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By Theresa Costello, NRCCPS

On site dates: January 9, 12, 13, 14, 15, 2009

and March 11-13, 2009

Types of T/TA provided
X
Technical Assistance

__
Training

__
Phone Consultation

__
Referral to another NRC

__
Referral to Other Organization

__
Review of Policy and Materials

__
Publications Provided

__
Secondary Research

__
Other

(Please explain the Service Responses in the report which follows)

Situation and Technical Assistance Request

January

· Participate in state Continuous Quality Improvement (CQI)On-site Review develop a tool/ crosswalk for comparing what the CQI instrument looks for and VCM case management practice, and what/how VCM providers currently document practice.
· Participate in the Strategic Planning Committee (Department of Human Services' partnership with Casey Family Programs) as we continue to build our practice model and begin to look at the development of a family journal model for planning and recording services with families.
· Threatened harm – Discuss factors and practice as it relates to disposition and case direction. 
· Strengthen CQI process to help VCM agencies understand how the state reviews cases.
· Develop a plan to integrate VCM agencies as part of the CQI process.
Site Visits

The January on-site days included hands-on participation in the CQI case review process and participation in the Strategic Planning Committee as well as discussion with Diana English of Casey Family Programs about data on threatened harm.  

The March on-site days included meetings to review the threatened harm data; work on a threatened harm case review form; work on the CFSR crosswalk tool to be used for CFSR reviewers when looking at VCM cases; and review and discussion of the safety item sections of the Statewide Assessment.   

CQI  case review participation

Due to the cancellation of the last day of the on-site visit to due closure of all state office buildings, we were not able to finish the work we had begun last year on integrating the VCM cases into the CQI process.  Theresa Costello and Theresa Minami have drafted a crosswalk for the VCM cases, but we had planned to work more on that at the end of the CQI review.  We were using the CQI review as a method of identifying those unique case review considerations that would be important to CFSR reviewers related to the VCM cases.  The CQI process informs the overall QA process for Differential Response as well because it helps us to know how to begin the process of integrating VCM cases and the VCM agencies into the CQI process. 

During the March on-site we were able to revisit the draft crosswalk and complete that document. A copy of that is attached to this report.  Theresa Minami is now sending that out for final review prior to the CFSR.  

CQI case review practice observations

The CQI case review included Child Welfare Services cases which have been investigated and served, including in-home and out of home cases.  In addition to the standard review items on the CQI form (CFSR on-site review instrument), general observations were made about safety and risk decision making and practice.  These are the fundamental frameworks for decision making in the Hawaii system, which were developed in collaboration with NRCCPS during the design of the overall DRS system.  

A fundamental practice question surfaced in a number of case discussions during the review week and that is related to staff understanding and use of the concepts and tools related to safety assessment and safety planning.  Although the safety assessment forms are routinely being completed and filed in the record, the critical thinking and decision making that is reflected in the case documentation (safety assessment, case notes, etc), does not seem to reflect an in-depth analysis of the safety factors and how they are manifesting in the family.  The investigation documentation continues to have an incident-focus rather than a larger risk and safety analysis.  Actions taken in cases to remove children do not reflect analysis of safety factors and the need for safety plans (in-home or out of home).  Safety plans are rarely found in records, and yet in-home cases are being served by CWS, and the established criteria for CWS serving cases is a safety threshold.  

Prior to the implementation of DRS a number of years ago, the practice of serving cases based on confirming abuse or neglect or threatened harm was common.  One of the goals of DRS was to focus the decision making on who would be served by CWS on safety, and so the tools were created and introduced to guide this decision making.  The decision to serve a case would be informed by the case finding, but not driven by the case finding.  Instead, the decision to place a child or to have an in-home case served by CWS would be based on safety.  This does not appear to have been achieved consistently at this point.  

Threatened Harm

Another factor which surfaced during the case reviews and has also been identified by Program Development and by Casey Family Programs in their data work is the high number of cases which are tagged as threatened abuse or threatened neglect at intake and then confirmed for this at investigation.  In addition, a high number of the placement cases are confirmed for threatened neglect.  Again, this raises the question about decision making related to safety.  Are staff using the safety threshold to determine the need for in-home safety plans or the more intrusive decision about placement?  

Preliminary discussions with Section Administrators and the Strategic Planning Committee reveals a good deal of confusion and inconsistency in what is defined as threatened harm.  There are no operational definitions at this point and the need to provide some guidance on this is clear.

Casey Family Programs is interested in this issue because of the relationship between placement and confirmation of threatened harm.  Program Development is obviously interested in it because of the practice implications, repeat maltreatment implications and consistency and quality of use of the adopted decision making processes.  Program Development is interested in this work on threatened harm proceeding as a collaboration between DHS, Casey and the NRCCPS.  This work is directly related to anticipated strategies which will be a key part of the PIP.  

Next steps – Threatened Harm Initiative
In order to move forward on the Threatened Harm Initiative, it was agreed that a case review to understand what these cases are is important.  During the March on-site visit NRCCPS drafted a case review form and it is being circulated for input and revisions among the working group. A draft is attached to this report.    

Program Development staff are working on generating the case lists from each section so that a random sample of cases can be selected from each section. Ten cases from each section will be read for a total of 80 cases.  The case reviews will take place on May 19-21 and will be done by a team of PD, Casey and NRCCPS staff.  The results will be entered by NRCCPS into an SPSS data base and then analyzed by NRCCPS and Casey.   The results will then be shared in focus groups with the SA’s, Supervisors, AG’s, Staff Development, and PD and discussion will be held about the meaning of the findings.  Next steps will be identified at that point to determine actions to address the threatened harm issue.  The timing of this will be ideal for the PIP development which will begin in April, but be more specifically defined in June, following the CFSR.  
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