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Project	Purpose	

1.  Inform	DCFS	and	POS	providers	as	to	the	
strength	of	POS	child	welfare	ConJnuous	
Quality	Improvement	(CQI)	processes	

2.  Assess	the	ability	of	POS	agencies	to	produce	
quality	data	

3.  Assess	the	ability	of	POS	agencies	to	self-
monitor	and	use	CQI	mechanisms	to	impact	
performance	

5/15/2015	 UIUC/SSW/CFRC/Foster	Care	UJlizaJon	Review	
Program	(FCURP)	
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Project	Purpose	

4.  IdenJfy	the	child	welfare	performance	
indicators	that	POS	agencies	monitor	
independently	

5.  Inform	the	State	of	Illinois	as	to	it’s	overall	
level	of	readiness	for	the	next	Federal	Child	
and	Family	Services	Review	(CFSR)	as	it	
relates	to	CQI	per	the	Federal	IM	

5/15/2015	 UIUC/SSW/CFRC/Foster	Care	UJlizaJon	Review	
Program	(FCURP)	
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1.  The	AdministraJon	for	Children	and	Families	
InformaJon	Memorandum	–	“Establishing	and	
Maintaining	ConJnuous	Quality	Improvement	
Systems	in	State	Child	Welfare	Agencies”	
•  Issued	8/17/12,	IM-12-07	
•  Defined	CQI	
•  IdenJfied	5	FuncJonal	Elements	of	CQI	
•  State’s	capacity	to	conduct	CQI	will	

influence	it’s	next	CFSR			
(IL	scheduled	for	2018)	
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Sources	
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2.  Council	on	AccreditaJon	(COA),	
Performance	and	Quality	Improvement	
Standards		

3.  Casey	Family	Programs	and	The	NaJonal	
Resource	Center	for	OrganizaJonal	
Improvement’s	paper	enJtled	,	“Using	CQI	
to	Improve	Child	Welfare	PracJce	–	a	
Framework	for	ImplementaJon”	
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Project	Timeline	
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IM	issued	
8/12	

Pilot	Phase	
(1/13	–	
6/13)	

5	agencies	

Phase	I	
(10/13	–	
11/14)		

20	agencies,	
total	of	25	

Phase	I	
report	

completed	
(1/15)	

Phase	II	
being	

developed	
(5/15)	
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Process	–	a	qualitaLve,	Lme-intensive	
assessment	

1.  IniJal	contact	with	agency	established	
2.  Onsite	review	date	established	
3.  Agencies	asked	to	forward	their	CQI	documents	

for	review	
4.  Small	team	of	reviewers	spend	day	onsite	with	

different	levels	of	agency	staff	
5.  Exit	Conference	held;	documents	finalized	
6.  Final	tool	and	report	submided	to	agency,	

including	“Enhancement	OpportuniJes”	
5/15/2015	

9	UIUC/SSW/CFRC/Foster	Care	UJlizaJon	Review	Program	(FCURP)	11/06/2015	



Sample	and	Demographics	
1.  Sample	determined	9/13	(post-pilot,	prior	to	

Phase	I	launch)	
2.  Focus	on	agencies	with	tradiJonal/HMR	

contracts	
3.  49	agencies	at	that	Jme,	throughout	the	state	
4.			25	agencies	completed	thus	far;	findings	

reported	herein	
5.  These	agencies	represent	62.9%	of	children	

placed	in	tradiJonal/HMR	care	
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Five	(5)	Indicators	Assessed	
Agency	Leadership	and	Support	for	CQI	

The	Quality	Improvement	(QI)	Plan	and	
Process	

Analysis	and	DisseminaLon	of	Quality	Data	

Decision-making	and	Adjustment	of	Programs	
and	Processes	

Ability	to	Evaluate	Key	Child	Welfare	
Compliance	Performance	Indicators	

UIUC/SSW/CFRC/Foster	Care	UJlizaJon	Review	Program	(FCURP)	
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Agency	Demographics	
•  All	agencies	are	accredited	
•  Most	of	agencies	have	a	dedicated	QI	
department	

•  Agency	QI	staffing	structure	did	not	typically	
involve	assignment	of	a	QI	staff	member	to	the	
agency’s	child	welfare	program	
– Assignment	of	a	QI	person	to	the	agency	CW	program	
resulted	in	higher	overall	capacity	raJng		

•  Average	number	of	staff	=	3	(range	=	10	to	1,	
median	=	2)	

•  Almost	all	QI	staff	reported	directly	to	the	CEO	or	
the	COO	
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Bird’s	Eye	View	
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Most	agencies	have	an	“emerging”	capacity		

N=25	 4	rating	
“Excellent”	capacity	

3	rating	
“Very	Good”	
capacity	

2	rating	
“Emerging”	capacity	

1	rating	
“Little	or	No”	

capacity	
	 #	 %	 #	 %	 #	 %	 #	 %	

Indicator	A	 13	 52%	 6	 24%	 6	 24%	 0	 0%	

Indicator	B	 2	 8%	 12	 48%	 9	 36%	 2	 8%	

Indicator	C	 6	 24%	 4	 16%	 12	 48%	 3	 12%	

Indicator	D	 10	 40%	 3	 12%	 9	 36%	 3	 12%	

Indicator	E	 0	 0%	 9	 36%	 11	 44%	 5	 20%	

Overall	 6	 24%	 6	 24%	 11	 44%	 2	 8%	
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Findings:		Indicator	A,	Agency	Leadership	and	
Support	for	CQI	

•  Strongest	performing	Indicator	
•  Leadership	support	for	CQI	was	most	evident	in	
expectaJons	of	quality	as	evidenced	in	the	agency	
strategic	plan	

•  Support	of	leadership	was	less	evident	in	terms	of:	
–  Ensuring	CQI	was	on	execuJve	agendas,		
–  Ensuring	data-driven	decision-making,	and		
–  The	allocaJon	of	resources	to	support	CQI	acJviJes	
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The	organiza6on’s	leadership	promotes	a	culture	that	values	service	quality	and	
ongoing	efforts	by	the	agency	to	con6nuously	self-monitor,	in	order	to	achieve	

strong	performance	and	posi6ve	results	for	clients.	

11/06/2015	



Findings:		Indicator	A,	cont’d	
AllocaLon	of	Resources:	What	do	we	mean?	
1.  Whether	exisJng	resources	(in	the	form	of	staff	

and	technology)	are	uJlized	effecLvely,	and		
2.  Whether	CQI	acJviJes	appear	to	be	a	priority	

for	the	agency,	or	
3.  Whether	or	not	there	is	actual	funding	for	QI	

staff	and	technology	needs			
– Only	2	agencies	fell	into	this	category,	where	serious	
agency	budgetary	constraints	precluded	the	hiring	of	
QI	staff	
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Findings:		Indicator	B,	The	QI	Plan	

Plan	&	Structure	for	CQI	AcLviLes	
•  Not	all	agencies	had	a	QI	Plan,	and/or	QI	Plans	
were	not	fully	funcJonal	

•  CQI	acJviJes	heavily	influenced	by	contract	
requirements;	agency	mission/vision/strategic	
goals	not	tracked	or	incorporated	in	the	QI	Plan			

•  Not	all	agencies	had	CQI	Teams	as	a	CQI	process	
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The	organiza6on	has	a	wriVen	plan	developed	with	the	involvement	of	all	
levels	of	staff	that	describes	and	supports	quality	improvement	by:	
iden6fying	agency	and	program	goals,	prac6ce	indicators,	client	

outcomes,	as	well	as	how	data	will	be	collected	to	evaluate	performance.	
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Findings:		Indicator	B,	cont’d	
Case	Review	Processes	
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While	staJsJcally	significant	case	samples	are	drawn	for	case	
reviews,	enhancement	opportuniJes	were	clearly	evident	as	it	
relates	to:	
• StraLfying	case	samples	to	examine	different	client	populaJons	
and	client	characterisJcs	
• AdjusLng	case	review	tools	from	being	primarily	compliance/
QA	focused	to	more	outcome-focused	
• Tracking	progress	toward	agency-wide	strategic	goals	and	
program	goals	
• Ensuring	inter-rater	reliability	among	case	reviewers	
• Employing	quality	control	mechanisms	to	ensure	data	quality	



Findings:		Indicator	C,	Analysis	and	
DisseminaLon	of	Quality	Data	

•  Indicator	where	agencies	struggled	the	most	and	
where	greatest	need	for	support	lies	

•  Internally	collected	data	not	always	aggregated	
•  Agencies	struggled	to	use	data	to	tell	a	story	
about	performance	
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The	agency	has	a	defined	process	for	analyzing	data	for	paVerns	and	trends	(regarding	Safety,	Permanency	
&	Well-Being	outcomes	as	well	as	services)	at	a	variety	of	levels	that	are	useful	to	the	agency	and	which	

includes	relevant	external	findings.		Staff	are	trained	to	conduct	data	analysis,	and	stakeholders	are	included	
in	analysis	and	feedback.		The	agency	maintains	an	electronic	database	that	is	easily	accessible	to	

appropriate	staff,	is	updated	as	needed,	and	can	generate	a	variety	of	automated	reports.		Data	is	presented	
in	user-friendly	formats.	
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Findings:		Indicator	C,	cont’d	

•  Impact	of	the	DCFS	Dashboard	
•  Strong	need	for	beder	integraLon	of	all	data	
within	an	agency	to	determine	performance	

•  Inability	of	most	agencies	to	automate	data	
collecJon	and	report	at	a	variety	of	levels	
– Compromised	capacity	to	analyze	the	data	for	
paderns	and	trends	
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Findings:		Indicator	D,	Decision-making	&	
Adjustment	of	Programs	and	Processes	

•  Most	agencies	lacked	a	process	with	which	to	
use	analyzed	data	to	inform	improvement	
acJviJes	and	decision-making	(improvement	
cycle)	
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The	analyzed	data	is	shared	with	all	staff	and	stakeholders,	and	is	used	to	create	
improvement	in	outcomes,	training,	prac6ce,	community	partnerships,	service	array,	

automated	system	development,	and	other	suppor6ve	systems	through	an	improvement	
cycle.		Supervisors	and	caseworkers	use	results	to	assess	and	improve	team	prac6ce.		The	

CQI	process	itself	is	adjusted	over	6me	as	needed.	
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Findings:		Indicator	D	

•  The	majority	of	agencies	adempted	to	use	
data,	but	olen	lacked:	
– The	infrastructure	(aggregate	and	integrated	
data,	analysis,	and	useful	reports)	and		

– Support	(QI	teams,	QI	assistance	with	the	analysis	
of	the	data,	and	consistency	of	parJcipatory	staff)		

in	order	to	really	maximize	and	learn	from	the	
data	collected	
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Findings:		Indicator	E,	Ability	to	Evaluate	Key	Child	
Welfare	Compliance	Performance	Indicators	

•  Most	agencies	had	most	or	all	of	the	safety	
indicators,	followed	by	well-being	

•  Permanency	indicators	were	the	least	olen	
evaluated	internally	

•  Most	agencies	were	rated	a	“2”	(emerging	
capacity)	for	this	indicator	
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The	agency	is	able	to	evaluate	key	performance	indicators	related	to	safety,	permanency	
and	well-being,	for	both	compliance	and	quality	
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Findings:		Impact	of	Size	

•  Size	maders,	but…	
•  Size	madered	in	how	agencies	arJculated	and	
organized	their	CQI	acJviJes,	but	less	in	terms	
of	how	they	conducted	their	acJviJes	

•  Larger	agencies	=	more	structure	and	formal	
management	

•  Smaller	agencies	=	heavier	reliance	on	very	
strong	supervision	
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Other	Key	Finding	

•  Lack	of	access	by	POS	staff	to	their	full	agency	
data	contained	in	SACWIS	and	other	DCFS	
data	sources	(to	avoid	duplicaJon	of	efforts)	
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Follow-up	AcLviLes	

•  Individualized	reports	and	assessment	tools	
were	provided	to	each	agency	assessed,	
including	Enhancement	OpportuniJes	

•  A	report	of	findings	was	submided	to	DCFS	QA	
and	other	leadership	

•  The	findings	were	shared	with	CWAC	Foster	
Care,	and	with	all	agencies	who	parJcipated	in	
the	assessment	
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QuesLons	about	the	Assessment?	
	

Contact:			

Jennifer	Eblen	Manning,	FCURP	
(312)	328-2087	
jaem@illinois.edu	

Cynthia	Richter-Jackson,	DCFS	DQA	
(309)	828-0022	
cynthia.richter-jackson@illinois.gov 			
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Impact	of	the		
CQI	Capacity	Assessment	Project:	

•  The	Illinois	CQI	Community	Group	has	used		the	
findings,	along	with	surveys,	to	inform	meeJng	agendas	
and	topics	

•  This	CQI	Conference,	“In	Pursuit	of	Quality,”	was	
planned	to	bring	the	CQI	community	together	along	
with	agency	leaders,	program	staff	and	other	concerned	
members	of	the	child	welfare	community	to	be	
intenJonal	about	our	efforts	to	build	capacity	around	
key	enhancement	areas	



Keynote	

Peter	Watson	
Senior	Director,	Technical	Assistance	Unit	

Casey	Family	Services	




