SOCIAL SERVICESCOMMITTEE
| ndependent Management Audit

During the course of its investigations, the 2001/2002 ElI Dorado County Grand Jury
concluded that there were severa aspects of county government that deserved a more in
depth investigation than the Grand Jury was equipped to undertake.

Accordingly, with financing approved by the Board of Supervisors (Board), the Grand Jury
retained the Harvey M. Rose Accountancy Corporation (HMRAC) to investigate and report
on issues as directed by the Grand Jury. One of these issues was areview of the management
of Child Protective Services (CPS) within the Department of Socia Services (DSS).

It is of interest to the Grand Jury that, shortly after the Grand Jury had decided to request
board funding for HMRAC to proceed with its CPS investigation, the Board itself
independently authorized and directed that there be a separate management audit of the
remaining portions of DSS.

The HMRAC report on CPS is contained in its entirety within the Social Services Committee
section of the 2001/2002 Grand Jury’s Final Report. The Grand Jury has carefully reviewed
and considered both the factual findings and the recommendations contained therein,
unanimously concurs with those findings and recommendations, and adopts them as its own.

Commendation

The Grand Jury commends the Board of Supervisors for its willingness to undertake a DSS
management audit and to authorize and fund the Grand Jury’ s independent CPS management
audit. The Board's concern for the most at-risk members of the community is praiseworthy.

Responses Required for All HMRAC Findings

El Dorado County Board of Supervisors

Responses Required for All HMRAC Recommendations

El Dorado County Board of Supervisors
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May 16, 2002

Mr. Michael Day, Foreperson

Members of the FY 2001-02 El Dorado County Grand Jury
P. O. Box 472

Placerville, CA 95662

Dear Foreperson Day and Members of the FY 2001-02 El Dorado County Grand Jury:

The Harvey M. Rose Accountancy Corporation is pleased to submit this Management
Audit report on the Child Protective Services division of the El Dorado County
Department of Social Services.

This report contains findings in four subject areas and 17 recommendations for
improvements in the operations of Child Protective Services (CPS). The findings and
recommendations cover the following:

» the need for greater consistency and structure in initial responses to reports of
child abuse and neglect and Department decisions to remove children from their
homes

« development of outcome-based performance measures for CPS rather than
measures that only report casel oad

« the need for amore consistent and clear staff performance evaluation process

« improved supervision for all divisions of Child Protective Services

« improved supervision and greater access to upper management for staff at South
Lake Tahoe

« better documentation of and staff accessto CPS's policies and procedures

» improved staff training through pilot innovative approaches

. formalized CPS procedures for responding to complaints by families and clients

« improved communications between management and staff

www harveyrose com
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Mr. Day, Foreperson

FY 2000-01 El Dorado County Grand Jury
May 16, 2002

Page 2

Thank you for choosing the Harvey M.  Rose Accountancy Corporation for this
management audit. It has been a pleasure to serve the FY 2001-02 El Dorado County
Grand Jury. We are available at any time to respond to any questions about this report.

Fred Brousseau
Project Manager



Tabl e of Contents

Section Page
Lo INEFOAUCTION ...ttt 1
2. Lack of Standardized Assessment TOOIS.........cccoceieeienienieeneereeeeee e, 10
3. PerformanCe MEASUIES ..........ccciririeireeeeee e 23
S U 01 Y/ = o o R RPRTSTR 35

5. COMMUNICEIONS ... eeeeeeeeeee et e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeeanaaeaaeeeeseaeeeennnnes 41



1. Introduction

The Harvey M. Rose Accountancy Corporation was retained by the FY 2001-02 El Dorado
County Grand Jury to conduct a management audit of the Child Protective Services (CPS)

division of the Department of Social Services (DSS). The purpose of the audit was to determine
if improvements could be realized in several primary areas of Child Protective Services
operations: 1) protocols on how decisions are made to remove children; 2) management systems

to monitor caseloads and morale; and, 3) efficiency of use of staff and other resources.

The audit scope included the following issues:

Child Protective Services compliance with state and federal laws.

Consistency and timeliness of Department response to reports of child abuse.
How quickly investigations are conducted.

How the decision to remove a child is made.

How decisions are made to petition the court to establish dependency.
Timeliness and effectiveness of follow up services after dependency is ordered.

OO0 WNE

Met hodol ogy

This management audit was performed in accordance with Government Auditing Standards,
1994 Revision, by the Comptroller General of the United States, as published by the United
States General Accounting Office. In accordance with the Standards, the management audit was
conducted in five phases, as follows:

1 An entrance conference was held with the Department Interim Director, other managers,
and the El Dorado County Counsel to present the management audit work plan, discuss
the management audit procedures and protocol, request certain background information,
and respond to questions.

2. A pre-audit survey was conducted to familiarize the management audit staff with the
operations and records maintained by the Child Protective Services division, and to
identify areas requiring additional review. As part of this survey phase, the Department of
Social Services Interim Director, the Interim Deputy Director, the Program Manager of
Child Protective Services, the Administrative Services Officer in South Lake Tahoe, the
Staff Services Manager, and supervisors of all the units within CPS were interviewed.
During the survey phase, a court order was secured to provide management audit staff
with permission to look at normally confidential Department records as part of the audit,
while agreeing to keep individual case data confidential.

3. Fieldwork was conducted to develop a more detailed understanding of selected areas of
Department operations. Fieldwork activities included additional interviews With
supervisors and line staff, focus groups with Child Protective Services social workers and
administrative support staff, observations of Department staff carrying out various
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Section 1: Introduction

functions, reviews of child welfare laws and regulations, review of Department policies
and procedures manuals, review of selected hard copy and electronic Child Welfare
Services/Case Management System (CWS/CMYS) case files, and reviews of statistical
data generated by CWS/CMS and other Departmental sources.

4. A draft report was prepared based on analysis of the information and data collected
during the previous management audit phases. This draft report contained initial findings,
conclusions and recommendations, and was presented for review to the Interim Director
of Department of Social Services and her management staff.

5. An exit conference was held with the Interim Director of Social Services and
management staff on May 13, 2002, following delivery of the draft report. During the
period between delivery of the draft report and the exit conference, management audit
staff provided additional explanation of the findings and recommendations, and access to
work papers supporting the findings and recommendations. At the exit conference, the
Department provided additional information related to the findings, and was able to
request clarification of findings and recommendations. Based on the additional
information provided, afinal report was prepared.

Overview of Child Protective Services Operations

The focus of this audit was to assess Child Protective Services, one of six divisions within the
Department of Social Services. Child Protective Servicesisthe division within DSS that is
responsible for the protection of El Dorado County children. The main functions of CPS are to
receive all reports of suspected child abuse or maltreatment within the County, investigate
suspected incidents of abuse or neglect, if needed, and ensure the safety of children by providing
services to reduce the likelihood of future abuse or neglect or place the child in protective
custody.

To accomplish these objectives, DSS has two offices, one in Placerville and the other in South
L ake Tahoe. The County Department of Social Services main office islocated in Placerville,
where the Director, Deputy Director, and CPS Program Manager are based. Within the
Placerville office, CPS isfurther broken down into three units that handle the various
components of the CPS operations. Those three units are the Emergency Response Unit, the
Ongoing Unit and the Adoptions Unit.

The Emergency Response Unit handles the initial intake of the callsto CPS and the early court
dates. Within this unit the Placerville office has 10.06 full-time equivalent (FTE) positions
available. The Ongoing Unit has 7 FTEs in the Placerville office. The Ongoing Unit receives the
case after the disposition hearing or when the parents and the County agree upon voluntary

services. The Ongoing Unit is responsible for case management and the Court dates after the
disposition hearing. Finally, the Adoptions unit administers cases where parental rights have

been terminated and the child is up for potential adoption. Adoptionsis the smallest of the three
units, however, the Adoptions unit is fully functional in both Placerville and South Lake Tahoe.
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Section 1: Introduction

There are significant differences between the two offices in Placerville and South Lake Tahoe.
The main difference isthe internal structure between the two offices. In Placerville, the staff
social workers specialize in particular aspects of cases. However, in South Lake Tahoe the same
social worker will work on the case from the initial intake of the referral through the continuing
case management, the case is moved to the Adoptions. If the case ends up an adoptions caseit is
transferred to specialized adoptions staff. Then, the Adoptions social worker in South Lake
Tahoe will handle the adoption aspect of the case.

Emer gency Response Unit

The Emergency Response unit handles legal guardianship home studies and services to non-legal
guardian. Additionally, the ER unit is responsible for the Interstate Compact on the Placement of
Children (ICPC).

Theinitial step of the CPS operation is the intake process. The Department operates an
emergency response telephone line 24-hours a day, seven-days-a-week. Although, allegations of
child abuse and neglect can be reported several ways, the most common is by atelephone call to
the Department's Emergency Response Hotline. However, referrals may come into CPS via E-
mail, in person at the DSS office, or by fax or written letter. CPS has dedicated staff that answer
the phone line 24-hours a day, seven-days-a-week. In Placerville, several social workers work
exclusively on answering hotline phones and handling call intakes, while in South Lake Tahoe
the screening process is handled on arotating basis, with no dedicated social workers handling
the intake responsibilities exclusively. Intake Workers, the social workers who speak with the
reporter, receive calls from various members of the general public ranging from anonymous
reporters, such as arelative or neighbor, to mandated reporters, such as teachers, who are
required by law to report any instance where they suspect abuse and/or neglect.

By state law, law enforcement agencies and CPS staff must cross-report allegations of child

abuse or neglect they receive to each other, to make sure the allegations are investigated, as

necessary, under both criminal law and under the child protection laws governing DSS.

Additionally, law enforcement agencies have the authority to take children into protective
custody if they believe the child isin danger.

Therole of CPS intake workersisto gather as much information as possible regarding the abuse
allegation to determine what the response should be from CPS. Currently, Department of Social
Services policy states the screener will use the Department’'s Emergency Response Protocol form

(EL 212) to assist in the decision making process. Overall, the screener is attempting to
determine where and when the alleged abuse or neglect occurred, what happened, the names of
the alleged perpetrator and victim, and whether the reporting party believes the child victim is
still in danger.

Once the screener gathers the necessary information, the screener determines when, if at all, the

investigation should begin. In-person investigations are either made immediately, within 10 Days
or the screener may decide to "evaluate out" the referral, deciding no additional response is
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needed. Asshown in Exhibit 1.1, since July 1, 1999, CPS has received 9,353 referrals. Of those,
an aggregate of 5,886, or 62.9 percent, have required further investigation by CPS.

Exhibit 1.1

Number of Intake Calls
FY 1999-00 - FY 2001-02

Response  Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Yeap .

Type 1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002

10 Day 1,200 1,309 1,180 3,689
Placerville Office Evaluate Out 763 832 900 2,495

Immediate 372 253 216 841
Placerville Total 2,335 2,394 2,296 12,025

10 Day 453 289 155 897
.?2;:2; la?“;sce Eva ua;e Out 528 272 172 972

Immediate 238 140 81 459
South Lake Tahoe Total 1219 01 408 2,328
Grand Total 3,554 3,095 2,704 9,353

Source: Child Protective Services
Emergency Response I nvestigation

After areferral is determined to require further investigation, a CPS investigation social worker
will initiate the investigation either immediately or within ten days, depending on the conclusion
reached by the intake social worker. The investigative response is one significant difference
between the South Lake Tahoe office and the Placerville office. Generally, social workersin
Placerville handle specialized aspects of the process, thus two different social workers will
handle the initial intake and investigative aspects of the case. The intake social worker will pass
on the referral to a social worker who specializes in investigations. However, in South Lake
Tahoe the same social worker normally will take the incoming calls and conduct the
investigation unless the case is reassigned for casel oad balance purposes.

In the investigative process, the investigative social worker typically will conduct face-to-face
interviews with the victim of abuse or neglect, the victim's parents and/or caregivers and the
alleged perpetrator of the abuse or neglect. During such interviews, the worker may also examine
the child for cuts, bruises, the condition of the child's clothes and personal hygiene as evidence
of abuse or neglect. The worker will also observe the child's living environment for cleanliness,
availability of food and other indicators of abuse and neglect, as well as observing the child's
interaction with parents. In addition, the ER worker will conduct in-person or telephone
interviews with "collateral" contacts, such as school officials, the child's doctor, neighbors and
anyone else believed to have information about the alleged incident and the child's family
situation. Workers access the Child Welfare Services/Case Management System (CWS/CMS)

! Asof March 15, 2002.
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Section 1: Introduction

for information about previous abuse or neglect allegations regarding the family, aswell as
criminal information databases.

Within 30 days of theinitial contact with the family during the investigation, the social worker

must complete the investigation and determine what services should be provided. The goal of the
investigative social worker isto establish the accuracy of the referral. As such, based on the
investigation, the investigative social worker will classify each referral as one of the following:

« Unfounded: Thisisdefined asfalse, inherently improbable, involving an accidental
injury or otherwise not constituting abuse or neglect;

e Inconclusive: Thisisdefined as having insufficient evidence to determine whether abuse
or neglect has occurred; or,

o Substantiated: Thisisdefined as constituting, based on some credible evidence, child
abuse or neglect.

Exhibit 1.2 showsthe number of referrals, which were investigated that were found unfounded,
incond ug've or substan“ated S'nce Ju|y 1, 1999. ASthe data indicate, awbstanual number Of
cases are classified unfounded or inconclusive. If areferral isfound to be inconclusive or
unfounded the referral will not become a case. Only referrals which are substantiated should
become a case, since that means credible evidence was found regarding abuse or neglect.

Exhibit 1.2
Number of Investigative Outcomes
FY 1999-00 - FY 2001-02

Investigative Calendar Calendar  Calendar Total

Decision Year 2000 Year 2001 Year 2002°
Unfounded 723 817 209 1,749
Placerville Office Inconclusive 356 507 109 972
Substantiated 316 609 127 1,052
Placerville Total 1,395 1,933 445 3,773
Unfounded 179 114 12 305
?aﬁth L(;‘;? Inconclusive 239 139 34 412
CeOMICe g pctantiated 220 163 37 420
South L ae 638 416 83 1137
Tahoe Total
Grand Tatal 2033 2349 495 4910

Source: Child Protective Services
In addition to determining the validity of the allegations, the social worker also must assess the
present and future risk of child abuse and neglect to the child victim and/or the child's family,
Z Asof April 25, 2002.
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based on the investigation, and determine what services should be offered to reduce that risk.
The options available to the social worker are as follows:

« Offer family referrals for parenting classes or counseling, without oversight by CPS;

. Offer referrals for voluntary services, where CPS has oversight and contact with the
family;

« Non-Detention Petition, which is where the child remains in the home without Court
order;

« Remove the child from the home, with Superior Court involvement, and provide the
family with referrals for services that the family must complete before the child is
returned.

However, before the social worker can remove the child, the allegation of abuse or neglect or if
the child is at-risk of abuse or neglect must be substantiated, as defined by Section 300(a)
through (j) of the Welfare and Institutions Code. If a child is taken into protective custody, CPS
has 48 hours to file a petition with the Juvenile Court to request that the child become a
dependent of the court. In Placerville, reports for the court, of which the detention petition is the
first, are prepared by a CPS social worker that specializes in drafting court documents. In South
L ake Tahoe the social worker who received the intake call is the same social worker that writes

the court reports.

Since the decision to remove a child from the home is based on the Welfare and Institutions
Code Section 300 (a) through (j), the petition describes the allegation of abuse or neglect from
Section 300 and provides the Court with evidence and support. A Detention Hearing is held to
determineif the initial removal decision was the proper decision and if the child should remain
under protective custody.

Within 15 days, if the child isin protective custody, the Court will hold ajurisdictional hearing
to determine if the allegations of abuse or neglect in the petition are true. Additionally, should
the Court decide to declare the child a dependent of the Court, it will do so at the jurisdictional
hearing. If the Court finds the allegations true, a disposition hearing is held in another 15 daysto
assess the needs of the child and family and how to best meet the child's needs.

Generally, there are three outcomes from the disposition hearing:

1. Family Maintenance: Thisiswhen the child is declared a dependent of the Court, but
this child is left in the parents' care. Additionally, the parents and child may receive
services to minimize the potential for future abuse or neglect. These services include
parenting classes, drug and alcohol rehabilitation and testing, and counseling.

¥ If the child isnot in protective custody but ajurisdictional hearing is required, the Court has 30 days to hold the
hearing.
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2. Family Reunification: Thisiswhen the child remains a dependent of the Court, but also
remains in protective custody, placed with arelative, foster home, or group home. CPS
works with the parents setting goal s they must comply with to be reunified with the child.
Additionally, parents are offered services and have visitation rights with the child.
According to the Welfare and Institutions Code Section 16516.5 the social worker must
visit children in this program monthly.

3. Permanent Placement: Thisiswhen the Court determines that the parents should not
receive family reunification services and CPS should work to find a permanent placement
for the child.

Ongoing Unit

After the disposition hearing, the case moves from the Emergency Response Unit, at the
Placerville office, to the Ongoing, or Continuing, Unit. This unit is responsible for the case
planning and oversight of case plan implementation. Oversight of the case plan includes
coordination of the visits between the parents and the child and providing services to the parents
and child. Welfare and Institutions Code Section 16516.5 states that the county social worker
must visit the child monthly while in placement. Typically, the Ongoing Unit usually handles all
investigations of new allegations of abuse or neglect regarding children in the social workers
casel oad.

The Ongoing Unit has to prepare for mandated Court hearings every six months, as required by
Section 366.21 of the Welfare and Institutions Code. These hearings are scheduled to provide an
update to the Court on the child. At these hearing, the Court may decide that the child should be
returned to the parents unless the potential for future abuse or neglect exists or if the parents have
failed to participate regularly in any Court ordered services, usually drug treatment programs. In
El Dorado County, the Court also schedules an informal hearing after three months to get an

update on the child.

According to Welfare and Institutions Code Section 361.5, reunification services can only be
offered up to 6, 12 or 18 months depending on the age of the child. Thus at the 18 month review

hearing, if the Court determines reunification for the parents and child is not possible the Court
and the social worker will begin working to terminate the rights of the parents.  According to

Welfare and Institutions Code Section 366.26, within 120 days a hearing is held to determine
whether the Court should terminate the parental rights of the child.

Adoptions Unit

The third unit within CPS is the Adoptions Unit. Unlike the Emergency Response and Ongoing
Units, both South Lake Tahoe and Placerville have a separate specialized Adoptions unit. Thus,
for both facilities the case is transferred to a new social worker in the new unit for adoption
proceedings. Once achild is considered for adoption, which may occur prior to their being
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legally freed from the biological parents, the CPS adoptions unit handles the responsibility to
find a permanent adoption for the child. The Adoptions workers are mandated to start concurrent
planning at the Disposition Hearing. Prior to officially receiving the case, the Adoptions Unit
works with the Ongoing Unit in concurrent planning to become familiar with the case.

At the mandated 366.26 18 month hearing, the Court will determine whether the child and
parents can or cannot be reunified, will establish a permanent home for the child, and may
terminate the parents' rights to the child. However, prior to the 366.26 hearing, the Adoptions
unit has completed its assessment for placement of the child. Options to be considered by the
Court at that hearing, based on recommendations by the child's social worker, include:

» Terminate the parental rights and free the child for adoption.

* Establish permanent guardianship of the child by arelative.

» Placethe child in long-term foster care. This happens when relatives are unable or
unwilling to become a permanent guardian to the child.

If at this hearing, the parental rights of the parents are terminated and the child is considered for
adoption, which may occur prior to their being legally freed from the biological parents, the CPS
Adoptions Unit is responsible for finding an adoptive family.

CPS Budget Information

Child Protective Servicesis not a separate cost center within the Department of Social Services.
However, the costs associated with CPS can be determined using a number of sources. CPS
receives its money from the Federal government, the State of California and the County of El
Dorado. Exhibit 1.3 shows the annual amount of revenue spent by CPS by the three main

funding sources.

Exhibit 1.3
Child Protective Services Annual Revenues
FY 1999-00 - FY 2001-02

Funding Source Fiscal Y ear Fiscal Year Fiscal Y ear
1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002
Federal Allocation $1,300,028 $1,046,642 $1,108,904
State Allocation $797,170 $1,277,507 $653,442
County Allocation $322,058 $55390 3 _$303,812
Total Allacation $2,419.256 $2,878,052 $2,066,158

Sour ce: Department of Social Services

As presented in Exhibit 1.4, budgeted expenditures for Child Protective Services and Adult
Protective Services (APS) for the three most recent fiscal years has remained fairly constant.
Based on the number of FTEsin CPS and APS, approximately 74.5 percent of the total amount

4 Annualized based on actual expenditures from 12/31/01.
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budgeted shown in Exhibit 1.4 isfor CPS salaries. That equatesto $1,612,913 in FY 1999-00,
$1,698,502 in FY 2000-01, and $1,680,284 in FY 2001-02.

Exhibit 1.4
Budgeted Child and Adult Protective Services

Salaries and Fringe Benefits
FY 1999-00 - FY 2001-02

Fiscal Year Amount Budgeted Estimated CPS Only
FY 1999 - 2000 $2,165,280 $1,612,913
FY 2000- 2001 $2,280,181 $1,698,502
FY 2001-2002 $2,255,724 $1,680,284

In addition to regular salaries and benefits, CPS is experiencing a significant amount of overtime.

State law requires that CPS social workers are available 24 hours a day to respond to reports of
abuse or neglect. Currently, the Department does not have staff dedicated to After Hours calls,

with the exception of a part-time social worker in the South Lake Tahoe office. Thisresultsin
CPS incurring an extensive amount of overtime costs. As of February 28, 2002, overtime costs
for Adult Protective Services and Child Protective Services for FY 2001-02 is $36,581, or 66.4
percent of the budgeted amount of $55,100, which is down from $56,098 in FY 2000-01. While
these amounts include Adult Protective Services, a significant amount of these overtime costs are
incurred by CPS and specifically the After Hours hotline®.

In an effort for social workersto effectively comply with State law, travel and transportation and
training must occur within CPS. As aresult of placing children, making monthly visitsto placed

children and travel to investigate allegations of abuse and neglect, CPS social workers
experience asignificant amount of travel costs. For fiscal year 2001-2002, through February
2002, CPS has incurred over $6,000 in related travel costs. Training costs for fiscal year 2001-02

are only $1,500 through February 2002.

> Adult Protective Services does not have a hotline. The CPS social worker will answer any APS call during After
Hours.
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2. Lack of Standardized Assessment Tools

F21 The Department's protocols for social workersto determine if an immediate
investigation of areport of child abuse or neglect is needed are inadequate and
allow for too much judgement by intake social workers. Though limited, the
protocols provide at least some assurance of social worker consistency in
determining appropriate responses to referrals. But in a sample of 58 case files
reviewed for this audit, documentation of the required decision-making
protocols was not found in approximately 50 percent of the cases.

F2.2 The Department does not have aformal risk assessment tool to assist
investigation social workers in determining whether a child should be removed
from home. The current tool and documentation used by Department social
workers, called the Investigative Narrative, does not include a standardized
scoring system or other methods to ensure consistent interpretation of similar
situations. Aswith the intake protocols, the Investigative Narrative does not
appear to even be used in all cases. In 8 out of 27 case files reviewed, or 29.6
percent, the Investigative Narrative documents were not completed. In another
11 cases, or 40.7 percent, the document was filled out incorrectly.

F2.3 The After Hours Intake function violates Department policies and procedures by
not gathering background information from the Child Welfare Services/Case
Management System on children who are the subject of telephone reports of

alleged abuse and neglect.

F2.4 Asaresult of these problems, Department management does not have
documented assurance that decisions made by social workersin the intake and

investigative processes are consistent and properly supported. This problemis
reinforced for the After Hours Intake function by the limited availability of
supervisors for consultation.

F2.5 Structured Decision-Making is a system used by some counties to minimize
individual variation in determining the level of response to initial reports of child
abuse and neglect and in determining whether or not a child should be removed
from their homes. By implementing at least some components of this system in
El Dorado County, the Department will have greater assurance of consistency in
its treatment of abuse and neglect allegations. In addition, the Department
should require supervisors to be available on call by telephone to social workers
assigned to After Hours far consultation and direction as needed.

State law mandates that all counties provide initial intake and evaluation of risk servicesto all
children reported to the County as being endangered by abuse, neglect, or exploitation. Every
county isto maintain and operate a 24-hour response system and provide immediate in-person

Harvey M. Rose Accountancy Corporation
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responses by a county social worker in emergency situations in accordance with regulations of
the department.’

In response to this requirement, the El Dorado County Department of Social Services has
developed its Child Protective Services Protocol, Criteria and Process for Accepting CPS Cases
for Assessment, and Emergency Response Protocol included in the Department's policies and
procedures manual. This protocol includes aform called the Emergency Response Protocol
(Form EL 212) that isto be filled out by social workersfor all initial calls alleging child abuse or

neglect.

When an initial call reporting suspected child abuse or neglect is received by the Department, the
intake social worker has three response choices:

e Conduct an investigation immediately;
» Conduct an investigation within 10 days;, or
* Do not conduct an investigation or "Evaluate Out" the case.

The Department uses a 3 day response to investigate allegations of abuse or neglect. However, a
3 day response timeis not formal policy in the Department.

To assist intake social workers in determining which of these responses is the most appropriate,
the Department's emergency response protocols include a series of response guidelines to guide
the initial intake social worker's decision. The form includes the following questions to assist
social workersin determining what the initial departmental response should be.

1. Isthere sufficient information to locate the family?

2. Isthisan open service case with DSS and is the current intervention adequately
addressing the problem described in this allegation?

3. Doesthe allegation meet one or more of the legal definitions of abuse?
4. Isthe perpetrator a caretaker of the child or is there reason to believe that the caretaker
was negligent in allowing or unable or unwilling to prevent the perpetrator having access

to the child?

5. Are specific acts and/or behavioral indicators of abuse, neglect, or exploitation included
in the allegations?

6. Does additional information obtained from collateral contacts or record material
invalidate the report?

' Cdlifornia Welfare and Institutions Code (WIC) § 16054
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7. Doesthisreport represent one in a series of previously investigated, unsubstantiated, or
unfounded reports from the same party in which no new allegations or risk factors are
revealed?

The answers to these questions are intended to guide CPS social workers in determining which
referrals justify an in-person investigation. If an in-person investigation is not necessary,
Department policies and procedures state the intake social worker should provide a more detailed
rationale regarding their decision why an in-person investigation should not be conducted.

This Emergency Response Protocol form isincluded in the Department's CWS/CM S computer
system so that social workers receiving an initial call reporting child abuse or neglect can start a
case file and enter all information required into the computer system as the call is received.
According to Department procedures, this electronic form is supposed to be transferred to the
emergency response supervisor for approval for al cases that are evaluated out.

While the questions asked in the Emergency Response Protocol form seem appropriate for
conducting an initial investigation, the problem with the protocol isthat it isfairly open-ended
and allows for significant individual interpretation of facts and circumstances. It relies primarily

on interpretation of the facts and situation by the social worker. Social workers are trained to
assess such situations and professional judgement is always required in children's welfare cases.

However, trained social workers are still subject to personal biases and preferences and two

social workers can interpret the same situation very differently. While the nature of the work is

such that some judgement will always be required, Department management should make every
attempt to minimize personal biases and variations in staff decision-making.

The room for individual interpretation becomes more pronounced in cases where the situation is
not obviously dire but may be on the border between a 10 day investigation or "evaluating out"”
the case. For such cases, the Department's policy is as follows:

"Criteriaare to be liberally interpreted, which means where circumstances are
marginal, we should open a case for investigation. It is preferable to err in favor
of ensuring the child(ren)'s safety and the appropriate response time should be
considered.”

Thus, the explicit goal of the procedure, for safety purposes, isto conduct more investigations
than potentially necessary.

Emergency response protocols used by some counties provide more structured guides that link
certain responses with certain outcomes. For example, a history of two or more previous referrals
may lead to a guideline to conduct an immediate investigation unless the intake social worker

can provide information that proves this would not be necessary.

The tools available to assist social workers in making decisions of whether to investigate
allegations of abuse and neglect or the evaluation of risk vary across the state. A study by the

University of California at Berkeley found:
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"Departments of Social Services are increasingly being challenged to determine which
cases are reported to them are at the highest risk and most in need of services. One
response to this challenge involves the development of screening procedures that
distinguish levels of risk and need among cases that come to the attention of Child
Welfare Services ... The employment of effective screening procedures ...can help not
only to reduce disruptive legal intervention into familiesin situationswhen it is
unwarranted, but also to insure procedural fairness - one-element of which involves
consistency in the treatment received by similar cases. The systematic use of screening
guidelines would help to promote consistency among decisions made by individual
workers and among counties; it would also aid new workers in the field and offer workers

and the state some degree of protection in an era of increased litigation. ’

Some counties have chosen more structured guidelines such as the Structure Decision-Making
(SDM) model, developed by the Children's Research Center of the National Council on Crime
and Delinquency, a non-profit organization. One of the components of SDM, the Response
Priority Assessment, is a series of decision trees that guides the intake social worker on what the
response should be for the various types of allegations ranging from physical abuse to general
neglect. A system such as this would provide for a more consistent approach to determining the
appropriate responses to initial reports of abuse and neglect in El Dorado County and would
provide better documentation justifying the decision reached by the intake social worker.

Emer gency Response Protocol not being used in many cases

To determine the Department’s compliance with its Emergency Response protocol, 58 randomly
selected cases were examined in CWS/CMS to verify that proper documentation existed in each
case. Even though this protocol has limitations, it does provide some documentation of the
decisions made and is required for every case by Department policy.

Cases were selected largely from 2001 and included referrals which resulted in immediate
investigations, investigations within 10 days, and cases that were evaluated out. It should be
noted that the sample was randomly selected but was not designed to be statistically significant.
A more authoritative examination would require significantly more time than was authorized for
this project.

As shown in Exhibit 2.1, out of the sample of 58 cases, Emergency Response protocol forms
were only fully completed 50 percent of the time. Thus, although the policy manual clearly states
that the form should be used as a guide to making initial intake decisions, half the time the

information needed to do so was missing.

Gllbert Neil, Karski, Ruth, and Frame, Laura.
Child Abuse Reparts. School of Social Work, Unlversty of CallfornlaBerkeIey 1997 pp.l-2.
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Exhibit 2.1
Number of Completed
Emer gency Response Protocol Forms

in CaseFiles
Number of Forms Per cent
Complete 29 50%
Incomplete 29 50%
Total 58 100%

Source: CWS/ICMS

As stated above, Department policies and procedures call for the Emergency Response Protocol
form to be reviewed on CWS/CM S and approved by the Emergency Response supervisor for all
cases which are evaluated out. The Emergency Response unit does an excellent job of reviewing
the referrals that are evaluated out. Based on our review, supervisor approval was documented
in every case where the decision was to evaluate out.  As shown above, the response protocol
forms are not complete 50 percent of the time. However, examination of the 25 cases where the
decision was to evaluate out show that only two of those 25 referrals, or 8 percent, had
incomplete Emergency Response protocol forms and were approved by the supervisor. Thus, in
instances where supervisor approval is not required, social workers are more likely to not
properly complete the Emergency Response protocol in CWS/CMS.

In 47 of the 58 cases reviewed, the response proposed by the intake social worker was approved
by the supervisor, even when a completed Emergency Response Protocol form was not entered
into CWS/CMS. Thus, our review suggests that the required Emergency Response Protocol
form is not used to guide all intake decisions, in contradiction of Department policies and
procedures. Additionally, it appears that this form is viewed by some social workers as aform
that has to be filled out as an after thought and not as integral part of the decision-making
process. .

Management controls are needed to ensure that all workers are making appropriate decisions and
documenting them consistent with Department policies. A regular process of reporting social
worker compliance with department policiesis needed asis periodic review of randomly selected
case files by Department management to ensure that decisions are appropriate, properly justified
and documented and in compliance with Department policies and procedures. Supervisors are
reviewing a mgjority but not all decisions by the intake social worker.

Based on the analysis above, we recommend the Department implement the Response Priority
Assessment component of the Structured Decision-Making system. This assessment should be
completed on every referral placed with CPS. Use of this tool would ensure greater consistency
in social worker decisions about which cases to investigate and when. The Response Priority
Assessment component of the Structured Decision-Making system provides social workers with
a series of decision trees on which to base the initial response decision.

This system will ensure that social workers systematically apply similar criteriato every case and
provide consistency across social workers at the two DSS officesin El Dorado County. The
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SDM system provides a process to support, guide, and fully document assessments. One

significant advantage of this system isthat it brings accountability to decision-making and, based

on the decision tree system, decisions require an explanation. Moreover, because the decisions

are based on the decision tree system to guide the worker, consistency should increase. The
Emergency Response Guidelines lacks guidance to guarantee consistency.

Lack of a Formal Safety and Risk Assessment

If the result of the intake worker's assessment is that an investigation should be conducted, the
case istransferred to an investigative social worker.  Under Welfare and Institutions Code
Sections 309 and 16504, social workers must determine whether the children that are the subject
of the allegations are in immediate danger of physical or sexual abuse, and whether the children
should be removed or can remain safely in their homes. The social worker also determines
whether there are any services that can be provided that would allow the children to. safely

remain in their homes.

To document the basis for this decision, investigation social workers are required to complete an

Investigative Narrative, a one-page form with ten fields, to document any risk factors
contributing to the social worker's decision whether or not the child should be taken into

protective custody. Currently, the Department does not have precise procedures requiring the use

of the Investigative Narrative. CPS management reports that the Investigative Narrative serves as
the Department's risk assessment tool.

While the State of Californiarequires only awritten narrative, the Department has added ten
fields to further explain the investigation. The ten fieldsin the Investigative Narrative that

should be complete are:
Brief Narrative of the Investigation (includes details of who, what, when and where)

o Child'sage, vulnerability, physical and/or mental abilities (includes perpetrator's access
to child)

Child's behavior

« Caretaker's Parenting skills’Knowledge (includes capacity for childcare; interaction with
children, other caretakers; skill, knowledge; criminal behavior, mental health)

« Strength/ Weaknesses of Family support system (includes relationships, presence of
parent substitute)

» Caretaker's Substance / Alcohol Misuse
e Environmental Condition of Home

e Any services offered and result (includes directives/referrals given and family's response)
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Need for Emergency Services, if any

One problem with the Investigative Narrative risk assessment tool used by the Department to
document investigationsis that it does not offer a structured approach to guide the investigation
social worker's assessment of risk into a decision. Instead, the form is primarily used by the
Department's social workers to provide a description of their investigations. As such the
documentation of why a child should be taken into protective custody is not as thorough or

objective asit would beif a standardized risk assessment were in place.

Without aformal safety and risk assessment the criteria social workers use to make removal
decisions can vary significantly. Based on a questionnaire provided to social workersin CPS as
part of thisaudit, 58 percent of social worker respondents disagreed with the statement that all
social workers use the same criteriain deciding to remove children from their homes.

Compounding the inadequacy of the Investigative Narrative as a risk assessment tool is that
social workers are not properly using it. As shown in Exhibit 2.3, in 19 of the 27 cases reviewed
where an in-person investigation took place, or 70.4 percent of all cases, the form is not properly
completed. The definition of not properly completed isthat the Investigative Narrative only
contains a paragraph or two providing a description of the investigation rather than completion of
all ten fields of information required on the form. Often, the paragraph narrative was only afew
sentences in the cases reviewed. The Investigative Narrative was missing entirely in eight of the
referrals examined. In these cases, it isimpossible to retrace the steps of the social worker to
determine the basis for the decision. For the eight cases where the Investigative Narrative was
incomplete, alist of individuals contacted for the investigation by the social worker was
provided in CWS/CMS, but this failed to provide beneficial information to determine how the
social worker reached a decision.

Exhibit 2.3
Use of Investigative Narrative
by CPS Social Workers

Number of Per cent
Narratives
Each field complete 8 29.6%
Fields Incomplete 11 40.7%
Narrative not found 8 29.6%
Total 27 100%

Asshown in Exhibit 2.3, 11 of the 27 Investigative Narrativesin CWS/CM S were improperly
completed, by not having each of the ten fields documented. The quality of the narratives ranged
from one sentence to a very detailed account of the investigation to one that simply referred to a
list in CWS/CMS of individuals contacted for the investigation. As with cases that are evaluated

3Thesample number is 27 here because thisisthe next step in the child removal process. If the intake social worker
determinesthat thereferral doesnot meet the criteria of an in-person investigation that caseis" evaluated out” and
no further action isrequired by the Department of Social Services.
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out after initial intake, prior to the Investigative Narrative being completed by the investigative
social worker, the Emergency Response Supervisor must review and approve the document. Of
the cases reviewed, only eleven of the Investigative Narratives, or 40.7 percent, were not
properly filled out yet they were apparently approved by the supervisors anyway. However
descriptive the narrative form may be, it is still an inadequate assessment of the safety and risk of
the child.

According to Department management, the Investigative Narrative is designed more to close an
investigation, especially in cases where no petition will be filed, and is geared to move the case
along. This creates the impression from management to line staff that the Investigative Narrative
isaform required to be completed more as an after thought to move the case along, rather than a
tool which assists social workers and is an integral part of the decision-making process.

In one case reviewed, the Investigative Narrative included only a brief one paragraph review of
the investigation. The decision was to open the case and offer Family Maintenance services.
However, three days later the case was closed, and the case file indicates that the case was
opened in error. While mistakes can occur in any system, the lack of precision in the
Investigative Narrative means that mistakes like thiswill be more likely to occur. Use of arisk
assessment tool with a structured assessment mechanism would significantly reduce the potential
for opening a case in error or failing to open a case when the child should be removed from the
home.

Need for a more structured and consistent approach to case decisions

Based on the case file review conducted for this audit, it is clear that formalized Safety and Risk
assessments tools would assist the investigative social workersin their decision-making and

ensure greater consistency in case decision-making. The Department should implement the
Structured Decision-Making (SDM) Safety and Risk assessment components as a complement to

CWS/CMS as ameans to increase consistency of investigations. This system, or components of
it, are currently inusein at least 15 other California counties.

The Safety Assessment component of SDM is designed to be used by investigative social
workers during the initial in-person investigation of abuse and neglect referrals to determine
when a child should be taken into protective custody. The Safety Assessment form contains a
simple checklist and a narrative to formalize the decision-making processin CPS. These
assessments will ensure that CPS staff assesses all cases based on a standardized set of criteria.

In some counties, full integration of the Structured Decision-Making tools and the CWS/CM S
system are not fully realized. Until full integration, many counties have implemented a paper

version of assessment tools to complement CWS/CMS. Santa Clara County uses a paper version

of the Structured Decision-Making system. The risk assessment tool in Los Angeles County isa
paper version to complement CWS/CMS. In both Counties, social workers manually complete

the forms and keep the document in the hard case file. The Department of Social Services could
implement a paper version of the Structured Decision Making tool and manually track the results
of these assessment tools and maintain records in the hard case file, similar to Santa Clara
County.
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Inconsistency in After HoursIntake

Section 16504 of the Welfare and Institutions Code (WIC) states the County must provide a 24-
Hour intake hotline, where referrals can be made. CPS maintains After Hours hotlines and staff
at both the Placerville and South Lake Tahoe offices. Currently the Department does not have
dedicated staff to operate the After Hours intake at either office. Staffing for After Hours is made
up of workers who either volunteer or are assigned on a non-voluntary rotating basis.

According to the Memorandum of Understanding with the union, social workers who work After
Hours are guaranteed a minimum of two hours pay, plus an additional $1.20 per hour on-call.
Additionally, the Memorandum of Understanding states "On-Call duty" means that an employee
is assigned to work outside their normal work week and must remain available to be contacted by
telephone and be ready for immediate call-back. Thus, the social worker is not in the office, but
is accessible by telephone and ready to respond should a situation arise.

The After Hours processis as follows:

* The Department has a contract answering service that receives calls to the After Hours
unit. At the beginning of the month CPS will send the answering services a monthly
schedule of the social workers scheduled to work the After Hours shifts; and

« When areferral is received by the answering service, the service will put the caller on
hold and will either page or call the on-call After Hours social worker. At that point the
social worker is connected to the reporter to begin the initial intake process.

The After Hours intake process varies significantly from the intake process during normal
business hours when CPS is fully staffed. For instance, in Placerville during normal business
hours, the intake social worker will make the determination whether an in-person investigation is
required, but they will not generally conduct the investigation. However, the After Hours intake
social worker will not only make the decision whether to conduct an in-person investigation, but
will actually perform the in-person investigation if an immediate response is required.

Thus, when a social worker is conducting an immediate in-person investigation, the After Hours
intake center does not have a social worker available to handle a second referral. According to
the Emergency Response supervisor, those instances are rare, but they do happen. When these
instances do occur, the answering service will take a message and the social worker will then call
the reporter to begin the intake process on the second referral.

According to the Department policies and procedures manual, when a child is removed from the
home and placed in protective custody by After Hours staff, the written documentation of the
incident should go to the Emergency Response Supervisor by 8:00 a.m. the next workday. The
potential problem with thisis that, without a supervisor checking the social worker's decision, a
child could potentially be placed in protective custody or left in the home for aslong as several
days erroneoudly.
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Additionally, unlike daytime hours, After Hours intake social workers have no direct

supervision. During normal business hours, the intake social workers are positioned near the ER
supervisor and can have consultation with their supervisor and fellow employees. However,

social workers on After Hours duty work alone and do not have consultation with their
supervisor. The social workers can call the supervisor if needed for informal consultation, but

there is no guarantee that the supervisor will be available. When the supervisor is on vacation or
unable to answer the phone the social worker isleft to make these decisions on their own.

Furthermore, during After Hours duty, social workers have no immediate accessto CWS/CMS
since the call isreceived at home. Although social workers have access to the Department
building and CWS/CM S during After Hours, there is adelay to obtaining all relevant
information regarding the case. This poses potential significant problems and violation of the
Department's policy regarding factors to consider in determining if an in-person response is
needed:

"The decision whether Or not to make an in-person response for all other referrals
shall be based on an assessment which shall include collateral contacts, areview
of previous referrals and other relevant information to the extent such information
Or measures are necessary to conduct an assessment.”

Furthermore, the Department's " Child Protective Services Protocol” states that in-person

investigation decisions by the intake social worker shall include areview of the child's "history
and disposition of prior referrals.” However, since the After Hours social worker does not have

immediate access to previous referrals on CWS/CMS, the decision is made on only a partial

picture. Additionally, the use of the Emergency Response Guidelines form in CWS/CMS is
impossible for social workers to consistently answer correctly, since they do not have access to
the past history of the child. Without accessto CWS/CMS or paper files at the office, social

workers cannot answer two of the eight questions that require further analysis. These questions
are asfollows:

« Isthisan open service case with DSS and is the current intervention adequately
addressing the problem described in this allegation?

« Doesthisreport represent one in a series of previously investigated, unsubstantiated, or
unfounded reports from the same party in which no new allegations or risk factors are
revealed?

Thus, when an After Hours social worker is making the decision to initiate an in-person
investigation or not, the decision is made lacking historical information and without the ability to
answer two of the key questionsincluded in the Response Guidelines.

In the sample of cases reviewed for this audit, instances were found where After Hours social
workers received callsin which access to CWS/CM S might have changed the decision regarding
if and how soon an in-person investigation should be conducted. We found instances where an
After Hours referral had 10 previous referrals throughout the State of California. Based on the

4 Child Protective Services Policy Manual. El Dorado County Department of Social Services. 1992. pg. 9.
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current system these referrals would not have been known immediately by the intake social
worker. Additionally, we found several After Hours cases where children had three referrals
each. In particular, the child had three referrals and the response guideline protocol was
incomplete. Information such as this could be critical to the decision made by the intake social
worker. During normal business hours, the worker would have immediate full accessto this
information on CWS/CMS.

To address the lack of historical and other information available to intake social workers for
After Hours cases, CPS should implement a new category of athree-day response to give social

workers more flexibility in making the in-person investigation decision. Unlessit is obvious that

an immediate investigation is needed, After Hours cases could be placed in this category rather
than being evaluated out, pending access to CWS/CMS the next business day. This increased
flexibility will come at no additional cost to the County. Additionally, CPS supervisors should be

required to be on-call After Hours to provide consultation as needed to social workers. Taking
these steps will ensure that After Hours decisions are consistent with the approach used during
normal business days.

Conclusion

Theinitial screening and investigation risk assessment tools required by the Department for
social workersto use are not sufficiently structured to ensure consistency of decision-making by

different workers and at both Department offices. Nor do the tools provide adequate
documentation justifying decisions reached. Unfortunately, they are not used at al in some cases
and are only partially completed in others. Even with their limitations, these required forms
provide some documentation justifying the decisions reached by the social workers. Cases are
being approved by supervisors without these required forms completed in apparent contradiction

of Department policy.

The Department of Social Services needs more management oversight of worker compliance
with required procedures and spot checking of case files to ensure that case decisions are
adequately documented and supported. To further improve the level of documentation and
justification of decisions reached, the Department should implement use of Structured Decision-
Making tools to determine what referrals receive further investigation, how soon aresponseis
needed, and to help social workers conducting investigations to determine if there is further risk
posed to the child and whether to remove the child or not. In only 50 percent of the cases
reviewed were the current initial intake response forms complete. In areview of a sample of
Investigative Narratives, over 70 percent were either incomplete or missing. Since social workers
are not accurately completing the Department's existing screening and investigation tools,
consistency of intake responses and the decisions by investigators within the Department cannot
be tracked. There are substantial problems with the process, ranging from lack of CWS/CM S
immediate access to check previous referralsto alack of consultation from supervisors.
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Recommendations
The Department of Social Services should:

2.1 Create a monthly report for CPS management review generated by CWS/CMS
documenting the extent to which required screening and risk assessment forms have been
completed by social worker staff and signed off by supervisors documenting and
justifying decisions to either investigate or evaluate out referrals and whether or not a
child should be removed from home;

2.2 Implement use of the Response Priority and Risk Assessment tools in the Structured
Decision-Making system in deciding if areferral should be investigated immediately,
within 10 days, or not at all, and, whether or not a child should be removed from home or
offered services while remaining at home;

2.3 Use a paper version of the Structured Decision-Making system as a complement to the
CWS/CMS system;

24 Formally implement and expand use of a shorter referral response time of 3 Days,
particularly for After Hours cases in which immediate investigations are not conducted so
the social workers can cross check prior referrals and case data on CWS/CMS during
business hours before deciding to evaluate out a case;

25 Establish an on-call system for CPS supervisors for After Hours cases so that they are
available, on arotating basis and as needed for assisting social workers in determining
how to handle After Hours cases in the same way that they are available for that purpose
now during normal daytime business hours;

Costs and Benefits

Costs of these recommendations include the additional cost to have a CPS supervisor on-call to

support After Hours social workers. Costs would also be incurred for the time required by social

workers for training on use of the recommended new Structured Decision-Making (SDM) tools
and any purchase or licensing costs associated with the system. However, some socia workers
within the Department are already taking risk assessment training, so there would be no

increased costs with having social workers take the SDM training over a basic risk assessment
course. Moreover, staff costs should be minimal since the SDM forms provide a point system
and should require less time than properly completing the Investigative Narrative the Department
currently uses.

ired for Eind

F2.1 through F2.5 El Dorado County Department of Social Services
El Dorado County Board of Supervisors
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. ired f -

R2.1 through R2.5 El Dorado County Department of Social Services
El Dorado County Board of Supervisors
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3. Performance Measures

F3.1 The Department of Social Services Child Protective Services division
regularly produces management reports that concentrate on caseload levels,
assignments and referral characteristics rather than outcomes. The
performance measure indicators tracked are inconsistent throughout the
division.

F3.2 Department management needs to establish outcome goals for the CPS
division and related measures to better evaluate CPS outcomes and individual
employee performance. Measures such as number of families reunified after
receiving services, number of children in stable placements, and recidivism
should be regularly measured in addition to caseload levels.

F3.3 Employee performance evaluations appear to be conducted reasonably timely
for employees who have passed their one year probationary period. For
employees on probation the number of evaluations conducted is inconsistent
and their use in determining permanent employment is unclear. Employees on
probation during FY 2000-01 and FY 2001-02 received anywhere from none
to four evaluations during that period. Of eight probationary employees
during the last two years who received satisfactory reviews, four were
terminated and four were retained for permanent employment.

F3.4 By implementing an employee performance evaluation system that explicitly
explains job expectations for the first year of employment, includes in-person
documented performance evaluations every three months during the first
year of employment, uses a standardized appraisal instrument, includes
outcome based performance measures in the appraisal instrument, and
provides timely annual post probationary evaluations, the Department will
have greater assurance of consistency and accuracy in its performance
evaluations.

Organizations, whether public or private, need to establish a set of goals and create an ongoing
system of measuring organizational and employee outcomes. Increased staff accountability,
improved problem solving ability, and, ultimately, better results for children are goals that all
child welfare agencies should strive for.  Without an accurate measurement of outcomes, it is
difficult to determine the impact of the resources allocated on services and whether or not the
agency is effectively carrying out the goals and objectives of management. To achieve an
accurate measurement of performance, the Department must set measurement goals, employee
outcomes must be measured related to these goals, and data must be utilized to measure
performance. Employee evaluations are the source to quantify the performance of employees.
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Both processes of setting goals and establishing outcome measures can be beneficial because
they require management to establish priorities and to allocate resources and to establish systems

and processes that will lead to the intended results. The Department of Social Services,
according to its web site, citesits mission goal as "to help people in social or economic crisis
increase their ability to become as self-sufficient as possible.” However, the Child Protective
Services division does not have its own mission statement, but generally the goal of the division
Isto provide assistance to children who are victims of abuse, neglect or exploitation.

Based on research and interviews, the Department does not have a consistent system in place for
measuring the effectiveness across units within CPS. However, the CPS does a good job of
collecting and reporting a variety of statistics about caseload activity levels, but not always
outcomes and Department goals. The statistical management reports produced concern the type
of referrals and their dispositions, current caseload levels, type of out-of-home placements,
closed and active, number of adoptions, and number of children freed for adoption. The
information provides management atool to review and assess caseload and staff productivity, but
they do not measure outcomes or the achievement of Department goals, such as the number of

families reunified, number of children in stable placements and others.

Inconsistencies exist in the performance measures used in the Child Protective Services division.
The variances not only exist between the two Department offices, but also within CPS unitsin
the Placerville location. While there are many similarities, such as caseload numbers, between
the units there was not a consistent guide for tracking outcomes throughout the division.

The Emergency Response unit in Placerville, we found there are more formalized performance
measurements in place. The supervisor in that unit has created a series of reports and systems
that can track performance within the ER unit. The performance measurementsin that unit are as

follows:

Referral Count by Start Date

Referral Count by End Date

Voluntary Status Report

Case Plan Start Date for Cases Opened Between two Dates
Open Referrals with First Investigation Date

Referral Performance Statistics

Number of All Evaluate Outs

Number of All Referrals upon Closing

Number of All Voluntary Family Maintenance Cases upon closing
Monthly Caseload Activity Report

Caseload Summary

After Hours Intake Log

Examinations of the Ongoing and Adoptions units show each unit within CPS has different
standards Which are examined to determine performance measurement. According to the
Ongoing Unit supervisor, that unit reports social worker caseload numbers on a monthly basis.
In addition, the supervisor scans cases and a determination is based on the case plan, as some
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case types require more staff time than othersdo.  In the Adoptions unit some performance
outcomes are measured, such as the number of adoptions, but the outcomes are not linked to the
case approach that preceded it in the other units.

Caseload Tracking

Another critical role of the supervisor isto monitor achievement of key casework activities and
outcomes on a case-by-case basis. Monitoring activities and outcomes enables the supervisor to
track client progress as well as the caseworker's completion of essential casework functions. In
addition, supervisors monitor achievement of casework activities and outcomes across casel oads.
Finally, by monitoring the unit to determine if it is achieving its program goals, supervisors can
identify trends necessary for planning purposes as well as areas in need of corrective action.

One problem with caseload tracking in CPS isthereis not a system in place to determine
caseload numbers on a historical basis. Supervisors informed audit staff that caseload numbers
change daily and there is not a systematic procedure to produce reports, which offer a historical
perspective on caseloads. Even with the Monthly Caseload Activity Report, we were unable to
get a historical assessment of assignments across units and of both DSS offices in the County.
Analysis of the number indicated dramatic fluctuations in caseload numbers.

One consistent theme emerged from discussion with upper management of the CPS division. The
theme is that the performance measurements are not outcome based. Some interviewed felt
outcome based performance measurements would be beneficial to the Department

Outcome M easurement Systemsin other Jurisdictions

Jurisdictions throughout California have or are in the process of instituting outcomes-based
performance measures for their child welfare service departments. Los Angeles and Contra
Costa counties are among the California counties that have or are establishing outcomes-based
performance measurement systems. The Los Angeles County Department of Children and
Family Services, in its Strategic Plan 2000, has identified accountability as one of its key values,

defining it this way:

Accountability involves the belief that efforts to achieve an outcome will be made, that
these efforts will be directed at a goal and will result in achieving that goal, that
achievement can be demonstrated, and that someone is held accountable for the results. *

Based on this value, Los Angeles County distinguishes five broad outcome areas for all children
in the county:

e Safety and survival
» Good health
» Social and emotional well being

Strategic Plan 2000, 2000; L os Angeles County Department of Children and Family Services
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e Economic well being
e School achievement and work force readiness

Of the broad goals listed above, each has its own specific outcomes tailored to the children in the
L os Angeles County system, which includes performance indicators and data sources for each
specific outcome.  The data sources established in Los Angeles to track each performance
indicator is generated by CWS/CMS. For instance, for social and emotional well being the
desired outcome goal is to reduce the time a child spends in placement. To measure this outcome
L os Angeles County used CWS/CM S data to determine the average amount of time a child
spendsin foster care, stratified by placement type. Data for this measure is available in
CWSICMS

Contra Costa County's child welfare system established broad outcomes, strategies, performance
measures, and data sources, similar to the structure of Los Angeles County's system. The
outcomes are as follows:

« Children's health and developmental needs are being met

o Families are satisfied

« Children are safe and remain in their own homes whenever possible
o Children achieve permanency in atimely manner

El Dorado County could replicate the outcomes and models in both Los Angeles and Contra
Costa Counties. To establish an outcome based performance measurement system usually
reguires an investment of staff time and possibly funding for new or enhanced information
systems. The Department of Social Services Child Protective Services division can create
outcome based performance measures from data stored in CWS/CMS. While the system hasiits
limitations, it also has the ability to produce some useful outcome and performance reports for
management.

For example, throughout the audit, CPS staff provided ample data to audit staff directly extracted
from CWS/CMS. The Department filled numerous audit staff data requests by extracting the
datafrom CWS/CMS. Examples of the data provided included number of Emergency Response
Investigations; Active Cases; Cases Closed; Current Caseload; Referral Counts by Start Date;
and Voluntary Family Maintenance Cases.

Since CWS/CMS is an automated version of a casefile, all data recorded about each child and

family should be available from the system and able to be extracted and aggregated for outcome

reporting. Some of these measures listed above, such as the number of families reunited at case

closure and number of Social Workers per child, would require development of special reports
that are not produced at this time, though they are all technically possible to produce. For
example, recidivism data is recorded in individual case files and could be extracted to review
family referrals to the Department subsequent to case closures, but this would require production
of anew CWS/CMS based report. Production of any performance measurement report requires
that all Social Workers input the data needed on to CWS/CMS. All staff do not consistently use
the system at this time, making some data collection and analysis difficult to perform.
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Employee Evaluations

Asaresult of an organization's goals and objectives, performance measures should be tracked to

ascertain if the stated purpose of the organization is met. Further, organizations must have a
formal system to review employee performance to determine if goals are being met by
employees consistent with organization-wide goals. Without evaluation there is no objective,

guantifiable measurement of service or staff quality, no technique for fostering improvement and
no system to determine if stated employee goals are achieved.

Employee performance eval uations can foster improvement in worker morale and employee
performance. With detailed employee evaluations, areas for individual employee improvement
can be identified and goals set for improvement in those areas. Unless feedback is provided
voluntarily by supervisors to their staffs, the absence of an employee evaluation system can
encourage the status quo or even adecline in performance as it communicates the message that
one's performance doesn't matter.

Performance evaluations are a method of communicating and reinforcing an organization's goals
and values such as efficiency and responsiveness to customers. An effective performance
evaluation system should not be constructed or used as a punitive measure but as a proactive
system for management to communicate its expectations to employees and for assisting
employees to improve. Employee performance evaluations are crucial in the initial stages of
employment when workers are in the socialization process of learning the details of the job.

The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between El Dorado County and Public Employees,
Local Unit No. 1 details the review process for the yearlong probationary period for new
employees. The MOU identifies the probation review process as follows:

e The employee will receive awritten statement of expectations signed by the supervisor
and employee. The supervisor shall retain the copy signed by the employee and provide a
copy to the employee.

» Not less than monthly the supervisor shall meet with the employee to review the
employee's progress toward meeting the supervisor's expectations. The supervisor shall
provide the employee with awritten summary of the meeting.

« The employee will acknowledge receipt of the summary of his’her progress by signing a
copy of the summary. The supervisor shall retain the copy signed by the employee.

« The employee shall be considered to have met expectations in any month in which the
supervisor does not meet with the employees and provide them with awritten summary
of his/her progress.
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» All written summaries, containing the employee's acknowledgement of receipt, shall be
submitted to Human Resources with the appropriate forms for successful completion of
probation or of the employee's failure to complete the probation period.

In addition to this process, the Department maintains a more formalized employee evaluation
process in which probationary employees are reviewed using the Department's standardized
Employee Performance Appraisal form after six months and eleven months of employment.
These more formal reviews are done in accordance with Merit Systems. Merit Systemsisa
contractor for the California State Personnel Board that satisfies the State of California's
responsibility to ensure that personnel systems which cover county employees of federal grant-
in-aid programs comply with federal merit standards.

The employee evaluation process begins when an employee is hired. The Department gives the
employee a description of the job and alist of essential functions related to the job. According to
the Department, employees are given informal monthly reviews. These informal reviews are

supposed to consist of a memorandum chronicling the employee's status and highlighting any
issues regarding the employee's job performance.  These reviews describe the nature of the
meeting, and provide some feedback to the employee regarding their performance.

The formal employee evaluation process starts with the supervisor completing aformal written
evaluation of the employee. Once the appraisal form is complete the supervisor will sign and
date the review. The employee will then review, sign and date the evaluation. The form,
however, clearly states that the employee signature does not mean the employee is in agreement
with the review. At this point, the Program Manager reviews the employee evaluation and signs
the form. Unlike the employee signature, the upper management signature does indicate
concurrence with the employee review.

The Department's instrument to meet the Merit System requirement for aformal performance
evaluation is the Employee Performance Appraisal. Thisformis only completed for the formal
evaluations at the six-month review and end of probation. This appraisal is used to evaluate the
performance of staff based on several criteria. A review of this document indicates that the
evaluator must (a) identify or report on the probation status of employee, (b) identify an overall

rating, (c) identify employee goals, and (d) report on the employee's performance using alist of
performance factors, which includes job knowledge, output, compliance with rules, and
initiative. A supplementary appraisal form, used only in South Lake Tahoe, indicates that the
evaluator must (a) list items discussed during the review, (b) identify desired training and
training attended, and (c) identify length of time with the Department.

As part of this audit, verification of employee performance evaluations was conducted for 13
randomly selected CPS employees at pre and post-probationary stages and for all employees on
probation during the previous three fiscal years. Several issues limited the immediate review of
the employee evaluations. DSS management was reluctant to provide audit staff accessto the
employee performance reviews due to confidentiality considerations and outstanding litigation.

The County Counsel's Office determined their office could conduct the review and provide the
datato audit staff with names redacted so employee privacy would remain intact.
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Based on this review, the Department does a good job of providing yearly post probationary
evaluations. Analysis of the performance evaluations of post probationary employees revealed

the Department completed an employee appraisal on atimely basisfor all but one of the 13
employees. The employee that did not have ayearly review had their performance evaluated
each of the previous six years prior and three years after the missed evaluation.

The evaluations reviewed were conducted more than one year after their last evaluations.
Excluding the missed review, we found that in 8 of 26 yearly post probation evaluations for six
employees, or 30.8 percent of all their evaluations, the Department missed the required yearly
time period. On average the missed reviews were 58 days past the one-year period. The longest
delay was 141 days more than ayear. The shortest delay was 4 days past the one-year mark for a
post probation evaluation.

This review found significant problems with probationary evaluations. The formal evaluation
forms, performed after six months and at the end of probation, are conducted on an inconsistent
basis. The Department does a sufficient job of conducting employee evaluations for some
employees, while other employees get performance evaluations on a sporadic basis, if at all. As
Exhibit 3.1 illustrates, the Department conducted formal Merit Systems evaluations during
probation on employees at various frequencies. A majority of probationary employees, 23 out of
30, or 76.7 percent, received between one and three formal evaluations during their one year
probation. Two employees, or 6.7 percent, received four formal evaluations, an average of once

every three months.

Exhibit 3.1
Completion of Formal Employee
Performance Reviews during Probation

Number of Number of Employees . Per cent
Prabationary Reviews

4 2 6.7%

3 7 23.3%

2 9 30.0%

1 7 23.3%

0 3 10.0%

N/A 2 6.7%

Tatal 30 100.0%

Further, Exhibit 3.1 shows of the 30 employeesin the random sample, five employees, or 16.7
percent, did not receive aformal performance evaluation at either the six-month point of
employment or at the conclusion of probation. Two of these employees are not applicable since
each employee has been with the Department less than six months.  However, of the three
remaining employees without aformal review, one has worked for the Department for more than
540 days without aformal appraisal of work quality. Additionally, we found a second employee
employed at the Department for over 375 days with no formal evaluation conducted, although
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the Department policy is that these reviews should happen at the 6-month point of employment
and again at the end of probation. Moreover, these two employees moved from the probation
period of employment to post-probationary timeframe of employment without aformal review.

In an examination of nine probationary employees where formal probationary reviews were

completed using the Employee Performance Appraisal form, we found minimal consistency in
how the results of the formal evaluation were used. Of these nine cases, we found that only one

employee was given ratings above standard, the equivalent of above average. The remaining

eight employees were all rated as meets standard, which is the equivalent of average or
satisfactory, for all of their formal reviews during probation. The findings of the eight employees

are presented in Exhibit 3.2.

Exhibit 3.2
Probation Results for Eight Employees who
Met all Standardsin Their Formal Evaluations

Result of
No. of Average Overall Rating .
Employees Percent Number of Reviews Of Review Prolggil (c))gary
4 50% 1.50 Meets Standards Retained
4 50% 1.25 Meets Standards Terminated
8 100% 138

As Exhibit 3.2 demonstrates, based on the formal evaluations half of the employees were
terminated at the end or during their probationary period even though their overall ratings were
the same as those who were retained. This demonstrates that either these formal evaluations are
not documented well or the meaning of the evaluation elements are not consistently understood
by all supervisors and the Program Manager who reviews all evaluations. Moreover, of the four
terminated employees, three received a recommendation for a step increase in pay in their
written evaluation forms. One of the forms with arecommendation for a step increase is dated
just 17 days before the employee was terminated.

Inconsistencies exist in the informal review process aswell.  Since conducted on a monthly
basis, the informal review process should be away for the Department to address employment

issues and problems to the employee in an effort to obtain improvement. However, areview of

the informal evaluations for the eight employees listed in Exhibit 3.2 showed that the
Department conducts these reviews on an inconsistent basis. Some employees receive multiple
informal performance evaluations, while others do not receive any informal written evaluations.
As Exhibit 3.3 illustrates, based on our sample of eight employees with the same ratingsin the

formal evaluations, the Department conducted informal evaluations during probation on
employees at arange of frequencies. One employee received eight informal written performance
evaluations. However, three employees never received any informal performance evaluations.

Harvey M. Rose Accountancy Corporation
30



Section 3: Performance M easur ement

Exhibit 3.3
Completion of Written Informal Employee
Performance Reviews during Probation

Number of Reviews Number of Employees Per cent
More than 4 1 12.5%
4 1 12.5%
3 0 0.0%
2 2 25.0%
| | 12.5%
0 3 37.5%
Total 8 100.0%

As previoudly stated, the Memorandum of Understanding between the union and County states
that employees shall be considered to have met expectations in any month in which the
supervisor does not meet with the employees and provide them with a written summary of
his/her progress. However, in the four cases where the employee was terminated at the end of the
probation period, informal evaluations were not always conducted on a monthly basis. Of the
four employees terminated during probation, one employee received four informal evaluations,
one employee received two, one received one and the fourth employee received no informal
evaluations.

Without feedback in the form of regular performance evaluations, employees may not be
encouraged to improve, especially at the initial stages of employment. It is possible that
employees are performing above expectations, but unless that is acknowledged by management a
decline in performance is possible as the absence of evaluations communicates the message that
one's performance doesn't matter. Based on the sample of performance evaluations reviewed,
many employees at the Department have not received an evaluation within the first month of
employment. Of the four terminated employees, only one received an evaluation within the first
month of employment.  The remaining three terminated employees received their initial
evaluations at 163 days, 198 days, and 220 days.

In addition to the frequency of the evaluations completed on an inconsistent basis, the level of
depth in the written memorandum varies considerably. Some of the memorandums are detailed
descriptions, listing positive and negative attributes of the worker, as discussed during the
informal review. However, amajority of reviews provide minimal detail. A majority of the
informal reviews are alist of issues both positive and negative regarding the employee's
performance, but detail is minimal and there is not a standard form or consistent criteriaused in

thisinformal review process.

Without consistent and detailed performance evaluations, it isunclear if Child Protective
Services supervisors are doing a sufficient job of documenting communication with employees
regarding their performance. Based on informal performance evaluationsit is uncertain whether
the communication between the supervisor and the employee of these issuesis adequate. The
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Department provided documentation of CPS supervisor notes making comments of discussions
regarding employment issues, but these are very brief comments explaining theissue. Moreover,
these comments, along with the performance evaluations, occur on an inconsistent basis. Asa
result of these inconsistencies, the Department should formalize the review process so employees
all receive the same number of reviews and that the reviews are done on a consistent form,
whether an informal or formal evaluation.

Department management should strengthen their evaluation process for probationary employees.
Once an employee accepts an offer of employment, the supervisor should conduct an intake
interview. The purpose of the interview should be a discussion of the job requirements and a
clear statement of the employee's goals, objectives, and critical job tasks. This statement should
also include any specific training or other development needs agreed to by the employee and
supervisor at the time of hire. The basis of thisintake interview should be the approved job
description and a clarification of the Department's goals and objectives of the employee during
the probationary period. A written statement of the meeting should be developed and signed by
both the employee and the supervisor. At a minimum, within the first three months the employee
and the supervisor should conduct a documented performance review with aformal evaluation
instrument that is based on the outline of job expectations during the probationary period.

Analysis of the formal probationary evaluation instrument found employees terminated during or
at the end of their probationary period had the same ratings as those who were retained, and

some were recommended for a salary increase weeks prior to termination. This indicates that
supervisors and the Program Manager who review all probationary evaluations do not have a
consistent understanding of the review process or evaluation criteria. To address this problem the

Department should implement a policy to have the Deputy Director review all probationary
evaluations to ensure consistency between supervisors and the Program Manager. Additionally,

using aformal performance evaluation instrument for all evaluations will address the concerns
that similar reviews lead to dissimilar outcomes.

The performance evaluation form should be refined and the performance measures should be
expanded. Additional categories, such as Quantity of Work, Quality of Work, Accountability,
Dependability/Reliability, Job/Technical Knowledge, Working Relationships, and Judgment
should be implemented to provide employees with additional feedback on performance. The
overall ratings should be increased to, at minimum, a five point scale, which includes the
following: Well Above Standard, Above Standard, Meets Standard, Below Standard, and Well
Below Standard. Additionally, Department management should ensure that post-probation
reviews should be conducted annually. These efforts should reduce any uncertainties that may
arise during the employee performance review process.

Conclusion

The Department of Social Services Child Protective Services unit does not have aformal system
in place to track its outcomes. The various units of CPS track caseload, but not outcomes. Some
other countiesin California have established or are establishing outcome based performance
measurement systems. CPS has this capability through the CWS/CM S computer system.
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Without tracking and closely monitoring key outcome measures, CPS and Department
management is at a disadvantage in terms of monitoring its performance, identifying existing or
potential problems, making necessary changes to improve performance, and measuring the
results.

The Department is not consistent in its approach to employee evaluations. The Department

should conduct formal performance evaluation at least twice during the probation period, but in

33 percent of the time fails to properly do so. In addition, the Department has an informal

performance eva uation where a memo is utilized to document employee status. Based on a
review of these informal evaluations, 75 percent of employees receive fewer than two of these

evaluations. This demonstrates that the Child Protective Services division is not properly

documenting employee evaluation.

Recommendations

The Department of Social Services should:
R3.1 Implement a comprehensive set of outcome-based goals and performance measures,

R3.2 Implement performance measurement reports that can be produced from CWS/CMSto
track performance measures and to determine improvements needed within the
Department;

R3.3 Implement apolicy to have the Deputy Director review all probationary evaluations;

R3.4 Amend the employee performance evaluation process so that (a) written first year and

ongoing job requirements clearly explained to new employees at a documented intake
interview, (b) in-person, sit-down and documented performance evaluations are
conducted every three months of employment during the probationary period using a
standardized performance evaluation instrument, (c) the personnel evaluation form
includes additional performance measures related to departmental goals and objectives,
and (d) post-probation reviews should continue to be conducted annually.

Costs and Benefits

The costs of the above recommendations would be sustained in the form of staff time to develop
performance measures based on outcomes and produce reports from the CWS/CM S computer
system to provide data for the outcomes. An additional one-time staff cost would result in the
effort to amend the employee appraisal form. The benefits of implementing the above
recommendations would include data to document Department outcomes and achievements of
stated goals and creation of a common vision shared by all Department staff. Animproved
employee evaluation system would provide consistency across the unit and provide employees
with feedback on their performance.
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Responses Required for Findings

F3.1 through F3.4 El Dorado County Department of Social Services
El Dorado County Board of Supervisors

ired § i

R3.1 through R3.4 El Dorado County Department of Social Services
El Dorado County Board of Supervisors
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4. Supervision

F41 The Child Protective Services division (CPS) is organized into four units, with
one supervisor responsible for each unit. The four supervisors report to a
Program Manager who reports to the Deputy Director and Director of the
Department of Social Services. The four units vary in size, number of functions
and spans of control. The largest unit, the Adoptions unit, has 11.1 full-time
equivalent positions, including vacancies, while the smallest unit, South Lake
Tahoe, has 5.1 full-time equivalent workers. The Adoptions unit supervisor
oversees adoptions social workersin Placerville and South Lake Tahoe and all
CPS clerical staff in Placerville. No other supervisor oversees staff from two
different functions and in two different offices.

F4.2 Thereisone social worker supervisor at South Lake Tahoe but no on-site
representatives of upper management. The CPS Program Manager islocated in
Placerville and is supposed to routinely visit the South Lake Tahoe office but this
does not happen on aregular basis. An Administrative Services Officer position
is assigned to the South Lake Tahoe office with responsibility for clerical staff
and facility management. For social work staff at South Lake Tahoe the absence
of an on-site manager resultsin less access to upper management on CPS issues
and less opportunity to address and resolve social worker staff concerns and
problems.

F4.3 The Department should reorganize to address imbalancesin supervision levels
and the gap in management presence at South Lake Tahoe by: 1) removing
oversight of adoptions staff at the South Lake Tahoe office from the Adoptions
supervisor in Placerville to the South L ake Tahoe CPS supervisor; 2)
reclassifying the Administrative Services Officer position at South Lake Tahoe

to a Program Manager, with responsibility for all program staff at that facility.

Child Protective Services division supervisors have a variety of responsibilities and perform an
essential role in day-to-day operations of the division. As previoudly stated in the Introduction to
this report, the Child Protective Services (CPS) division is comprised of four units: Emergency
Response; Ongoing; Adoptions,; and, South Lake Tahoe. Each unit has its own supervisor
responsible for overseeing their unit's staff. All of the supervisors report to the CPS Program

Manager.

Fragmentation of Supervision

Two of the four supervisors oversee staff in asingle functional area at the Placerville office. The
South Lake Tahoe supervisor manages all CPS staff at that office in all CPS functional areas
except adoptions. The fourth supervisor is responsible for adoptions social worker staff in
Placerville and South Lake Tahoe and all CPS clerical staff in Placerville.
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A review of the Department's organization and staffing charts and documents reveal differences
in the assignments and number of staff reports to the supervisors of the different units. The
number of social workers and office assistants the supervisors are overseeing varies
substantially, and consequently, so does the volume and complexity of their workloads. To
assess these differences, we used organizational charts provided for each unit to determine how
many positions report to each supervisor and how many levels of staff there are in each unit. The
findings are presented in Exhibit 4.1.

Exhibit 4.1
Overview of Supervision by Unit
Within Child Protective Services

Emergency Ongoing Adoptions South Lake
Unit Response Unit Super visor Tahqe
Adoptions
s ER Continuing Clerical -
overseen Placerville Continuing
4.64
# SW Staff
HOA Staff 10.06 7.0 16:5[6-54 5.05
. Placerville
LS‘t’gf?“O” O Pacerville  Placerville  SouthLake S°$t£‘htgke
Tahoe
Loclion O procerville  Placenville  Placerville  oan &K@

Source: Compiled from Department of Social Services Organizational Chart and interviews with CPS staff.

As Exhibit 4.1 shows, the supervisors within CPS lack consistency in their spans of control.
Based on the data provided above, CPS supervisors vary in the number of staff they supervise.
The numbers supervised range from a high of 11.14 in the Adoptions unit to alow of 5.05in
South Lake Tahoe.

Further examination of Exhibit 4.1 shows there is variance not only in the number of employees

supervised but also the number of functions and the number of offices where supervised staff are
located. Only the Adoptions and South L ake Tahoe supervisors oversee two functions each, the
other supervisors are responsible for one function each. Of all the supervisors, only the
Adoptions supervisor isresponsible for staff in both Placerville and South Lake Tahoe. All of the

other supervisors oversee staff in asingle location.

While there are many opinions and recommended standards regarding supervisor to staff ratios
for child welfare agencies, in many organizations, aratio between 6 and 15 isfairly typical. The
Department is within this range though on the high side for the Emergency Response and
Adoptions units. Theratiosin El Dorado County are similar to those in Santa Clara County. The
Emergency Response unit in Santa Clara County supervisor to staff ratio is 8, whilein the
Continuing unit isit 10.
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Though the Emergency Response supervisor is responsible for ailmost as high a number of
positions as the Adoptions supervisor (10.06 for Emergency Response vs. 11.14 for Adoptions),
the Emergency Response supervisor oversees only one function at one location. The Adoptions
Supervisor oversees two dissimilar functions in two locations.

The Adoptions supervisor must not only divide time between office assistant and social worker
staff in Placerville, but she is also responsible for the adoption social workersin South Lake
Tahoe. The difficulty for a supervisor of properly supervising staff performing different
functions is compounded in this situation by having staff in two locations. The consequence of
this structure is fragmented supervision and often a supervisor who is unavailable to provide

proper guidance to the staff.

The Department has recognized the problem of having the Adoptions supervisor oversee both
clerical and social worker staff. The Department is attempting to add an Office Assistant
Supervisor position to provide direct supervision of clerical staff. This ongoing effort would
remove office assistant supervision from the Adoptions supervisor and lower the span of control
to supervision of only 4.64 full-time equivalent of only adoption social workers.

The proximity of the supervisor to line staff has a direct and significant impact on the quality of
the supervision. As defined by one study on this subject:

The supervisor is the link between the front line of services delivery and upper
levels of administration. The supervisor brings the resources of the organization
into action at the front line, the point of client contact. Simultaneously, the
supervisor communicates information from the unit to upper management, which
enables agency administrators to plan and allocate resources. The CPS supervisor
has two overarching roles - building the foundation for and maintaining unit
effectiveness and developing and maintaining individual staff capacity. *

The ability of CPS to achieve the goals listed above by the Department of Health and Human
Services study is doubtful based on the current organizational structure.  The problem with
achieving the optimal goals provided above is that without direct supervision on site, it is
difficult to achieve unit effectiveness. Because of the lack of proximity between Placerville and
South Lake Tahoe the levels of supervision varies dramatically. While the supervisor makes a
concerted effort to provide as much guidance and supervision as possible, deficiencies clearly
exist in the level of supervision.

Critical Nature of Supervision

As previously discussed in Section 2, the lack of supervision for After Hours casesis a
significant potential liability for the Department. Additionally, supervision in general for CPSis
perceived as a critical element to provide services effectively and efficiently. Supervisors must
have the expertise and experience needed to provide consultation and guidance to workersin

Morton, Thomas and Salus, Marsha. Supervising Child Protective Services Casaworkers. United States
Department of Human and Health Services. 1994,
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decision-making and to teach new skills to workers. The Child Welfare League of America
(CWLA) wrote supervision in child protective servicesis critical to effective service delivery
and staff and professional development. Moreover, CWLA further wrote that competency and
qualifications of supervisorsis critical to assure that caseworkers provide services, engage
families from a helping perspective, and follow agency policies and procedures. In short,
supervision in child protective servicesis critical to effective service delivery and staff and
professional development.

Supervisors should be able to take a step back from the daily operations of line staff and offer
critical evaluations of decisions and assist staff to make a decisive decision regarding a case.
Based on the survey responses from employees, CPS supervisors were praised as a beneficial
and a useful source of information. Asshown in Exhibit 4.2, the survey responses are
overwhelmingly favorable toward CPS supervision.

Exhibit 4.2
Survey Responses
Regarding Supervision

Disagree  Agree
My supervisor is amost always available to 14.3% 85.7%
help me with m work. ' '
My supervisor provides useful guidance to me 55% 95.5%
in mwork. ' '

Source: Compiled from survey responses of CPS staff.

Based on Exhibit 4.2, when the supervisor is available to provide guidance, social worker and
office assistant staff feel the guidance is constructive. Furthermore, the finding that 86 percent of
workers felt supervisors are always available to assist in work demonstrates that supervision is
generaly adequate in CPS. However, the fact that 14 percent felt that supervisors are not
available demonstrates that there is some room for improvement.

As mentioned previously in Section 2, supervision can stem the potential threat of liability. The
risk of liability stems from negligence resulting in an error by a staff member, or when an
employee does not follow the Department's policies or procedures. Moreover, Recommendation
5.2 in Section 5 recommends the Department overhaul the policies and procedures manual, thus,
creating policies and procedures which should result in more consistency. However, until that
happens direct supervision is critical to ensure that staff understands current Department policies
to keep the risk of litigation to a minimum.

The importance of supervision goes beyond the supervisors with direct contact over line staff.
The supervision continues up the chain of command to include program managers and even the
Director of the Department. The role of the Program Manager is critical to offer support and
guidance to the supervisor, just as the supervisor should provide to the line staff. While the
Program Manager has a visible presence in the Placerville office, that does not appear to be the

Z Child Welfare League of America, "CWLA Standards of Excellence for Services for Abused or Neglected
Children and Their Families." Revised Edition, 1999.
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case in the South Lake Tahoe office. The problem is compounded by the fact that according to
the Program Manager she has not had on on-site visit to the South Lake Tahoe office since
January 2002, at the time of this report some four months without an on-site visit to that office.

In the past, afull time Program Manager was assigned to oversee all programs at the South Lake
Tahoe office®. This position was reportedly eliminated due to difficulties in managing the broad
range of programs at that office. A position with the level of authority greater than any in the
office at thistime is appropriate as it would provide on site management presence and the ability
to more quickly resolve program management issues. In interviews and surveys, staff at South
L ake Tahoe reported weaker communications with upper management than reported by staff in

Placerville, as demonstrated by the survey responses presented in Exhibit 4.3.

Exhibit 4.3
Survey Responses
Regarding Supervision
Agree- : Disagree-
AU SouthLake pacdit SouthLake
Tahoe Tahoe
The CPS Manager regularly
communicates with staff about 87.5% 0.0% 12.5% 100.0%
Department activities and palicies
Communications between the
Department's top management and 73.3% 0.0% 26.7% 100.0%
CPSare

Source: Compiled from survey responses of CPS staff.

Consistent and regular contact by the Child Protective Services Program Manager with CPS staff
on amonthly basisin an open forum and meetings would provide South L ake Tahoe staff with a
management representative who could respond to program issues raised by staff and resolve
problems more quickly than under the current structure. Moreover, to ensure that the meetings
take place and the Program Manager is holding meetings on a monthly basis, the meetings
should be documented and their occurrence reported to the Board of Supervisors every 6 months
and if they have not occurred, explanations for why not should be reported. Thiswill ensure that
the meetings happen on a consistent basis. Moreover, the meetings would address issues and
would the Program Manager would provide consultation and problem solving authority to the
South Lake Tahoe staff.

Conclusion

The Child Protective Services organizational structure contributes to inconsistency in the level of
supervision aworker receives due to variances in the number of employees, functions and office
locations overseen by CPS supervisors. Supervision is accepted as acritical element in CPS,
however, the current structure is organized in such away that some staff receives less

3 Besides CPS, Department Special Investigations, Income Maintenance, Employment Services, and Staff Services
arealsolocated at the South Lake Tahoe office.
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supervision than others. The organizational units within Child Protective Servicesvary in size,
number of functions and spans of control exercised by the supervisors. The Adoptions supervisor
oversees 11.1 clerical and socia worker full-time equivalent positions (FTES) in two locations
while the South Lake Tahoe supervisor oversees 5.1 FTEsin one location. This structure makes
it impossible for all staff to receive asimilar level of supervision and guidance. Though the CPS
Program Manager is responsible for overseeing staff in both Placerville and South Lake Tahoe,
the South Lake Tahoe office receives substantially less attention than the Placerville staff and
irregular on-site visits.

Recommendations
The Department of Social Services should:

41 Remove the oversight of adoptions staff at the South L ake Tahoe office from the
Adoptions supervisor in Placerville to the South Lake Tahoe CPS supervisor;

4.2 Mandate that upper management representatives, the Director, Deputy Director and the
Program Manager, meet separately with CPS staff at Placerville and South Lake Tahoe at
least monthly in an open forum, document the meetings and report their occurrence to the
Board of Supervisors every 6 monthsincluding explanations for any months when such
meetings have not occurred.

Costs and Benefits

There are minimal costs associated with the restructuring of Child Protective Services based on
these recommendations. Costswill be in staff time by the Program Manager to travel to the
South Lake Tahoe office. Additional staff time will be necessary to complete the documentation
required to provide verification of visits to the Board of Supervisors. However, on-site visitation
by the Program Manager would result in improved communications between management and
staff at South Lake Tahoe and improved decision making and problem resolution. Benefits of
implementing the recommendations would aso include a more equal distribution of staff among
CPS supervisors and greater consistency in the level of guidance and supervision provided to all
employees.

Responses Required for Findings

F4.1 through F4.3 El Dorado County Department of Social Services
El Dorado County Board of Supervisors

Responses Required for Recommendations

R4.1 through R4.2 El Dorado County Department of Social Services
El Dorado County Board of Supervisors
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F5.1 Communicationswith top management of the Department of Social Servicesis
considered poor by many staff social workersand office assistants. Many staff
membersfeel thereisno forum to expresstheir concerns and problemsand to
make suggestions for improvements. Thisis particularly truein the South Lake
Tahoe office as visits and meetings with staff there by the CPS Program M anager
and the Director and Deputy Director areinfrequent. Regular forumswith open
communications between staff and manager s should be employed as a mechanism
for improving CPS processes and services and to improve staff morale.

F5.2 The CPS polices and procedures manuals are not up to date and omit some key
areas of operations such ashow the CWS/CM S computer system should be used
for case intake and processing. | ncomplete, out of date or missing policies and
procedures could lead to inconsistenciesin staff approachesto case work. M ost
staff surveyed reported that the Department'srulesand regulations are not clear
or consistently enforced. The manuals are now all hard copy paper documents
and could be placed on the Department's computer system for easier updating
and access by all staff.

F5.3 Many staff membersbelieve that more and different types of training are needed
to ensure greater consistency in approach by staff. A mentor program for new
staff isone approach suggested by staff which Department management could
implement on a pilot basis and assess its costs and benefitsto seeif it should be
replicated throughout the CPS division.

F5.4 The Department does not have a formal written policy or formal reporting
mechanism for client and family complaints. Such a policy is needed to ensure
consistency in responses to complaints and to ensur e that management is kept
informed of all complaints and staff responses and correct ive actions.

For staff and supervisorsto perform in a manner that will lead to the consistent and desired
outcomes for an organization, management must first clearly and accurately define policies and
procedures. Second, management must communicate these policies and procedures to staff.
Then, adequate resources and supports for staff to perform successfully must be provided.
Finally, and most important, the organization must maintain a capacity to obtain feedback and
measure and report the degree of successit has achieved in following the policies and to
determine if the policies are effective. Deficiencies, in various forms, were identified in each of
these elements at Child Protective Services.

Communi cat i ons

The employee survey conducted for this audit showed that many CPS employees perceive
communication between management and staff as a problem. Exhibit 5.1 shows the responses
from social workers and office assistants to statements regarding communications within CPS.
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Asthe Exhibit clearly shows, line staff feel there is a problem with communicationsin the
Department, particularly with top management.

Exhibit 5.1
Survey Responses Regarding
Departmental Communication

Agree  Disagree
Communications between Department's top 0 0
staff and CPS staff are very good 4L.rh °8.3%
Top Management of the Department are very 50 0% 50.0%

suppartive of CPS

Top Management of the Department is very 33.3% 66.7%

responsive to suggestions from staff ' '
L] ters ahove me 16.7% 83.3%

Source: Audit survey of CPS social worker and office assistant staff

Only 16.7 percent of the survey respondents believe they have the ability to influence matters
above them. Overall, 83.3 percent of office assistants and social workers felt they have little or
no influence over Department matters. Further, 66.7 percent of the survey respondents believe
that top management is not responsive to suggestions or concerns. Of greater concern is that half
of all survey respondents, 50 percent, felt that Department management was not supportivein
general of the Child Protective Services division and only 41.7 percent believe top management
and CPS staff communications are very good. These perceptions are not conducive to high staff

morale or a motivated work force.

Child Protective Services management conducts staff meetings in Placerville bi-weekly. These
meetings are attended by the CPS Program Manager, supervisors and line staff. A review of staff
meeting mMinutes demonstrated that the CPS staff meetings are primarily aforum for
management to update staff on new Department developments, changes in polices and related
matters. The Department Director and Deputy Director do not attend these meetings. While CPS
should be commended for its efforts to keep staff informed, the meeting minutes demonstrate
that staff is not provided with an opportunity to express concerns and grievances or make
suggestions for program improvements at these meetings. Department staff indicate that forums
to provide such opportunities do not occur on aregular basis.

Regular staff meetings with the CPS Program Manager, supervisors and staff do not take place at

the South L ake Tahoe office asthey do in Placerville. The managers based in Placerville may
discuss issues and concerns with South Lake Tahoe supervisors, but there is minimal, if any,
group communication and feedback between the Program Manager and South Lake Tahoe line
staff. Without regular contact with management, many of the South Lake Tahoe staff feel they

do not have a place to air grievances, complaints or make suggestions for improvements.

One technique for improving communications between management and line staff would be to
set aside time during the regularly scheduled meetings where employee concerns and suggestions
can be freely expressed directly to upper management. As such, the Director of the Department
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and/or the Deputy Director should attend these meetings which should take place on aregular
basis in both the Placerville and South Lake Tahoe offices. It is of equal importance that top

management respond to issues, concerns, and suggestions on atimely basis. Many employees

expressed frustration in their written comments on the audit survey over the lack of response
from management toward their suggestions for improvements made in the past. Furthermore,
employees often felt when a response came from management it was long after the employee
suggestion was made if aresponse came at all.

The Department should have strong support systems in place to provide workers with open
forums to discuss and deal with dissatisfactions and frustrations, and suggestions for how to
make constructive improvements. The forums should not become a series of sessions where
workers continually complain about the Department but should be directed toward identifying
and solving problems.

The discussion above is not meant to imply that upper management should immediately
implement any and all suggestions made by staff.  But the process will be perceived as
meaningless if management does not respond to staff suggestions and grievances within a
reasonable amount of time, even if the decision isto not implement the staff suggestion.
Responses to staff suggestions should be communicated directly to employees by upper
management, including the Director, through as few layers as possible. By taking timely actions
to address employee concerns, even if the actions are not what employees suggested,
management would demonstrate responsiveness to staff concerns. Regularly communicating how
and why decisions have been made to staff would also help improve morale.

Updating the Policies and Procedures Manual

Child Protective Services possesses extensive policies and procedures manuals that provide
guidance to social workers and staff regarding Department operations. However, the manuals
are lacking some key policies and procedures such as reference to the Department's CWS/CMS
computer system and policies and procedures for office assistant support staff. Without
documentation of all key areas of operations, the chances increase of certain activities being

inconsistently applied throughout CPS.

This current state of Department policies and procedures is consistent with findings of the FY
1999-2000 El Dorado Grand Jury which reported:

The Grand Jury requested and received a copy of the El Dorado County CPS
Policy and Procedures manuals. Analysis indicated that the manuals contained
many outdated or undated documents, documents whose origin could not be
determined, unsigned documents, and documents that referred to manual record
keeping operations which had long since been replaced by computerized
operations. This dilapidated state appeared to have been in existence for several

A recommendation in Section 4 calls for routine visitation by the Program Manager to South L ake Tahoe so that
upper management is represented at that office and to provide a means of resolving staff concerns and issues. One of
the appropriate roles of this position would be conducting staff forums as described above.
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years. In May, 2000, the Grand Jury observed that these manuals had been
professionally updated. Further, it is noted that the Department of Social Services
(DSS) hasinitiated other corrective actions, including initiation of periodic
internal audits to ensure compliance with state requirements.

The Department disagreed with the previous Grand Jury finding wholly, stating "first, the
outdated manuals were state regulations that are outdated. Second, the professionally updated
manuals were prepared by DSS." However, during our review of CPS policy manuals we found
that some formal statements were outdated and appeared to be produced by the Department.
Many of the policies that appear outdated involve some of the most important responsibilities
facing the Department and social workers such as use of CWS/CMS in processing cases.

The Department's policies and procedures regarding the overview of CPS appears to be dated
1992. The manual was written prior to the full implementation of CWS/CMS by the State. Thus,
Department policies and procedures regarding the intake and screening process do not make any
reference to CWS/CMS. As demonstrated in Section 2 of this report, documentation of intake
processes could not always be found on CWS/CMSS, indicating inconsistent application of
Department policies and procedures.

As discussed below in more detail, CPS does not have formal written policies regarding client
complaints. Although, management provided a detailed oral description of how the client
complaint process works, without aformal written policy in place regarding how to address
concerns raised against the Department, responses to complaints have the potential to be
inconsistently handled. Department management acknowledges these lapses in the policies and
procedures, however, they do not feel it is necessary to rectify these deficiencies.

Clerical staff perform avital role within CPS but currently are working without any formal

policies regarding their roles and duties. According to staff, an effort is underway to complete a
formal clerical policies and procedures manual but it is not yet complete. Thus, clerical staff are
not provided with atraining manual when new to the job and must learn their duties primarily
through on-the-job training without written materials to use as references. Samples, training and

written policies are particularly important for the Department's court report procedures, which
are very specific and must comply with the requirements of the State Welfare and Institutions
Code.

In some counties, clerical staff has specific written guidelines of their duties and responsibilities.
In Los Angeles County, for example, a clerical policies and procedures manual deals with many
issues similar to those faced by El Dorado County's clerical staff. For instance, Los Angeles
County has specific policies and procedures regarding how to handle instances of a mail referral
containing allegations of child abuse or neglect. Los Angeles County policies also include court
procedures ranging from processing proof of service notices for Welfare and Institutions Code
366.26 hearings to entering Court results into CWS/CMS.

The results of the employee survey for this audit demonstrate staff concerns regarding
Department policies and procedures. Exhibit 5.2 presents responses from social workers and
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office assistants regarding Department policies and procedures and enforcement of these
procedures.

Exhibit 5.2
Survey Responses Regarding
Department Rules and Regulations

Question Agree  Disagree
Department rules and regulations are clear 22% 78%
Department rules and regulations are 0 0

i v enforced 18% 82%

Source: Audit survey of CPS social worker and office assistant staff

Nearly 8 out of 10 survey respondents, or 78 percent, stated that rules and regulationsin the
Department are not clear. Further, 82 percent of survey respondents stated that regulations are
inconsistently enforced. This demonstrates a combination of incomplete written policies and
procedures and/or lack of consistent implementation.

One reason staff may feel policies and procedures are inconsistent and unclear is because the
Department does not present them in a standardized format. At least three different formats are
used to explain and illustrate current policies, each with different levels of information. By
comparison, Los Angeles County has very formal policies and procedures regarding their entire
Child Protective function all presented in a consistent format. Each policy is given aformal issue

date, the employees the policy is applicable to, associated documents, and relevant Code

sections. Additionally, each policy provides a detailed description of the adopted policy and
provides a step-by-step detailed description for guidance of the procedure.

For some of El Dorado County's CPS policies and procedures, the format includes subject,
adoption date, revised date, reference and a detailed explanation of the policy and procedure.
However, thisformat is the exception rather than the rule in the Department's written policies
and procedures. A standardized format with the data elements listed above should be used for all
procedures to provide staff with improved guidance and clarity in performing their job duties.

Improvements to Department policies and procedures should include making the manual

available on-line to ensure that all staff members have access to the most up-to-date versions of
all policies and procedures and that they are applied consistently throughout CPS. In written
responses to the audit questionnaire, numerous staff expressed concern that each staff member

did not have their own copy of the manual. An on-line version would be particularly useful for

ensuring that the South Lake Tahoe staff has access to any updates or revisions to Department
policies and procedures. All staff should be oriented and trained on the use of the on-line policies

and procedures manual as soon asit isfully updated. When new policies or procedures are
implemented, supervisors should be directed to discuss the changes with all unit staff at unit
meetings rather than distributing copies to staff. That way accountability for remaining current
with management approved policies and procedures would rest with the supervisor, rather than
the line staff person.
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Training

One example of a staff concern that could be addressed through the recommended staff forumsis
training. Throughout the audit process of interviewing line staff, supervisors and managers,
concern about training was a common theme. Without exception, those that commented on
employee training indicated that training is not done on aregular basis, and/or more training is
needed but, for various reasons, is not taking place. Training is necessary to ensure supervisor,
social workers and office assistants have the specialized skills and knowledge required to
effectively provide the functions of CPS.

Of the employees that responded to a survey conducted for this audit, 70 percent stated that not

all CPS staff had received adequate training to perform their jobs. Many social workers believe
that ongoing training was a key weakness in Child Protective Services. The main concern voiced
by staff at all levels was that the training received by new employees of CPS was not sufficient
given the complexity of the job.

In discussions, some employees suggested that a mentoring program for new employees could
provide new staff with a more useful hands-on training in the various functions performed by the
Department. A staff forum for exchanging ideas and considering improvements in operations
would be a place to discuss ideas such as this. Department management could then consider the
costs and benefits of a mentoring program or other training enhancements and respond to staff
within a specified time frame concerning whether or not the idea could be implemented. Key to
management's decision should be an assessment of the costs and benefits of any proposals with
benefits expressed in measurable terms such as reduced turnover, improved family outcomes, or

reduced delays in processing cases.

Client Complaints

The Department does not have written policies and procedures regarding complaints filed against
the CPS division or its social workers. Department management reports a single procedure for
responding to all complaints filed against Child Protective Services. According to management,
CPS requests that grievances be formally submitted to the Department in writing. Once a
complaint is received, the Program Manager reports that she and the supervisor will develop a
response and, in some cases, the complaint will be investigated. When the response is finalized,
it is provided to the complainant in writing. The Program Manager and the supervisor
responsible for the unit determine the final outcome.

In response to a request by auditors for copies of documentation regarding complaints against
any CPS social workers or CPS practices, the Department provided copies of seven complaints
and all documentation prepared in response to the complaints, all of them dated from January to
December 2001. The nature of the complaints against CPS included transfer of cases between
two social workers, visitation complaints, placement complaints, and inadequate case plan
therapy. One file contained aletter stating that the Department had failed to respond to an

original complaint, sent 133 days earlier.
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Several of the complaint files contained documentation of the follow-up investigation conducted
by the Department in response to the initial complaint. The thoroughness of the investigation,
based on the documentation provided, ranges from extremely detailed to very brief. One letter
chronicles the specific details of the investigation and makes it clear the Department indeed
investigated the grievance. However, the letters explaining the details of the follow-up

investigation make it difficult to determine the Department's response.

The Department should document and implement aformal consistent policy regarding how CPS
responds and documents formal complaints. The Department should create a centralized,
computerized database detailing the grievance and the response to said complaint. The
computerized database should be accessible to County Counsel staff to conduct a periodic review
to determine if the Department is handling complaints properly. A regularly produced summary
report, such as quarterly, should be provided to the Department Director by the CPS Program
Manager reporting the date of each complaint received, date the internal response was initiated,
nature of internal response (e.g., full investigation, employee discipline, etc.), and date of written

response to complainant.

The Department should institute formal procedures governing when and how complaints are
investigated, as follows:

* The complainant shall make aformal complaint in writing and the Program Manager
and/or unit supervisor shall have initial contact with the complainant within 10 working
days,

« Theinvestigation and final decision shall be rendered by Child Protective Services within
10 working days once contact is made;

« Thefinal decision shall be signed off by the Director of Social Services or the Deputy
Director of Social Services; and

« The Department has the authority for formal disciplinary action if the investigation finds
the staff violated State law or DSS policy.

A benefit of thisreview process and a centralized database is that CPS will have access to
documentation currently unavailable to determine any trends in grievances. The review and the
database could provide a mechanism to implement further policy and procedure changes to

minimize the number of complaints.

Concl usi on

The employee survey conducted for this audit showed that communications between
management and staff is not perceived positively by most Department employees. Specifically,
most line staff believe upper management is unresponsive to their needs and that staff has no
ability to influence matters above them within the Department. A widely held belief of CPS staff
isthat Department policies and procedures provide inadequate guidance for job tasks. Analysis
of the Department's policies and procedures manual found that complete formal policies do not
exist for some key aspects of CPS, such as grievances and clerical duties and responsibilities,
and. that existing policies and procedures are presented inconsistently and without key
information such as the date the policy became effective. Many of the existing policies are old
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and outdated. Our analysis found that child removal policies were written prior to the
implementation of CWS/CM S, and the manual makes no reference to the program. Many

employees expressed frustration at the level of training, especially relating to clerical support and

new hires.

Child Protective Services does not have written formal policies governing grievance procedures.
Even where information was presented in the actions taken by the Department, the standard
response or evidence of ample investigations could not be consistently documented.

Recommendations

The Department of Social Services should:

R5.1 Instigate monthly forumsin Placerville and South Lake Tahoe attended by the Director
and/or Deputy Director and the CPS Program Manager in which employees are
encouraged to voice concerns and offer suggestions to improve CPS, which includes a
drop-box where employees can anonymously offer suggestions;

R5.2 Update, revise and finalize the Department Policies and Procedures manuals to make
them complete with all policies presented in a consistent format and including the
following: issue date; revision dates; end dates (if short-term policy); identification of
employees to whom the policy applies; associated documents such as samples attached;
citation of relevant State laws or other regulations; and, signature of the Department
Director or CPS Program Manager;

R5.3 Make the updated version of the CPS policies and procedures manuals available to staff
on-line through the Department's computer network;

R5.4 Implement, within Child Protective Services, a pilot mentoring program where new
probationary social workerswork on cases with an experienced social worker to gain
knowledge of CPS policies, procedures, and organization, and assess the costs and
benefits of this pilot program before replicating throughout the Division;

R5.5 Implement formal policies and procedures regarding client grievances where the
complainant, social worker, supervisor and Program Manager work together to find a
timely solution to the grievance;

R5.6 Implement a computerized database which details the grievance, date the grievance was
filed, and the Department response to the grievance. This database should be accessible
to County Counsel for periodic review and summarized and reported to the Department
Director quarterly.

Costs and Benefits

The costs of the recommendations would include staff time for the Director, Deputy Director and
Program Manager to attend monthly staff forums and for staff to update and complete the
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division's policies and procedures manuals. Installing the manual on-line using the Department's
computer network can be done at very low cost. The costsin staff time of afull mentoring
program could be substantial. However, the recommendation is for a pilot program with low
initial costs to provide management an opportunity to determine if the quantifiable benefits of the
program outweigh the costs before it is replicated throughout the division. Implementation of the
recommendations would also provide the Child Protective Services with better documentation of
complaints filed by clients and families and would ensure consistency and that proper
investigations and responses are provided by the Department

Responses Required for Findings

F5.1 through F5.4 El Dorado County Department of Social Services
El Dorado County Board of Supervisors

Responses Required for Recommendations

R5.1 through R5.6 El Dorado County Department of Social Services
El Dorado County Board of Supervisors
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