 

· Could use resources tab to post links.  We can provide both a URL and a pdf version for documents if they are available.

Topics for Future Calls

· Would it make sense for someone from a state on each call to profile their system or a specific initiative?
· Shirley: Idaho is trying to implement some of the new federal statutes, especially around timely placement in foster care.  Just knowing how other states are identifying when to begin and how to compute timeframes would be helpful – that’s something we’re struggling with here. Other types of calls may be more appropriate for these topics, but maybe having a standing topic of “implementing new statutes” would be helpful.
Next Steps

· Peter will email everyone to poll them about topics for future calls.

· We’ll send out (to everyone on official Peer QI Network list) formal usernames and passwords for extranet site.
· If you look in your own state folder on the Extranet and you see something that shouldn’t be up there or needs updating, let Peter know.

· Proposed dates for future calls:

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

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

