Meeting Notes from Risk Assessment PIP Workgroup

October 23, 2008

Attendance:

Doug Morgan:  Walton DFCS

Kimberlee Gravitz:  Walker DFCS

Francie Hill:  ETS

Laura Cook:  PEAS

Susan Denney:  CFSR Project Manager

Liz Ferguson:  Prevent Child Abuse/Georgia

Beth Locker:  Supreme Ct. Committee on Justice for Children

Shemeka Frazier:  Fulton DFCS—Kenny A

Oslyn Ingram:  FAST Team/DFCS

Wendy Wilson:  SHINES

Joan Carr-Yates:  Policy Unit/DFCS

Mary Jenkins:  Policy Unit/DFCS

Angela Tanzella:  GA CASA/CAPTA CRPS

Colleen Mousinho:  SHINES

Anna Stone:  National Resource Center

De De Artis:  Unit Manager/ETS

Discussion was opened up by De De Artis, explaining the goals as set forth in Strategy II of the Georgia PIP.  All that were in attendance received a copy of the Strategy II PIP requirements.  Comments and discussions were solicitated from the group regarding concerns, barriers, and needs in the field as it relates to making good assessments of the families we serve in order to provide the necessary identified services of the family.

Concerns that were voiced and discussed were as follows:

· The lack of embrace of the tool by all levels of staff from the beginning of the transition to Risk Assessment in 2005

· The tool is not instrumental to  guide the case manager’s decisions/Tool is seemingly “robotic” and tends to be viewed and used as a “checklist” at the end of a case.

· Placement/Foster Care staff do not utilize the risk assessment tool at all in determining whether risk is reduced in order to determine reunification
· There is no analysis of the information in the risk assessment

· The tool is cumbersome

· The tool makes case managers to intrusive with their families

· Good and Bad case work looks the same on the tool

· Risk Assessment not shared with the legal system(SAAGS; Judges) in order to use its information in court testimony

· Case managers are not equipped with knowledge before starting caseload assignments

· Redundancy—Documenting in the Contacts and on the Risk Assessment tool

· What is the role of the supervisors as it pertains to the Risk Assessment process?  Do they “really” read the tool and review it and use in discussions

Barriers that were voiced and discussed were as follows:

· Staff’s lack of understanding of the tool’s usefulness and its application in Investigation and Family Preservation Program areas

· Historical data needing to be re-added on the risk re-assessment—this becomes “busy” work for Family Preservation case managers

· Limited number of character spaces allowed to document in the RA tool/SHINES—Not user-friendly in SHINES

· Scale of Concern categories on the risk assessment are difficult to “plug-in” as staff do not have a good understanding of the difference between the 5 categories

· Supervisor to Case Manager ratio—Too high—Do supervisors have the time to help case manager understand the risk assessment process?
· Supervisors lack understanding of the risk factors for families—Mentoring?

· Consistency of the tool in all counties—some counties used their own version of the tool

· Training sequences for new case workers are not conducive for the workers to connect with the county staff, protocols, or community
· DFCS contracts services instead of having direct service delivery (CCFA)

· Staff does not relate Safety and Risk factors together;  determining risk for a family is “far reached”—time frame may be too far ahead in time;

Needs that were voiced and discussed were as follows:

· Mentoring system for Supervisors—Either a specialized mentoring unit or Field Program Specialists;  Providing clinical supervision skills, focusing on case specifics, not just managerial tasks; involved in unit meetings and case conferences, setting unit expectations, and helping in the transition from a case manager role to a supervisor role

· Real life scenarios used during training exercises

· Review of Georgia Policy—Needed Changes?  How do we support the Policy?

· Specific training on Critical Thinking skills and application

· Supervisory Training—how to utilize the risk assessments effectively?

· Group supervision in the county—discussing cases, obtaining feedback, peer knowledge sharing

· Mentoring units for Case managers in the county—Case manager is in “unit” until totally certified; will shadow ONLY experienced case managers who display good assessment skills, time management, good court reports, no backlog on their case load, has knowledge of services in the area, and displays good values; Case managers will also be cross-trained while in the mentoring unit.

· Risk Assessment training for our SAAGs—

· Corrective Action plans from the Regions after a PEAS review: PEAS reviewers would make recommendations;  there were discussions discussed about documenting risk in the case record; Fulton county currently under review;

Leadership Question:

· What is the feasibility of making some of the above changes? (financially)

· What is the expectation of our Field Practice Advisors for case managers?

· Any available data from the Mentoring Unit established in the past for Supervisors?
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