Humboldt Community Task Force
Meeting Minutes
March 28, 2019

Item Discussion
#
Facilitated by Ivy Breen, CWS Deputy Director

Action and Follow-up
Responsibility

I.

N/A

Welcome and Opening: Meeting began at 12:30 p.m.
Ceremonial Blessing: Angela McMullen, CWS Cultural Coach.
Angela welcomed the group and provided reminder that we are
on traditional Wiyot lands. A video about Wiyot Place Names was
shown.
Opening Remarks


Sheriff William Honsal – Sheriff Honsal recognized the
group’s dedication to this project and how essential
everyone is to this task. Reiterated that everyone in the
room is a problem solver.



Connie Beck, DHHS Director – Connie thanked Angela for
showing the video about the Wiyot Tribe and recognized
that it is very special to be here on Wiyot lands. Connie also
thanked everyone in the room for continuing to attend
and be a part of change.

Task Force Co-Chair Welcome
Chris Hartley from the Humboldt County Office of Education and
Melissa Norwood, a foster parent, are our Task Force co-chairs
that allow for oversight and leadership from outside of the Sheriff’s
Office and Child Welfare Services.


Melissa Norwood- Melissa thanked attendees and
reminded them that this is their opportunity to be heard
and speak up. The community’s voice is being heard in

these meetings and the county is taking what is being said
seriously.


Chris Hartley- Chris reflected on our first meeting and how
the tone was very tense, but it has been great to work
together, identifying our strengths and gaps. For the first
time ever HCOE and CWS/DHHS had a meeting and HCOE
shared the innerworkings of their organization and how
they advocate for children in our local schools. They will be
scheduling another meeting with CWS. At that meeting,
CWS will be presenting to HCOE staff about their
organization and how CWS works.
“We have to understand how each other works and get
away from pointing fingers.”

II.

Introductions:
N/A
Introductions were done by category of group represented. These
groups included:
Education, Behavioral Health, CWS, Public Health, Law
Enforcement, Tribes, Courts, Family Resource Centers, HCTAYC,
NCCD and CCRP.

III.

Leadership / Partner Update
DHHS Update: Connie Beck, DHHS Director
 Interviewing for the vacant position of CWS Director the first
week of April.


Cherie VonSavoye is a new Program Manager and will
have the Ongoing Programs. Alison Phongsavath will be
the Program Manager for Adoptions/Placement/Resource
Family Approval.



Currently have new social workers in training that started
on March 11. Also working on expanding our training
program.



We are now using the Humboldt Practice Model as a
foundation for all of the work we do in child welfare. It is
designed to reinforce and connect culture in how we
intentionally work with clients. This Task Force was formed
because of the stipulated judgement, however this
practice model is something that will be here forever. It’s
focused on being accountable, listening to our partners
and families we serve, and making changes to our system
so that we have positive outcomes for our children and
families.

HCSO Update: Lt. Dennis Young

N/A

IV.



Very appreciative of our monitors who have been seeing
us through this process. They have been very helpful team
members in helping us reach our goals.



The Sheriff’s Office has met all of the requirements outlined
in the stipulated judgement at this point in time. We have
updated all of our policies involving children and will have
accomplished all of our training mandated to be
completed by February 2020, this May. This training will
continue to be done bi-annually.



Cross reporting data between CWS and HCSO is matching.
We are seeing a very fluid flow of information between
CWS and the Sheriff’s Office. CWS Program Manager for
Emergency Response, Nica Meggerson, and our CANRA
coordinator touch base on regular basis and our CANRA
coordinator reviews cases weekly to make sure proper
procedure has been followed.



We know that working together, we can solve problems.
We’re appreciative for this relationship that has
developed. Thank you for your commitment to making this
a better community. The bottom line is that the children will
be protected.

CWS Data Presentation
Slideshow will be made available online and at the end of these
notes.
At our last meeting in January we asked for feedback from
participants on what they wanted to include in today’s meeting.
A few things people were interested in hearing more about were
trends in CWS data and a comparison of that data with the state.
Total Number of Reports Received


About 75% of reports come from mandated reporters.
There is an observed decline of reports in the summer when
school is not in session. This data shows that it is important
we work very closely and collaboratively with our
mandated reporters.



Looked at the total number of reports per year going back
to 2010 and we have seen an increase of reports in 2017
and 2018.



At the last Task Force meeting it was asked if we seeing a
larger percentage assigned as immediate response. In
looking at the data, the numbers are pretty stable ranging
between 6-8% for referrals assigned as an immediate
response. We’ve had slightly more total reports being

assigned for an investigation in 2017-2018 than in prior
years.
Backlog
 One requirement of the stipulated judgement is to improve
our rate of conducting timely investigations. Investigations
are to be concluded within 30 days of first the face to face
contact. Since most reports require a 10-day response, any
open investigation that is over 40 days old is considered a
backlog. Judgment required that referrals overdue prior to
the judgement closed within one year. We have met that
requirement, however, we have a new backlog. This
backlog is comprised of investigations received after the
judgement. We are looking at strategies to address this
issue and coming up with system and individual work plans
to continue to reduce those numbers.
Total cross reports per jurisdiction
 The bulk of our cross reports go to HCSO. This data shows
how important collaboration between CWS and HCSO is
to successful investigations.
Allegation Rate per 1,000 children in the county
 We have a higher allegation rate than the state. This data
shows that we have a community that is concerned, is
making reports, and is actively reaching out to CWS. It’s
good to know that when people have concerns, they are
reporting it.
Substantiation rates per 1,000 children
 We have a higher substantiation rate than the state. In
2017, Humboldt County’s rate was 11.3. The state’s rate
was 7.8.


This data ties us back to the Child Protection Reporting
Guide (CPRG) and the need to implement prevention
strategies. The CPRG should help lead community
members to resources which can help families that are
showing early warning signs.

Entry into foster care
 We have seen a spike in our numbers of children entering
foster care. This is something we need to look at,
particularly, how can we shore up support networks so that
we can keep children with their families safely? We need
to make sure we are tapping into all of our local resources
so we can help the families.
Point in time in care rate



We have 16.2 per 1,000 children in foster care in Humboldt
County as compared to 5.6 per 1,000 children in the state
of California.



We are hoping to work with our partners to reduce this
number.

Total number of children in foster care
 We have 390 children under 18 in court-dependent foster
care. We also have extended foster care now and
voluntary guardianship, but they are not included in these
numbers
Age of children in foster care
 Age: 25% of kids in foster care are 2 and under


Race: 56% of kids in foster care are White and 25% are
Native American.

Timely response-10 day
 We have room for improvements in this area and it is one
of our identified System Improvement Plan goals. We have
a list of strategies to improve the timeliness of investigations.
Timely response-Immediate
 We have a higher compliance rate in this measure, at
95.1%.
Permanency in 12 months (in care 12-23 months)
 This is another targeted goal for our System Improvement
Plan. We will be coming up with strategies to see improved
outcomes in this area.
Reentry into foster care in 12 months
 Our rate in Humboldt County is currently lower than the
state’s rate. We are seeing a positive trend in this measure.
It means we are working effectively with families and
connecting them to support
Placement stability
 We have a rate of 5.3 in this measure. We hope to see this
number reduced. We are working to identify resource
family homes and natural supports for these kids.
Data Questions/Comments:
1. Do we have current data on re-entry to foster care (most
recent is from 15/16)?
The 2015/2016 data is the most recent data available.
2. Is it possible to expand beyond just a year for the re-entry
data? (A lot of people re-enter foster care when they are
teenagers or young adults after they have been reunified
in early childhood)

That’s a GREAT point. We can explore getting that data.
3. It might be helpful to gather data regarding how many
children within the CWS system also go into our juvenile
justice system.
4. Is cross reporting between CWS and Tribal Social Services
being tracked?
We want to build a system to track that information.
5. Youth in out of county placements.
6. Data about the success rates of youth. (ex. what
percentage are they graduating, what is happening after
transition?)
There are some limitations to getting long-term data from
those clients but there are some surveys completed by
those who choose to stay in long term care. Out of county
data is very important and something we will work to get.
7. How long are cases for Native American children staying
open from investigation to permanency and are open
longer than other cases?
8. Outcomes by age and sex. Also is there a difference in
outcomes based on when they are able to come home
(i.e. older vs young, male vs female)
9. Child fatality numbers related to abuse.
VI.

Child Protection Reporting Guide (CPRG)
One requirement of the stipulated judgment is to create a Child
Protection Reporting Guide (CPRG). We are working with the
National Counsel for Crime and Delinquency to make this online
tool for community members to use to evaluate their concerns
and know what to do about it (i.e. report, monitor, connect family
with services). We are working on this in a subcommittee that was
formed from this Task Force. If you are interested in joining our
subcommittee, please let us know.
CPRG Breakdown
 Structured Decision Making- The CPRG is a Structured
Decision Making tool for community members to use to
determine whether a situation needs to be reported,
monitored, or a family should be connected to helpful
resources. We use Structured Decision Making tools within
CWS to determine what type of response is needed, how
quickly the referral needs to be responded to, make a
safety assessment and a risk assessment. This CPRG is going
to follow that same decision making process of decision
trees that social workers use to gather information.

Ensure Field Testing
occurs during the
school year.



Desired outcomes- Our desired outcome for this tool is to
build understanding between CWS and community for
future reporting. Essentially, we want to get everyone on
the same page about when and why an in-person
response is necessary.



Using Structured Decision Making principles to support
community reporting practice ensures that child protection
response is promptly reported and helps get information
out about our child protection resources. Using the
decision trees within the CPRG, a community member can
identify what their specific concern is and then determine
how to move forward.

Erin W.
Analytics Program Manager at NCCD


There are four essential parts to Structured Decision
Making:
o Accuracy or Validity - Is the assessment getting folks
to the right decision that should be made?
o Utility- Is this tool useful in that it will help users make
good decisions?
o

Equity - Will this tool provide equal outcomes for folks
of different groups? We want to make sure our tools
are working the same way for you and your family
regardless of your background.

o

Reliability or Consistency- We want users of this tool
come to the same decision for similar situations.

CPRG Tool Testing Process
 NCCD will be testing the CPRG in two phases: Inter-Rater
Reliability and Field Testing.


Inter-Rater Reliability (IRR)- NCCD will test how consistently
people will use tool. Want an objective, accurate
assessment of families that is consistent and arrives at
uniform recommendations regardless of who is doing the
assessment.



Field testing- This gets at the utility and accuracy portion of
things. During field testing, reporters get to practice using
the tool in real life situations to see how it works. This helps
figure out if the tool is robust enough to cover the situations
we see and identify gaps. It can also strengthen training
and the tool by modifying confusing definitions, etc.



The CPRG subcommittee work group was really focusing
on customizing the CPRG to fit for Humboldt County. We

are asking that all members of the subcommittee
participate in both testing processes and recruit 2-3 people
from their organization to also participate. We may ask
them to recruit 4 total people- but that has not been fully
decided.


The testing procedure is simple and straight forward.
o

IRR testing- Participants in this test will be given draft
scenarios that describe situations in which a reporter
may face and after reading them, they will be
instructed to either complete the full CPRG tool in a
web based survey or a portion of the tool. This allows
us to see how consistent the tool is in decision
making. We will also have them review the scenario
and make a decision without the CPRG.
We then do data analysis of these testing results and
find out how frequently participants agree or
disagree on scenarios. If we find items with a low
percent of agreement, we examine why this is so, is
there an issue with training, definition, blind spot,
etc.

o

Field testing- This testing would run for 1 month and
we’d ask participants when they come across a
situation in which they might be thinking about
making a report, to go through their usual decision
making process and then run exact same scenario
through the CPRG, record their responses and what
they plan to do vs. what was recommended by
CPRG. We will also ask questions about how easy it
was to use the guide, did it fully cover scenario, did
the CPRG make a difference in your decision
making, etc. If no incidents come up, we would ask
the participants to think about an event in the past
and run through that same process. There will be
feedback throughout on the tool and that will be
critical. This testing process is similar to a pilot but
one step back because it isn’t being fully used at
that point.

Testing Timeline:
* means tentative
 End of April* - IRR and field test (depends on CPRG
finalization.): 2 hour time commitment over 2 weeks. Will run
simultaneously.
 May* - NCCD analyzes results from IRR and field test
 June-July - Modifications to manual based on testing
 Aug.- Workaround and Core Team to finalize manual
 Sept.- Nov.- build website; create learning materials
 Dec. - training and launch



2020- post implementation support from NCCD

Questions
1. Does the CPRG require being run through an Institutional
Review Board (IRB)?
Because we are not publishing this research and it’s being
used for agency operations, the testing falls outside the
scope of needing a full IRB approval.
2. Has something like this been done in another location so
we can look and see what impact it had, did it reduce the
number of call ins, etc.?
We do have jurisdictions outside the US that use a CPRG or
a variation of it. For example, New South Wales,
Queensland, and Singapore.
3. One concern brought up was that the field test needs to
coincide with school still being in session as it will give us
false data if the field test occurs in the summer.
The testing start date is dependent on finalizing the CPRG
for testing. If that doesn’t happen, we can’t start the
testing. That is the key thing. If it isn’t done, we can’t test.
Hopefully if that can get finalized it will get started sooner.
That’s an excellent point and we will do everything we can
to get it to happen while school is in session. If the edits
aren’t done, we will have to take another look at the
timeline. The decision trees themselves are done- it’s more
about filling in the links and the gaps to responsive links. Is it
ready enough for testing in this timeline?
4. Who owns the tool?
NCCD supports it and hosts it, but it is owned by the
County. If things are modified, it would need to be
reviewed due to Structured Decision Making being our
brand.

VII.

Tribal Protocol Status Update
Olin Jones, Tribal Consultant

N/A

There are eight tribes in Humboldt County. The Hoopa Tribe just
passed their CWS protocol and it is finalized. There are five tribes
currently working on protocols. I anticipate within next six months,
all tribes will have a protocol in place.
I have always been a proponent of tribal sovereignty. It’s exciting
to see tribes frame how they want their interactions to occur with
the county or state. Each one will be different based on culture,
preference, etc. Other counties and states will be looking to
Humboldt to get the model for how things should be. I think tribes
across the nation will be looking to our tribes to frame their
interactions with their counties and states the same way. As far as
I can see, this is a strong and significant expression of selfgovernment in how you protect your children. It’s really going to
look at that tribal collaboration so that the tribe is involved in
decision making from the very beginning. Looking at structure,
values and how tribal Social Services works so that we are
coordinating at every step of our involvement.
VIII

Prevention Summit Presentation
Karen Diers, President of the Child Abuse Prevention Coordinating
Council of Humboldt
Capcchumboldt.org
CAPCC originally started as the Humboldt Child Trauma Council
in 1978.
Mission statement: Refitting community connections to promote
safe healthy resilient children and families in Humboldt County.
We recently attended a Child Abuse Prevention Summit Jan 31 in
San Diego, hosted by the Office of Child Abuse Protection
Welfare Directors Association and State CWS. We had
representatives from Public Health, First Five, and ACES
Connections in our group. (We are trying to launch a local ACES
connection group). At the summit the major thrust was to have
CWS move toward primary prevention.
Why is maltreatment prevention critical? Because of the long term
impacts of child trauma, economic impacts to local communities
and societies, difficulties in disrupting inter-generational parenting
or care taking practices, effectiveness of community-based
collaborations to prevent or intervene in child maltreatment
situations.
The first step we took after the summit was to begin mapping
what the primary prevention actions going on in Humboldt
County are. The idea comes out of the concept that adverse
childhood experiences affect our health. Humboldt County has

N/A

the highest rate of adverse childhood experiences in the state.
How can we work on issues that are causing adverse childhood
experiences: substance abuse, declining economic industries,
violence, etc.? There are so many levels to working on prevention.
We need to work together on all these levels. Working with
families to build these skills and education.
Child Abuse Prevention Month Events hosted by CAPCC:
 Annual Children Memorial Flag Raising Ceremony- April 26,
9 a.m. at the Boys and Girls Club Teen Center.


Awards ceremony breakfast, part of CAPCC general
membership meeting- May 3, 9 a.m. at the HCOE Annex
Board Room



Local Child Abuse Prevention Summit- April 12, tentatively



Counting on Community (Workshops and Speakers)- May
30-June 1

Questions
1. Is CAPCC looking at the new legislation about the Family
First Prevention Act?
No, we haven’t been looking at that.
More information about the Act:
At the end of 2018, the federal government passed an
addendum bill called the Families First Prevention Act which will
change usability of Title 40 funds to fund preventative activities
and programs on a federal level.
This federal change in legislation will allow draw down of federal
funding for prevention services. It’s a massive and exciting shift. It
will take each state and county significant shifts to move existing
structures. States can opt in for this beginning in October or get
an extension.
Connie Beck: I’ve been looking at this type of model for 15-20
years. We’ve been hoping for the day this would happen. When
we started with wrap around Humboldt County, we had a Title 40
waiver that was a lot like this act. There are some issues with the
act that the state is having a hard time to agree with- but we
need the right plan for California. I’m on a work group that is
working on this and our mental health partners are looking at it on
their side. I’m hopeful.
However, the prevention is after a referral is made- it is not
prevention in a pre-referral so it’s something identified already
before prevention funding will be released. I found this interesting.
Hopefully they will expand it.

IX

CWS Office of the Ombudsperson
Presenters: Sheryl Lyons & Susie Cha (full-time ombudsperson)
Stipulated judgement required that CWS create a formal
complaint procedure within 60 days of the judgement. We met
that time frame and opened the Office of the Ombudsperson on
April 13, 2018.
Established timeline and mechanism for independent review of
complaints.
Information about the office can be found on the DHHS website.
We also have brochures available.
Initiating A Complaint
Anyone can make a complaint to the office. You can make a
complaint via our dedicated email address,
cwsombudsperson@co.humboldt.ca.us, phone number, by mail
and in person. We can also assist with completion of complaints.
The Ombudsperson responds within two business days to the
complaint.
General Process
Upon receiving a complaint, seek resolution at the lowest level
possible. Conduct an independent review so that the
ombudsperson staff is not making decisions about ongoing cases.
When an issue cannot be completely resolved, it can be
elevated for further review and resolution.
Do not discourage or disallow anyone from contacting a social
worker, manager, etc. without the ombudsperson. Because
sometimes it’s more natural to go to the person or their supervisor.
Those processes still exist outside this office.
Complaints can be at the case level (visitation, service delivery,
etc.) or system level (lack of policy, workload, etc.).
Complaints Received
We’ve received 129 complaints through end of February (10
months in operation). We estimated getting about 100 complaints
in a year. This is considered a success in the sense that the
community is finding out about this office and it is working.
About half of complainants are the clients/parents.
The majority of complaints are submitted over the phone.
Reason For Contact
The largest amount of complaints we received are about are
referral and case decisions, and service delivery. Secondly, are
systemic issues ie. system policy and staffing

Re-check complaint
data involving tribes.

Complaint themes regarding cases include: parent/child
visitation, disagreement with / lack of understanding why child
removed, insufficient support from social worker, lack of
communication from social worker, not understanding why
reunification hasn’t happened and delays in appropriate
placement.
Remedial actions taken to those complaints include: more
communication, more Child and Family Team meetings and
follow up, more informed placement decisions and increased
education.
Practice themed complaints include: staffing shortage and
caseloads too high, many new social workers, CFT meetings not
consistently happening, Structured Decision Making policy not
being consistently followed, difficult to find appropriate
placement.
Complaints inform immediate action we can take to address
gaps in service and shows trends to see where change needs to
happen. Visitation was one of those things. From those complaints
some things we are looking at are making sure there is consistent
practice for moving from supervised to unsupervised, increasing
training and coaching on policies and procedures, and
continuing to look at staffing levels.
System Changes We Are Making:
Addressing the Staffing Shortage: We have increased our social
worker and supervisor positions CWS allocation.
Allocations:
As of 2/28/2018, 78 Social Worker allocations, 18 Supervisor
allocations.,
As of 1/24/201919, 103 Social Worker allocations, 23 Supervisor
allocations.
Inconsistent practice: We are developing an extended training
period and providing Structural Decision Making Training boosters.
Insufficient / lack of visitation availability / inconsistent practice:
We are increasing training on our Policies and Procedures. We
also have a new multi-family visitation program which brings
visitation to a natural setting that is a group setting. It allows for
more opportunities and is held at a family resource center. We
are exploring other family networks that can provide supervised
visitation.
Questions / Comments
1. Why don’t we outsource a third party ombudsperson?
One of the benefits of doing it in house is we can
immediately address concerns and have direct access to

make things happen. It is a valid concern and complaint,
but we’re still open to learning and growing to see how it
best fits. If you aren’t comfortable calling our office, the
state office is another option.
2. A more youth-friendly ombudsperson office would have
more youth utilizing it. CYC could gather youth input on
what other local ombudspersons offices are doing.
Concerning that there are 0 youth complaints recorded for
your local office.
3. What is the means to communicate back to the
complaining party the resolution? Is there follow up
happening to show what is being done to address the
situation?
We work with the caller on the resolution, but it really
depends on the complaint. When we take a call and we
can’t resolve it then and there, we will follow up with the
complainant to see if it has been resolved prior to closing
the complaint.
When it’s something at a case or referral level, we try to
provide as most direct feedback on the resolution to the
complainant as we can. But it does depend on the nature
of the complaint and what is documented in our system.
We get back to every complainant with the status and ask
if the set of actions or feedback given resolve the concern.
4. Youth should be at the center of the table when strategies
are formed. Maybe quarterly coming in and adding
perspective to amplify impact for youth.
5. From tribal perspective, a lot of issues and complaints seem
to be more paradigm problems- lack of awareness of
cultural or tribal systems, for example lack of understanding
of Indian Custodianships.
We have a three day cultural training twice a year. Also
expanding training program.
6. Resolution implies the complainant feels there was a
resolution. We need to be accountable that the
complainant feels heard and there was resolution. Maybe
down the line there should be a feedback loop for
complainants to give feedback as to how effective the
ombudsperson’s office is.
7. It looked like you only had 5 complaints from the tribes,
that is not accurate. Worried about data. Please double
check the data.

8. I noticed that part of your process involves training and
coaching, do your coaches review those complaints and
what is the process with coaches, particularly with tribes?
The ombudsperson meets with a coach regularly, but not
on specific complaints, more so on practice:
9. Are there any trainings or educational efforts for the
community regarding the rights people have regarding this
office?
We have presented to New Directions and Foster Youth
Advisory Council.
10. Please come to a superintendents policy meeting and
explain your role (ombudsperson).
X

Next Meeting: May 23, 12:30 – 4 p.m. at the Sequoia Conference
Center
The group discussed next dates for the Task Force after May.
Changing to quarterly meetings on the fourth Thursday of the
month was discussed. Attendees mentioned that if we begin
meeting quarterly, they’d like to have the work groups meeting
more often in the meantime. -Meeting dates will be determined
at the May meeting.
Suggested topics for upcoming meetings:
 Ombuds Office


Differential Response



Families First Prevention Services Act

N/A

HUMBOLDT COUNTY
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THE WIYOT PLACE NAME PROJECT

www.wiyot.us/162/Wiyot-Placename-Video

CWS OFFICE OF OMBUDSPERSON
PHONE

707-388-6777
WEBSITE

humboldtgov.org/cwsombudsperson
MAILING ADDRESS

2430 Sixth Street
Eureka, CA 95501
EMAIL

CWSOmbudsperson@co.humboldt.ca.us

BACKGROUND

 Attorney General Stipulated Judgment Feb-2018
 In part, required a Formal Complaint Procedure
 In Place Within 60 days of Judgment
 Include timeframe for handling complaints
 Designate a Supervisor to review complaints

OFFICE OVERVIEW

 CWS Ombuds Office Created in April 2018
 Mechanism for conducting independent review of complaints
 Timely, fair and thorough problem/complaint resolution
 CWS values client and community input in problem

resolution

CONTACT INFORMATION

INITIATING A COMPLAINT
 Contact by email, phone, mail or in person
 CWS staff can assist with completion of

handwritten complaint
 Ombudsperson responds within two business days

ACCEPTING A COMPLAINT
 Accepts all complaints, including anonymous
 If inadequate contact information provided, and

complainant unable to be contacted, Ombudsperson may
have to close the complaint without further review

GENERAL PROCESS
 Seek resolution at lowest level possible
 Through discussion, education and referral

 Conducts independent review
 When Ombudsperson staff cannot completely

resolve issue, elevate for further review and
resolution

CWS RESPONSE
 Complaints to Ombuds Office impact the case level and

system level
 Case decision examples

 Visitation, service delivery, case plans, etc.

 Systemic Issue examples
 Lack of policy and procedure, workload, staffing, etc.
 Structured reporting to inform administration of

findings

CWS RESPONSE

COMPLAINTS RECEIVED
Complaints Received
(mid April 2018 through February 2019)
N=129
13%, 17 12%, 16

11%, 14 12%, 15

11%, 14
8%, 10

6%, 8

5%, 6

3%, 4

start mid
April
2018

May

June

July

August

Sept

10%, 13 9%, 12

Oct

Nov

Dec

Jan-19

Feb

COMPLAINANT AFFILIATION
Complainant Affiliation
(Cumulative April 2018 through February 2019)
N=129

Client
Relative of Client
General Public or Service Provider
Careprovider
School
Tribe/Tribal Agency
County Employee
Other
Attorney
Client-Youth
Law Enforcement

16%, 20
13%, 17
7%, 9
4%, 5
4%, 5
3%, 4
3%, 4
2%, 2
0%, 0
0%, 0

49%, 63

METHOD OF SUBMITTING COMPLAINT
Method of Initial Contact
(Cumulative April 2018 through February 2019)
N=129

78%, 100

16%, 21
Phone

Email

5%, 6

2%, 2

Written

In Person

REASON FOR CONTACT
Reason for Contact
(Cumulative April 2018 through February 2019)
N=223
Referral & Case Decisions and Service Delivery
(Communication/Coord, Case Plan/Case Mgmt/Case
Progress, Placement, Visits),

45%, 100
38%, 85

Systemic: Policy/Procedure, Staffing/Staff Skills
Individual Staff: Personnel/Conduct, Civil
Rights/Confidentiality
Information, Other/NA
NOTE: multiple complaints by a given complainant are included

10%, 23
7%, 15

COMPLAINT THEMES
 Parent/Child Visitation: insufficient/lack of visits; more supervised visits by






natural supports; need to transition from supervised to unsupervised
Disagreement with or not understanding why a child removed
Insufficient support from social worker
Not getting calls back from social worker or lack of communication and
follow-up
Not understanding why reunification hasn’t happened, or why case isn’t
closing
Delays in establishing appropriate placement

REMEDIAL ACTIONS TAKEN
 Resulted in more communication between staff (e.g. social worker) and





client
Resulted in more Child and Family Team (CFT) meetings and follow-up
Resulted in more parent/child visitations and improved service delivery
Resulted in more informed placement decisions
Provided complainant information of current laws, policies and
procedures or provided a resource referral

PRACTICE THEMES
 Staffing shortage and caseloads too high to successfully provide active






efforts (e.g. parent/child visitation)
Many social workers are new (under 2 years)
Child & Family Team (CFT) meetings not consistently happening at key
decision points
Emergency Response & Ongoing units not consistently following
Structured Decision Making (SDM) policy
Difficult to find appropriate placement (e.g. with relatives or for older
youth)
Decisions based on worries, ‘what if’

INFORMING SYSTEM CHANGE
 Make efforts to provide more opportunities for supervised parent/child






visits, supervised by staff or natural supports
Make efforts to clarify when visits go unsupervised
Continue to revise and refine CWS policies and procedures
Continue to provide training and coaching to CWS staff
Continue to provide coaching and training to staff
Continue to hire new CWS staff

INFORMING SYSTEM CHANGE
Issue

Potential
Contributing Factor

High
Staff shortage
caseloads

Identified Strategies

Increased social worker and supervisor
positions
CWS Allocations as of 2/28/2018:
•
•

Social Worker: 78
Social Worker Supervisor: 18

CWS Allocations as of 1/24/2019:
•
•

Social Worker: 103
Social Worker Supervisor: 23

INFORMING SYSTEM CHANGE
Issue

Potential
Contributing Factor

Inconsiste Need improved
nt practice training

Identified Strategies

Structured and extended training
program

1. Training program under development,
will include extended training period,
cohorts, classroom, field, shadowing…
2. SDM Training boosters

INFORMING SYSTEM CHANGE
Issue

Potential
Contributing Factor

Insufficient/ 1.
lack of
visitation
2.

Inconsistent
practice
Availability

Identified Strategies

1. Training to P&P
2. New multi-family visitation
program
3. Exploring family networks

FEEDBACK

 What is working?
 What are worries?

CHILD WELFARE SERVICES DATA

SUMMARY OF DATA ON THE HUMBOLDT
COUNTY CHILD WELFARE SYSTEM

MANDATED REPORTS
Reports Received March 1, 2018 to February 28, 2019
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CWS REFERRAL RESPONSE TYPE
Total CWS Referrals Received by Response Type
2010 to 2018
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CWS REFERRALS RECEIVED
CWS Referrals Received by Response Type - % of Total
2010 to 2018
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INVESTIGATIONS OVER 40 DAYS
Investigations Over 40 Days as of March 10, 2019
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9

3
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CROSS REPORTS
February 15, 2018 through February 28, 2019
Some referrals were cross-reported to more than one agency

NUMBER OF CROSS PERCENT
AGENCY
REPORTS SENT
OF TOTAL
Humboldt County Sheriff's Department
1067
49%
Eureka Police Department
472
22%
Fortuna Police Department
199
9%
Arcata Police Department
192
9%
Rio Dell Police Department
86
4%
Ferndale Police Department
13
1%
Hoopa Valley Tribal Police Department
13
1%
Community Care Licensing
3
0%
CHP Northern Humboldt
1
0%
HSU University Police
1
0%
Out of County Agency
120
6%
Total
2167
100%

ALLEGATION RATE
This measure reports the annual allegation rate per 1,000 children.
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DESIRED OUTCOME

Allegations: Incidence Rate per 1,000 Children

SUBSTANTIATION RATE
This measure reports the annual substantiation rate per 1,000
children.
Substantiations: Incidence Rate per 1,000 Children

DESIRED OUTCOME
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FOSTER CARE ENTRY RATE
This measure reports the annual foster care rate per 1,000 children.
Entries into Foster Care: Incidence Rate per 1,000 Children
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10

IN CARE RATE
This measure reports the in care rate per 1,000 children in foster
care on the first day of the specified month.
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Children in Foster Care: Incidence Rate per 1,000 Children

CHILDREN IN FOSTER CARE
This measure reports the number of children under age 18 in court
dependent foster care on the first day of the specified month.
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CHILDREN IN FOSTER CARE – POINT IN TIME
This measure reports the number of children under age 18 in
court dependent foster care on October 1, 2018.
Children in Care by Age
Point in Time Count
N=390
Age 16-17
39
10%

Under Age 1
34
9%
Age 1-2
68
17%

Age
11-15
100
26%
Age 6-10
98
25%

Age 3-5
51
13%

Children in Care by Ethnicity
Point in Time Count
N=390
Black
17
4%
Latino
36
9%

Missing
14
4%

Native
American
96
25%

Asian/ Pacific
Islander
7
2%
White
220
56%

TIMELY RESPONSE: 10 DAY
This measure reports the percentage of cases in which face-to-face contact with a
child occurs, or is attempted, within the regulatory time frames in those situations in
which a determination is made that the abuse or neglect allegation indicate
significant danger to the child.
This measure has been selected by CWS as a performance outcome for the 2017-2022 System Improvement Plan

2B. Timely Response: 10 Day
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100%

TIMELY RESPONSE: IMMEDIATE
This measure reports the percentage of cases in which face-to-face contact with a
child occurs, or is attempted, within the regulatory time frames in those situations in
which a determination is made that the abuse or neglect allegation indicate
significant danger to the child.
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2B. Timely Response: Immediate

PERMANENCY IN 12 MONTHS (IN CARE 12-23
MONTHS)
For all children in foster care on the first day of the 12-month period who had been
in foster care between 12 and 23 months, this measure reports the percent
discharged to permanency within 12 months of the first day of the 12-month period.
This measure has been selected by CWS as a performance outcome for the 2017-2022 System Improvement Plan
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3-P2. Permanency in 12 Months (In Care 12-23 Months)

RE-ENTRY TO FOSTER CARE IN 12 MONTHS

3-P4. Re-Entry to Foster Care in 12 Months
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For all children who enter foster care in a 12-month period who
discharged within 12 months to reunification, living with a relative(s),
or guardianship, this measure reports the percent who re-enter
foster care within 12 months of their discharge.

PLACEMENT STABILITY
This measure reports the rate of placement moves per day of foster
care for all children who enter foster care in a 12-month period.
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3-P5. Placement Stability

Humboldt County SDM®
Child Protection Reporting Guide

Desired CPRG Outcomes

Build understanding between Humboldt County Child
Welfare Services and the community for future reporting
Use Structured Decision Making® (SDM) principles to
support community reporting practice
Help ensure that children and families requiring a child
protection response are promptly reported
Target limited child protection resources to reports that
may require an in-person response

Reporting Guide Design

There should be
situations that are
recommended to
report that are
screened out—
Just not too many!

All concerns that prompt use of the guide
All concerns that the guide
recommends to report
All reports that are
screened in

Building a Reporting Guid

Selecting a Decision Tree
Physical Abuse

Parent Concerns:

Neglect

Substance Use or
Mental Health

Sexual Abuse of Child

Household Violence

Child Problematic Sexual
Behavior

Child is a Danger to Self or
Others

Psychological or Emotional
Harm

Universal Tree

Neglect: Physical Shelter/Environment

1. Does the current environment present imminent danger of serious
harm to child?

Yes

Report
to CWS

Yes

Go to
Universal
Tree

No

2. Does child or family currently lack a safe place to stay?
No

Report Not
Required

Definitions: 2. Does child or family currently lack a
safe place to stay?
ANSWER YES IF:
•

Child/family has no residence (homeless) AND is not in a safe shelter; OR

•

Child/family is residing in an atypical residence (e.g., park, beach) AND
based on child’s specific needs (e.g., age, development, medical need), the
atypical residence poses imminent danger of serious harm to child.

ANSWER NO IF:
Child or family is sharing a residence with others by mutual agreement, and
this arrangement is safe for the short term (e.g., expected to last at least one
month).

What is inter-rater reliability?

Inter-rater
reliability (IRR) is the
extent to which
different raters, when
presented with the
same information,
arrive at the same
conclusion.

Benefits of Improved Consistency

• Objective,
accurate
assessment
• Consistent
decision making
• More uniform
recommendations
for services

What is the purpose of a field test?

• Reporters practice
using the tool in
real-life situations
• Identifying
unexpected use
cases
• Strengthening
training

IRR Testing Participants

Workgroup Core
Participants

Core Participants Recruit
2-3 Others

Basic IRR Testing Procedure
1. Participants will review a set of vignettes.
2. After reading each vignette, participants will complete the tool or a portion of
the tool in a web-based survey. If enough participants are available, an additional
testing group can participate to record decisions without using the tool.
3. CRC examines the responses for each item of each vignette and calculates
percent agreement for each item.
4. Items with less than 75% agreement are examined for possible tool revisions or
targeted training.

Basic Field Testing Procedure
1. The field test would run for one month.
2. When a reporter has a child protection concern, follow the current reporting
guidelines. Then, run the concern through the tool in a web-based survey.
3. If no concern comes up during the first three weeks of the test, run a past
concern that you had through the tool.
4. Provide valuable feedback about your experiences using the tool.

Next Steps

April*:
Inter-rater
reliability
(IRR) testing
and field test

June – July:
Modifications
to manual
based on IRR
and field test

May*:
NCCD analyzes
results from IRR
and field test

August:
Workgroup and
Core Team to
finalize manual

September –
November: Build
website; create
learning materials

2020: Postimplementation
support from
NCCD
December
: Training
and launch

Thank you!
For more info, contact Raelene Freitag (RFreitag@nccdglobal.org)
or call (800) 306-6223.

