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Situation and Technical Assistance Request

The Office of Children’s Services (OCS) requested technical assistance from the National Resource Center for Child Protective Services (NRCCPS) for fiscal year 2008.  This technical assistance was requested to continue to provide assistance to OCS with its efforts to implement with fidelity the program’s practice standards for Child Protective Services.

Technical Assistance Provided 
Terry Roe Lund from NRCCPS met with OCS managers on October 23, 2008.  This meeting was held after a hiatus of approximately 4 months of either NRC or contracted consultation.  The meeting’s purpose was to provide an update (for everyone in some respects since it is difficult for all OCS management to have frequent face to face meetings due to geographical challenges) regarding the status of implementation.  From this update, the strategy or strategies for additional NRC or other technical assistance would be developed.

Discussion revealed the following:
· Implementation efforts seem to be perceived by different management members in different ways.  Some view these efforts as extremely important, and have an individual sense of responsibility for the success of implementation.  Others see the efforts as “other duties…for someone else to worry about.”

· More important than the above observation, the management team appears to operate in a (perhaps long-standing) manner such that these differences among management are tolerated and need no re-direction.  In other words, the lack of regulation of practice among line staff in the field is mirrored by the lack of regulation among management staff.

· There has been a turnover among the senior management team, with the Director no longer having a Field Administrator (position is vacant) and a new (to CPS) deputy director.  Problems cited in earlier technical assistance regarding the Director’s schedule posing impossibilities for her to manage the implementation effort closely continue.

· The “cadre of experts” that is necessary to implement (any program) with fidelity is lacking among the management team in terms of the depth one would expect after an implementation effort over a year long.  The sense of urgency that all implementation research and literature cite as being a central ingredient to fidelity also appears to be in short supply.
· A recent agency survey reveals that about 45% of the workforce have been at OCS for less than 2 years.  70% of the workforce have been in their current position for less than 2 years.  The implications are apparent:  What will supply the necessary structure for such brand new people?

· The management team observed that individuals on the team decide, as individuals, what to do with data that comes to them.  Sometimes the data is from the OCS “mini-CFSR” reviews that are regularly done.  Sometimes the data is from the monthly implementation of practice standards case reviews that are done.  All agree that both reports show data that suggest practice is unregulated.  Yet everyone decides on their own whether to share the data, use the data for action plans, or dismiss the data (temporarily or until directed otherwise). Regarding the specific data, prepared by region, that CQI provides monthly regarding implementation (i.e., if staff are following the interviewing protocol and providing sufficient information to answer what the maltreatment and surrounding circumstances are), some managers expressed a firm belief that “carrots not sticks” are better to share with staff.  Others said they do not want to share data or reports that they themselves do not know how to explain. 
· The sense of individually driven management strategies understandably creates the “silo effect” of programs and various work efforts.  The PIP tasks are seen by many managers as a separate “to do” list, and even those who feel differently find it difficult to articulate (for themselves, and by extension, for their staff) how the variety of OCS initiatives combine towards the same objectives.
At times it can be easy to discuss practice problems in the abstract. This has less than a desired effect on creating the “sense of urgency” that is so critical to moving forward.  In order to more plainly describe the nature of the problems in front of the management team, some data was shared by Terry Roe Lund regarding a technical assistance meeting held a few months earlier with 26 members of OCS’s supervisory staff.

These 26 supervisors, who are charged with regulating practice, were asked 10 questions to measure their baseline knowledge of fundamental CPS practice.  Questions were not framed in “training jargon” but in simpler, intuitive terminology.  Questions related to issues of the steps of carrying out the investigation, how to know if a child is unsafe, how to decide if you can control for safety with an in-home safety plan, what information must be collected to understand if a child is safe, etc.
On the average, only about 20% of the group of supervisors could answer these questions with sufficient depth to assume that they had the knowledge and expertise to guide others.

Decision-making

Tammy Sandoval facilitated group discussion but much more importantly, provided some direction to the group regarding the priorities for OCS.  Regarding those issues that will influence this year’s technical assistance from NRCCPS, the following decisions have been made:

· Christy Lawton, currently the CSM from the Northern Region, will assume immediate responsibility for leading and directing the practice standards implementation effort.  Christy will work at Tammy’s direction, but she will have authority to speak and act on Tammy’s behalf.

· The implementation of the CPS practice standards will the first priority of OCS.  

· Roles of the CSM, the Staff Managers and the Supervisors must be clarified, specifically with respect to their accountability to implementation fidelity.  Discussion involved the potential need for a “white paper” on these issues.

· Contracted consultation will be authorized to examine how two systemic problems are distracting OCS from implementation fidelity efforts.  These problems relate to hotline screening (i.e., professionalizing the approach at hotline and using more rigorous criteria) and the lack of timely movement of cases at investigation.  These issues can be examined concurrently with implementation efforts.

· Technical assistance from NRCCPS will focus on the implementation fidelity.  This will involve examining how the implementation workgroup structure is working (or not working), and providing leadership consultation and other technical assistance to Christy Lawton, given her new role in leading this effort.
Next Steps
The next on-site technical assistance visit will be November 6, 2007.  The purpose of the site visit will be devoted to providing the newly appointed leader of the fidelity of implementation effort (Christy Lawton) with assistance in creating a strategy to remedy and regulate the issues defined in this site visit’s discussion.
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