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Message from the Co-Chairs

Since 2013, the Child Welfare Council’s Commercially Sexually Exploited Children (CSEC)
Action Team has driven significant policy developments on behalf of exploited and at-risk
children in California. Through publications and issue advocacy, the CSEC Action Team has
increased awareness of CSEC and the intersection between child sex trafficking and the child
welfare system. It has spearheaded state and national research efforts, disseminated policy
guidance, and organized state-wide convenings.

The CSEC Action Team has also successfully advocated for policies to advance its mission,
some of which, in turn, were embraced by the Legislature through the introduction of SB 855.
Passed in 2014, SB 855 moved California’s child-serving systems one step closer to ensuring a
victim-centered approach for CSEC. The law clarified that exploited children could be served
through the child welfare system as victims of child abuse and neglect. SB 855 also created the
state-funded CSEC Program, which charged participating counties with developing an
interagency approach to CSEC case management, planning, and provision of services.

After the Governor signed SB 855 into law, the Action Team channeled its collective expertise
into developing a number of multidisciplinary resources that have informed and will continue to
assist counties in coordinating cross-system dialogue and action around CSEC. These resources
aid counties in meeting the statutory requirements of the CSEC Program as well as exploring
promising practices. Their guidance is not exclusive to the CSEC Program, and may be utilized
by any county, including those outside of California, for the purpose of improving systems
response to CSEC.

This compilation includes the following resources:

o Executive Summary: Ending the Commercial Sexual Exploitation of Children, the 2013
report that launched our collective efforts, defines the scope of the problem in California
and called for the creation of the CSEC Action Team. The executive summary includes a
link to the full report.

e Memorandum Summarizing the Available Screening Tools to Identify CSEC: this
memorandum summarizes the criteria used to evaluate screening tools to identify CSEC.
The WestCoast Children’s Clinic’s matrix of tools summarizes the strengths and the
challenges posed by each of the identified tools.

e Model Interagency Protocol Framework: disseminated to the counties in April by the
California Department of Social Services (CDSS), this resource package includes: (1)
Background & Purpose, which explains the CSEC Action Team and the impetus for
creating the guidance; and (2) Model Interagency Protocol Framework, which describes
the legal requirements of the CSEC Program and also offers additional guidance on
protocol development based on promising practices.
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e CSEC Practice Guidance Toolkit: disseminated to the counties in May by CDSS, this
resource package includes: (1) MOU Template for the CSEC Program, which expands
upon the Framework and can be used as a structural reference for counties when
developing their interagency protocols; (2) Holistic Needs of CSEC, which serves as a
reference point for identifying what needs should be considered in CSEC case planning;
and (3) Core Competencies for Serving CSEC, which outlines the skills, knowledge, and
behaviors that will help providers identify, serve, and protect children and youth who
have been sexually exploited or are vulnerable to exploitation.

e Acknowledgements: the resources included in this compilation are the result of
significant collaboration and engagement by the more than 50 multidisciplinary members
of the CSEC Action Team.

We applaud those counties and the many community-based providers and advocates currently
undertaking the development, implementation, and evaluation of their interagency CSEC
protocols. With your on-the-ground expertise and the Action Team’s support, California has the
opportunity to advance victim-centered system responses that could improve the lives of
thousands of exploited and at-risk children.

DIANA S. DOOLEY, Co-Chair LESLIE HEIMOV, Co-Chair
Secretary Executive Director
California Health and Human Services Agency Children’s Law Center of California
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Ending the Commercial Sexual Exploitation of
Children: A Call for Multi-System Collaboration in
California

Executive Summary

Within the United States, California has emerged as a magnet for the commercial sexual
exploitation (CSE) of children (CSEC). The FBI has determined that three of the nation’s
thirteen High Intensity Child Prostitution areas are located in California: the San Francisco, Los
Angeles, and San Diego metropolitan areas. Child sex trafficking, child pornography, and child
sex tourism are all forms of CSEC. Frequently, victims are exploited through more than one
form of abuse, and they cycle through the stages of exploitation many times before they are able
to leave their exploitative relationships. To address this problem, California must develop a
comprehensive and collaborative response to ensure CSE victims are identified and receive the
services they need to overcome trauma and live healthy, productive lives.

The children who fall prey to exploiters are frequently those with prior involvement with the
child welfare system, such as through child abuse report investigations and placement in foster
care. Other victims should have received Child Welfare services and protections but never
gained access to the system, and are instead treated like criminals and funneled into the juvenile
justice system.

Chapter One [of the report] portrays the horrors children experience through commercial sexual
exploitation. Chapter Two discusses the prevalence of CSEC and defines the scope of the
problem. Chapter Three focuses on the need for child-serving systems to identify CSEC and
children at risk of CSE. Chapter Four outlines models and approaches for addressing the needs of
CSEC. Chapter Five identifies strategies for preventing CSE, including reducing demand for
commercial sex. Chapter Six describes the response by the international community, and also
explores the federal and state governments’ responses to combatting CSE. Finally, Chapter
Seven provides recommendations for a collaborative and comprehensive response to CSE in
California.

There are many difficulties and barriers to identifying victims of commercial sexual exploitation.
Paramount is the inadequate education and awareness among agencies, organizations, and
providers who come into contact with CSEC. Additionally, many CSEC are not able to see
themselves as victims; and either rationalize or actively deny that they are being exploited. The
concealed nature of this crime also acts as a barrier to identifying and rescuing CSEC.

Exploring ways to overcome these barriers with education strategies and cross-system screening
protocols may reduce the number of children who become victims of CSE. It also may give
CSEC access to services and supports they need to escape a life of violence and trauma.
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Screening tools, checklists, and strategies for engaging youth can also help ensure that greater
numbers of CSEC and children who are at risk of victimization will be identified.

CSEC present with extensive and variable needs. Because this is an emerging field, researchers
and practitioners have yet to agree on the most appropriate method for providing services and
supporting youth’s positive growth and development. Consequently, there is no consensus on a
single approach that comprehensively addresses the needs of all CSEC. Generally, service
providers, researchers, and advocates have identified six components of services and strategies
that should be included in any integrated strategy to serve CSEC:

= Safety planning for both the clients and the staff serving them;

= (Collaboration across the multiple systems and agencies;

= Trust and relationship building to foster consistency;

= Culturally competent and appropriate service provision;

* Trauma-informed programming; and

= (CSEC survivor involvement in the development and implementation of programming.

Additionally, continuity of care and the provision of long-term services and supports are
essential in addressing the needs of CSEC and their families or caregivers. CSE victims often
relapse to exploitation many times before they permanently leave their exploiters, and
interventions must take this cycle into account.

Prevention efforts also play a key role in eradicating CSE. From a victim-centered perspective, a
preventative approach begins with identifying youth who are at-risk for exploitation and
providing services and supports before victimization occurs. Another prevention approach
targets purchasers, to reduce consumer demand for commercial sex. Organizations throughout
the country have begun to explore prevention practices to end CSE of children. Many of these
efforts have been developed in only the past decade, making it impossible to fully evaluate their
efficacy. Prevention strategies that have emerged include:

= Curricula and other school-based approaches to educate youth regarding healthy

relationships, sexual health, Internet safety, and CSE; and
= Campaigns to end consumer demand by targeting purchasers.

As human trafficking, in general, has become a more recognized and visible problem throughout
the world, political leaders and legislators have responded with new laws, initiatives, and
conventions to define crimes, enhance awareness, provide services, criminalize exploiters, and
track progress. The United States passed its first comprehensive human trafficking bill in 2000,
the Trafficking Victims Protection Act (TVPA). More recently, legislative efforts have centered
on the CSE of U.S.-born children, and harsher punishment of perpetrators. California, however,
still lags behind the efforts of other states in the U.S. that have established policies and practices
to prevent domestic minor sex trafficking, decriminalize prostitution for minors, rescue and
restore victims through enhanced identification, and provide specialized placement and trauma-
informed services.
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California is at a crossroads. CSE of children is an epidemic spreading at an exponential rate
across the state. To combat its growth, this report makes recommendations in each of the six
areas discussed above. Successfully implementing these recommendations requires a
comprehensive and collaborative approach. It is therefore proposed that a CSEC Action
Committee be created to plan, develop, and oversee action steps needed to improve California’s
response to the growing number of children being sold for sex each night.

The CSEC Workgroup recommends that the CSEC Action Committee be co-convened by the
Secretary of the California Health and Human Services Agency and a community-based
advocacy organization representative—preferably one with experience working with CSEC. A
CSEC Action Committee should be charged with facilitating a collaborative and comprehensive
process for prioritizing, sequencing, and overseeing implementation of the recommendations
adopted by the Council. Committee membership should include leaders representing state and
local government agencies, CSEC service providers, youth advocates, court representatives, and
CSEC survivors.'

The Workgroup prioritized several critical initiatives for the proposed CSEC Action Committee.
These include:
= Placement:

o Establish safe and secure emergency and transitional placements for CSEC
victims.

= Identification:

o Implement cross-system screening tools to systematically identify CSEC and
children at risk of exploitation in order to inform and improve service delivery
and placement decisions.

= Training:

o Mandate training for all professionals working with youth in child-serving
systems, including, but not limited to, the child welfare, juvenile justice,
probation, mental health, and education systems, to better identify CSEC and
children at-risk, provide CSEC specialized services and supports, and use
culturally competent and trauma-informed practices.

= Data:

o Develop protocols and strategies to coordinate, collect, and share data across
systems to better understand the scope of the problem, the level of interaction
with multiple systems, and CSEC specific needs.

The CSEC Workgroup also believes that the urgent needs of California’s CSEC justify dedicated
funding to support the CSEC Action Committee in carrying out its duties to implement the
Council’s recommendations. Given the scope of responsibilities, it is recommended that the

'A broad spectrum of government agencies should be encouraged to participate, including the California Department of Social
Services, County Welfare Directors Association of California, California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation/Division
of Juvenile Justice, Chief Probation Officers of California, California Department of Health Care Services, County Mental Health
Directors Association, and the California Department of Education.
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CSEC Action Committee seek supplemental funding from federal agencies and philanthropic
foundations whose missions include improving services to CSE victims. Particular emphasis
should be paid to understanding how proposed changes in approach or emphasis on meeting
children’s needs could be facilitated by allowing funding to “follow the child.” Care should be
taken to ensure that the true costs of education and training are built into cost analyses and
funding allocations.

Because many CSEC are involved with child protective services and foster care, the child
welfare system is uniquely positioned to implement prevention and early intervention services.
Building on existing research, lessons learned from other states, emerging and promising
practices, and survivor input, California has the opportunity to dramatically improve outcomes
for its CSEC as well as reduce the number of children who fall victim to exploiters in the future.
Using the energy and expertise of its member agencies, the Council and the new CSEC Action
Committee must address the challenges presented in this report and act with urgency. Delay
means more days of unimaginable suffering for thousands of children in California.

The full report is available online at: tinyurl.com/CalCSECReport.



http://tinyurl.com/CalCSECReport
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Memorandum Summarizing the Available Screening
Tools to Identify Commercially Sexually Exploited
Children (CSEC)

This memo summarizes the criteria used to evaluate screening tools to identify commercially
sexually exploited children (CSEC). WestCoast Children’s Clinic (WCC) conducted a literature
review and environmental scan of available tools and evaluated those tools according to specific
criteria, as described below. WestCoast also incorporated information provided by the Child
Welfare Council’s Commercially Sexually Exploited Children (CSEC) Action Team.

This review was motivated by the need to implement a systematic screening protocol to more
quickly identify youth who are exploited. Specifically, WCC and the Action Team searched for a
tool that is:
e Evidence-based;
e Used for screening prospectively (i.e., not wait until signs and suspicion of exploitation
are obvious);
e Short enough and results in data that is easy to analyze (i.e., is not based only on
narrative description); and
e Usable in multiple agencies and systems so that there is a standard, reliable protocol for
measurement.

It was important to also find a screening tool that could be used as a universal screener — that is
all children and youth meeting an age criteria would be screened regardless of gender, sexual
identity, race, or other demographic characteristics. Finally, we wanted the screener to trigger
follow-up actions as warranted, such as a full assessment of the youth’s health, safety, and
placement needs and strengths.

No tool met the criteria outlined below, which was the impetus for developing the Commercial
Sexual Exploitation-Identification Tool (CSE-IT). The matrix of tools briefly summarizes the
strengths and the challenges posed by each of the tools we found. WCC shared a preliminary list
of tools it found with the CSEC Action Team Prevalence and Assessment Subcommittee and put
out a call for any other screening tools available (published and unpublished). The final list in the
matrix includes all of the tools that WCC found or were provided through that process.
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LIST OF CRITERIA

Validated: This is indicated as ‘yes’ in the matrix if there has been some data collection and

evaluation of the tool’s properties to ensure reliability and validity. To date, only two tools
have been validated, namely the Vera Institute of Justice Trafficking Victim Identification
Tool (TVIT) and the Covenant House Human Trafficking Interview and Assessment
Measure (HTIAM).

Length: Tools vary widely in the number of questions. The number of questions alone is not the

most descriptive indicator of how useful a tool might be, especially since for some tools,
not all questions are asked of all interviewees/clients. However, length is still a helpful
heuristic for understanding the time and documentation burden of using the tool. Time and
documentation burden affect a tool’s ease of use, which is an important consideration for
implementing a tool in any system or agency, but especially in a large system. Many of the
lengthier tools ask questions that are more suitable to an in-depth assessment.

For example, they ask many questions about traumatic experiences. However, this detailed
information about trauma (who was involved, what exactly happened) is not needed to
identify whether or not a youth has been abused, and in some settings and situations is not
appropriate. The Vera TVIT, the Loyola University Comprehensive Screening and Safety
Tool (CSST), the Polaris Project Comprehensive Human Trafficking Assessment, and the
Florida Department of Juvenile Justice Human Trafficking Screening Tool (HTST) all
share this problem. Detailed information about the traumatic experience may be relevant in
a formal investigation or in therapy rather than in an initial screening.

Source of Information: This refers to what information is used to determine whether a client or

potential victim has been subject to sexual exploitation or other forms of trafficking. Most
tools on the matrix rely on self-disclosure by the victim, which is a serious limitation.
While direct questioning or interaction with youth is an important component of
information gathering, it should not be relied on as the sole source. Many youth, especially
younger youth, do not self-identify as a victim or as being exploited and do not recognize
their own situation as one involving force, coercion, or manipulation. In our 2012 study,
Research to Action: Sexually Exploited Minors Needs and Strengths, we found that 37% of
youth do not recognize their own exploitation. Thus, relying on self-disclosure alone may
result in many missed opportunities to identify when a victim is being subject to violent
abuse.

Of the 14 tools on the list, only 3 do not rely on self-disclosure. One of these is the
Connecticut Department of Children and Families in-depth case review and psychological
assessment. While this is not strictly speaking a tool, it is on the list because it is a
systematic review of cases for signs of exploitation. This mode of data collection, while
thorough, is largely retrospective from history files and is not feasible with large caseloads.
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The Barnardo’s SERAF form and the San Luis Obispo CSEC Screening Tool both allow
for information gathering from any source, including directly from the youth, from
observations of the youth’s behavior or appearance, from case history files, or from other
collaterals.

Domain/System specific: Most of the tools on the list can be used in varied settings. However, a
few were developed especially for use in specific settings. For example, the Maryland
Department of Juvenile Services (MD DIJS) tool and the Portland State University
InterCSECt tool (used in Washington state) are both specific to juvenile justice settings.
Similarly, the Covenant House HTIAM is tailored to homeless youth seeking shelter
services.

Guide to Action: Some tools help guide the service provider in arriving at a determination of
whether the person being screened is in fact a victim of trafficking. Only 4 tools do this,
namely the MD DIJS tool, the Portland State University InterCSECt tool, Barnado’s
SERAF form, and the San Luis Obispo CSEC screening tool. These tools have a score or
summary that integrates the information gathered and helps the provider decide on a course
of action. While useful, none of these scoring methods have been evaluated for accuracy.
Tools that do not summarize the information gathered in some way are not as valuable for
prevention. With respect to the protocol in CT, because it is retrospective, it does not
screen proactively and cannot be used for prevention. In instances where an in-depth
psychological assessment is completed, the information may be extremely helpful for case
or treatment planning. However, this step takes place after screening and requires a mental
health professional.

Format/Mode: This indicates whether the tool is an interview questionnaire (structured, semi-
structured, or unstructured) or whether it follows another format, such as case review or
checklists. There are tradeoffs with different formats. Interviews can be helpful in
suggesting to the provider what to ask youth. However, they are either inflexible (resulting
in irrelevant questions or inappropriate wording for certain situations) or so unstructured
that they are no longer a systematic or consistent protocol.

We recommend not using an interview tool. Interviewing skills are extremely important
and should be developed independently of whatever tool is being used in an agency. In fact,
a provider’s proficiency with interviewing and engaging youth in conversation can be
hampered by a structured or semi-structured interview protocol, which may interfere with
rapport building as well as with the agency’s existing intake, interview, or assessment
processes. To be authentic and provide a safe space for disclosure of abuse, providers
should use language that is natural to them, that young people can relate to, that is sensitive
to the trauma youth may have experienced, and is appropriate to the situation and to the
victim’s development and circumstances. Instead, we recommend that providers use a tool
that helps them prepare for what information to gather and that integrates that information.
Checklists of key indicators are more appropriate for this reason.
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Case review, while more flexible than interviewing, is retrospective and labor intensive,
and therefore not as effective as checklists of key indicators.

Open- or Closed-ended: Some of the interview tools ask only open-ended questions, which make

them unsuitable for use in large agencies or systems. Narrative text is not practical for
quick analysis or for running frequencies, such as counting how many youth answered
certain questions in certain ways. Tools with closed-ended questions or categorical
checklists are necessary for this purpose.

Intended Populations: Some of the available tools are intended to be used both with

minors/transition age youth (TAY) and with adults. A tool that addresses both groups can
be useful in settings where both age groups are receiving services. One drawback to such a
tool is that many items that are appropriate for adults are not relevant for minors or TAY
and often the language is not suitable for children. The Vera TVIT and the Polaris Project
& National Human Trafficking Center Comprehensive Human Trafficking Assessment
both have this problem.

Appropriate for Minors: While most tools are suitable for use with minors, some would only be

appropriate with significant modifications to the questions and to the language used, such
as the Vera TVIT, the Polaris tool, and to a lesser extent the Covenant House HTIAM. The
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services screening tool is written for adults and
would require significant modification to be workable in a child-serving setting.

Sexual Exploitation/Trafficking: All of the tools reviewed here are intended to screen for sexual

exploitation or sex trafficking.

Labor Trafficking: Some of the tools on this list are appropriate for all forms of trafficking. In

practice, this means these tools have longer questionnaires with questions that may be
irrelevant to the circumstances of the person being screened. Some providers and advocates
have noted that the key indicators for sex and labor trafficking are very similar and largely
overlap. However, most of the dual-use tools have separate questions to identify sex and
labor trafficking. It is not clear whether this is because the indicators are in fact so
different, thereby requiring different sets of questions to identify these situations, or
whether this is because the tools are poorly designed.

Notes: This field contains some qualitative notes on the tools. As a general observation on these

tools, many of them require suspicion of commercial sexual exploitation in order to screen.
However, this defeats the purpose of screening, which is to identify a problem before there
are obvious signs. Furthermore, several tools require expertise as to the how exploitation
manifests in psychological symptoms. For example, some tools ask the provider conducting
the screening to indicate whether the child has psychological signs of having been
trafficked. Even among mental health experts, only those very experienced with CSEC
victims would be able to answer such a question reliably. Even then, a tool that is too
general defeats the purpose of having a systematic set of questions to aid identification.
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While no single tool meets all the criteria we want in a screening tool, three tools stand out
for having particular strengths, namely:

The Vera TVIT is validated, is applicable across a range of trafficking situations, and it
explicitly addresses transnational trafficking in persons. The difficulty with this tool is that
it is not practical for screening as much as for more in-depth investigation. A major
weakness is that, as the authors of the tool have noted, it is not as effective for identifying
CSEC as it is for adults and for labor trafficking victims.

The Covenant House HTIAM is validated and unlike the other interview questionnaires,
uses language that is nonjudgmental and not invasive. However the difficulty with this tool
is that it only has 2 questions pertaining to sexual exploitation, thereby missing many key
indicators that can help identify that a youth may be sexually exploited. Moreover, it
requires self-disclosure, which also misses opportunities to identify youth, especially
younger youth. Nonetheless, agencies working with older youth who are seeking help may
find this tool helpful.

The San Luis Obispo tool (which was not available when this list of tools was first
compiled) is a useful model and has developed along similar lines as the WestCoast CSE-
IT. It allows for multiple sources of information, not only self-disclosure by the youth. It
captures data in a categorical checklist form. It is flexible in that it allows providers to
gather information about and to interact with youth in an individualized manner. However
the tool is missing several key indicators that providers have noted are important for
identifying youth in different settings. Moreover, the items are not grouped in any way to
facilitate the information integration purpose of such a tool. Also, it uses an untested
scoring system. If the scoring were evaluated for accuracy, this would be encouraging.

References and URLSs: these are included where available.
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Organization

Notes

References

URLs

[

WestCoast Children's
Clinic

Development of the CSE-IT addressed shortcomings of
other tools; meets key criteria for multisystem
prospective screening tool, including reasonable length,
relies on all sources of information, does not rely on self
disclosure, is not domain specific and can be used across
systems, provides a guide to action, is closed-ended,
avoids a structured interview, is appropriate for minors.

The CSE-IT is an open domain tool
for use in service delivery systems
that serve children and youth. The
copyright is held by WestCoast
Children’s Clinic to ensure that it
remains free to use. For permission
to use or for information, please
contact Danna Basson at
dbasson@westcoastcc.org.

N

Shared Hope
International

Lengthy, assumes the victim identifies as such and is
seeking help

None

Paper copy only; Shared Hope requires
you are trained 4-8 hours; they provide
training for a fee

w

Vera Institute of Justice

Addresses transnational trafficking/smuggling; authors
note the tool is not as effective with minor victims of sex
trafficking as it is with other populations; some items
irrelevant and wording not appropriate for minors;
identifies the situation as "work"

Weiner and Hala, Oct 2008,
Measuring Human Trafficking:
Lessons from NYC

https://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/nij/gran
ts/224391.pdf

IS

Loyola University
Chicago Center for the
Human Rights for
Children & Intl Org for
Adolescents (IOFA)

Tool is missing key indicators; no definitions or
explanations offered for items; some wording is too
general to be useful (e.g. child appears to be bought or
sold)

Walts et al, 2011, Building the Child
Welfare Response to Trafficking

http://www.luc.edu/chrc/pdfs/Building_
Child_Welfare_Response_to_Child_Traffi
cking.pdf

Ul

Loyola University
Chicago Center for the
Human Rights for
Children & Intl Org for
Adolescents (IOFA)

Requires knowledge or suspicion of exploitation, so not
useful for identification; unrealistic indicators, e.g. victim
refers to self as "slave"; assumes victim identifies as such
and is seeking help.

Walts et al, 2011, Building the Child
Welfare Response to Trafficking

http://www.luc.edu/chrc/pdfs/Building_
Child_Welfare_Response_to_Child_Traffi
cking.pdf

Asian Health Services
and Banteay Srei (also
used by Native

Direct, short, easy to implement in intake process, but

http://asianhealthservices.org/docs/CSE

6|American Health Center)|not comprehensive and requires self-disclosure None C_Protocol.pdf
Needs to be tailored to the program where it is
Polaris Project & implemented; many items with inappropriate language
National Human (e.g. "commercial sex act"), many invasive questions are http://www.traffickingresourcecenter.or
Trafficking Resource irrelevant for screening purposes; assumes victim is g/resources/comprehensive-human-
7 |Center (NHTRC) seeking help. None trafficking-assessment-tool
Neil Mallon, MSW, LCSW-C
State of MD - CANS Training Specialist,

Department of Juvenile
Services (DJS) (Neil

Tool is missing many key indicators. (Note: very similar to

The Institute for Innovation and
Implementation,

8[Mallon) tool developed by Portland State Univ) Univ of MD School of Social Work
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Organization

Notes

References

URLs

Tool is missing many key indicators. (Note: very similar to

Salisbury EJ, Dabney JD, Russell K.
2015. Diverting Victims of
Commercial Sexual Exploitation
From Juvenile Detention:
Development of the InterCSECt
Screening Protocol. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence, 30(7):1247-

http://www.ccyj.org/Project%20Respect

9|State of WA tool used in MD-DJS) 76 %20protocol.pdf
Phone conversation with Tammy
State of CT - Sneed, Director of Girls Services, CT

Department of Children
and Families (DCF)

In-depth, but not prospective since it uses case history
files; not feasible for large caseload

Department of Children and
Families. 1/13/2014

Incorporates many sources of information but missing

Sam Clutton, Jan Coles. 2007. Sexual
Exploitation Risk Assessment
Framework. Barnardo's Cymru.

http://www.barnardos.org.uk/barnardo_
s_cymru_sexual_exploitation_risk_assess
ment_framework_report_-

11|Barnardo's several key indicators Wales, United Kingdom. _english_version.pdf
Unlike other interviews noted above, question wording is
largely nonjudgmental; questions can be read verbatim  [Jayne Bigelson. May 2013.
with mature youth, especially youth seeking help. A few |Homelessness, Survival Sex and
items and wording issues do not pertain to minors. Only [Human Trafficking: As Experienced |[http://www.covenanthouse.org/sites/de
2 of the 37 items pertain to sexual exploitation, so by the Youth of fault/files/attachments/Covenant-House-
12|Covenant House, NY missing some key indicators. Covenant House New York. trafficking-study.pdf

San Luis Obispo

A strength of the tool is that it allows for any sources of
information, not reliant on self-disclosure; provides
sample questions for arriving at the information. A
challenge is that it is missing some key indicators that
providers have noted are important for identifying CSEC.

http://www.cwda.org/downloads/tools/
csec/SLO-CSEC-Screening-Tool.pdf

U.S. Department of
Human Services (also
Ohio Human Trafficking
Task Force)

Wording is in many instances inappropriate. Very
general, open-ended questions.

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/fil
es/orr/screening_questions_to_assess_
whether_a_person_is_a_trafficking_victi
m_0.pdf

Florida Department of
Juvenile Justice

A strength of this tool is that it groups items into
domains, which facilitates information integration and
identification of a potential problem. Challenges include:
some items are irrelevant yet missing other key
indicators; some items do not match the domain (e.g. the
Unsafe Living Environment domain does contain
questions that address unsafe living environment); relies
on self-disclosure.
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Model Interagency Protocol Framework:
Background & Purpose

Background and Problem

Within the United States, California has emerged as a magnet for commercial sexual exploitation
(“CSE”) of children (“CSEC”). The FBI has determined that three of the nation’s thirteen High
Intensity Child Exploitation areas are located in California: San Francisco, Los Angeles, and San
Diego metropolitan areas.” Child sex trafficking, child pornography, and child sex tourism are all
forms of CSEC, and are a problem both domestically as well as internationally.® Frequently,
victims are exploited through more than one form of abuse, and often cycle through the stages of
exploitation many times before they are able to leave their exploitative relationships, similar to
domestic or intimate partner violence situations.* A majority of identified victims of commercial
sexual exploitation have current or former involvement in the child welfare system due to
emotional, physical and/or sexual abuse. This history of abuse makes children more vulnerable
to exploitation.” Due to their prior abuse and their exploitation, CSEC have a range of needs
falling under the missions of multiple agencies, such as physical health, mental health, substance
abuse, and education.

Unfortunately the primary way we currently identify and serve CSEC in California is through
contact with the juvenile or criminal justice systems, such as an arrest for solicitation, loitering,
or a related offense. The punitive approach, through the juvenile or criminal justice systems, to
identify CSEC and connect them to services often does not address the holistic needs of the
victim. Without a collaborative approach, the services and supports are often disjointed and may
lead to a duplication of efforts, or worse, a situation in which CSEC fall through the cracks
between systems.

2U.S. DEPT. OF JUSTICE, THE FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION’S EFFORTS TO COMBAT CRIMES AGAINST CHILDREN, AUDIT
REPORT 09-08 70 (2009) available at http://www.justice.gov/oig/reports/FB1/a0908/final.pdf.

3 U.S. DEPT. OF JUSTICE. COMMERCIAL SEXUAL EXPLOITATION OF CHILDREN/SEX TRAFFICKING 1 (2014), available at
http://www.ojjdp.gov/mpg/litreviews/CSECSexTrafficking.pdf;

INSTITUTE OF MEDICINE. CONFRONTING COMMERCIAL SEXUAL EXPLOITATION AND SEX TRAFFICKING OF MINORS IN THE UNITED
STATES 401-406 (2013) available at http://www.iom.edu/Reports/2013/Confronting-Commercial-Sexual-Exploitation-and-Sex-
Trafficking-of-Minors-in-the-United-States.aspx.

* WESTCOAST CHILDREN’S CLINIC, RESEARCH TO ACTION: SEXUALLY EXPLOITED MINORS (SEM) NEEDS AND STRENGTHS 11-12
(2012), available at http://www.westcoastcc.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/05/WCC_SEM_Needs-and-Strengths FINAL.pdf.
(indicating that trauma bonding makes it easier for the victim to cope with the abuse, but makes it more difficult for providers to
help them; victims will often “make accommodations to the ongoing abuse and resist others’ attempts to free them from the
abuse.”).

3 Girls Educational & Mentoring Services, Research & Resources, http://www.gems-girls.org/about/research-resources. (last
visited Dec. 30, 2014) (“70-90% of commercially sexually exploited children have a history of child sexual abuse.”).
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California Child Welfare Council CSEC Action Team

In 2011, a group of organizations and providers highlighted this problem to the California Child
Welfare Council (“CWC”).® CWC released the workgroup’s report in 2013, Ending the
Commercial Sexual Exploitation of Children: A Call for Multi-System Collaboration in
California,” which provided context about CSEC and made recommendations to the CWC on
how California should respond to the problem. In response, the CWC partnered with several
member and outside organizations in 2013 to form the Commercially Sexually Exploited
Children Action Team (“CSEC Action Team”) to further explore the issue of domestic CSEC in
California, identify promising prevention and intervention practices, and make recommendations
to the State on how to better address the problem. During the year since the CSEC Action
Team’s inception, awareness of CSEC and the intersection between child sex trafficking and the
child welfare system has increased dramatically.® The CSEC Action Team continues to conduct
state and national research to develop guidance on coordinated, interagency approaches to ensure
that CSEC and children at-risk of becoming CSEC are identified, protected, and receive the
services they need to overcome trauma and thrive.

Recent Legislative Changes and Opportunities

In response to the growing acknowledgment that CSEC are victims of child sexual abuse,
California’s Governor and Legislature took several important steps in June of 2014, which
include:

1. Clarifying existing law to ensure CSEC can be served through child welfare as victims of
child abuse and neglect.’

2. Creating a Commercially Sexually Exploited Children Program (“CSEC Program”) to
effectively serve identified and at-risk CSEC through a coordinated, interagency
approach to case management, service planning, and provision of services. '’

6 Cal. Welf. & Inst. Code §§ 16540-16545 (establishing the Council and indicating it is an “advisory body responsible for
improving the collaboration and processes of the multiple agencies and the courts that serve the children and youth in the child
welfare and foster care systems.”); CALIFORNIA HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY, CALIFORNIA CHILD WELFARE COUNCIL,
http://www.chhs.ca.gov/Pages/CAChildWelfareCouncil.aspx.

7 WALKER, K. CALIFORNIA CHILD WELFARE COUNCIL, ENDING THE COMMERCIAL SEXUAL EXPLOITATION OF CHILDREN: A CALL
FOR MULTI-SYSTEM COLLABORATION (2013) available at http://www.youthlaw.org/fileadmin/ncyl/youthlaw/publications/Ending-
CSEC-A-Call-for-Multi-System_Collaboration-in-CA.pdf.

8 Lynsey Clark, There is No Such Thing as a Child Prostitute, EAST BAY EXPRESS, July 2, 2014,
http://www.eastbayexpress.com/oakland/there-is-no-such-thing-as-a-child-prostitute/Content?0id=3998333; Don Knabe, There’s
no such thing as a ‘child prostitute,” L.A. TIMES, Oct, 13, 2014, http://www.latimes.com/opinion/readersreact/la-le-1014-tuesday-
children-sex-trade-20141014-story.html;

Malika Saada Saar, There is no such thing as a child prostitute, THE WASHINGTON PosT, February 17, 2014,
http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/there-is-no-such-thing-as-a-child-prostitute/2014/02/14/631ebd26-8ec7-11e3-b227-
12a45d109¢03_story.html.

% Cal. Welf. & Inst. Code § 300(b)(2) (“the Legislature finds and declares that a child who is sexually trafficked, as described in
Section 236.1 of the Penal Code, or who receives food or shelter in exchange for, or who is paid to perform, sexual acts described
in Section 236.1 or 11165.1 of the Penal Code, and whose parent or guardian failed to, or was unable to, protect the child, is
within the description of this subdivision, and that this finding is declaratory of existing law. These children shall be known as
commercially sexually exploited children.”).
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3. Appropriating an initial $5 million to train child-serving agency staff and develop
interagency protocols, and $14 million annually thereafter to provide services outlined in
the CSEC Program.11

Starting in July 2015, counties across California will be eligible to participate in the CSEC
Program. In order to draw down funds to pay for programming and services through the CSEC
Program, each county must develop and submit:

1. An interagency plan'? for serving CSEC that uses a multidisciplinary team (“MDT”)
approach,” and
2. A proposal for how to spend the funds.'*

Funding provided through the CSEC Program must be used for “prevention activities,
intervention activities, and services to children who are victims, or at risk of becoming victims of
commercial sexual exploitation.”"

The CSEC Action Team has and continues to produce resources to support counties that intend
to participate in the CSEC Program. The CSEC Action Team prepared the Model Interagency
Protocol Framework (“Model Framework™) and is in the process of completing the CSEC
Practice Guidance Toolkit (“Toolkit”).

Model Interagency Protocol Framework

The Model Framework incorporates the legal requirements of the CSEC Program set forth in
statute. It also provides further guidance that counties may utilize on promising practices for
serving CSEC based on research both within and outside of California. This type of guidance,
although not required by law, has been beneficial for both the systems and the youth they serve
in other jurisdictions. In addition, the Model Framework provides guidance to counties on
forming an interagency steering committee, establishing a structure for individualized MDT

10 Cal. Welf. & Inst. Code § 16524.6.

! Cal. Dept. of Social Sves., All County Letter 14-62, Commercially Sexually Exploited Children (CSEC) Program, available at
http://www.dss.cahwnet.gov/lettersnotices/EntRes/getinfo/acl/2014/14-62.pdf.

12 Cal. Welf. & Inst. Code § 16524.8(a) (mandating that Child Welfare, Probation, Mental Health, Public Health, and the Juvenile
Courts be involved in drafting the interagency protocol).

13 Cal. Welf. & Inst. Code § 16524.8(b) (mandating that “At a minimum the interagency protocol shail address the provision of
services to children who have been sexually exploited and are within the definition of Section 300, including, but not limited to,
the use of a multidisciplinary team approach to provide coordinated case management, service planning, and services to
children.) (emphasis added).

14 Cal. Welf. & Inst. Code § 16524.7(d); Cal. Welf. & Inst. Code § 16524.8(a) (noting that the protocol must be developed by a
representative of the county human services department, probation, mental health, public health, and the juvenile court. Other
representatives may be included in the process, including, local education, law enforcement, survivors of exploitation, and other
providers.) (emphasis added).

15 Cal. Welf. & Inst. Code § 16524.7(a)(4).
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meetings for each identified CSEC, and defining the responsibilities of each agency participating
in the county’s interagency protocol. '°

It is important for counties, as they develop their response, to avoid becoming sidetracked by
focusing on the very small percentage of the CSEC population, specifically 1) those children
who have parents capable of addressing their child’s needs as they relate to the child’s
exploitation, and 2) the children who have engaged in serious and/or violent criminal behavior
who must be served through the juvenile justice system because the public safety risk makes it
impractical to serve the child in the child welfare system. While these children must be identified
and offered appropriate services, it is important to remember that these two groups of children
represent a small number of children in California. A majority of the identified victims of
commercial sexual exploitation have a history of abuse or neglect and are disconnected from
caring adults. The Model Framework provides guidance on how to address the needs of child
victims of commercial sexual exploitation who require the support and services of the child
welfare system and who may also be involved in the juvenile justice system. Their involvement
with the juvenile justice system is often the result of being forced by their exploiter to engage in
low-level offenses such as loitering, solicitation, possession and/or sale of drugs, and theft. In
addition to the child welfare system, each county’s probation department will be a key partner in
identifying and serving CSEC. Many CSEC will become involved in probation for arrests that
are not, on their surface, related to exploitation.'” Thus probation’s participation in drafting the
protocol and serving on the MDTs is critically important.

Suggested Structure
Below is an outline of the suggested structure counties may put in place and the responsibilities
of each of these bodies.

Steering Committee

The Steering Committee is the body in each county responsible for overseeing the development
and implementation of the CSEC interagency protocol. The Action Team suggests that the
membership include both those agencies required by the CSEC Program'® as well as other

16 Given each county’s unique needs and constraints, some counties may choose to pilot the protocol in a small area of the county
initially, or may choose to provide individualized MDTs to a specific subset of the identified CSEC. Note that maintaining some
consistency amongst protocols throughout the state will be beneficial in that exploiters are known to move CSEC from county to
county. Further, general consistency amongst county protocols will provide some level of familiarity with the process and
hopefully allow children to feel protected and cared for as they interact with agencies in multiple counties.

'7 Telephone interview with Michelle Guymon, Probation Director, L.A. County Probation Dept., (Dec. 17, 2014) (indicating that
in 2010, of all the individuals under 18 arrested for a prostitution or related offense, approximately 40 percent had never been
involved in the child welfare system and were only known to the probation department. Probation also noted that 45 percent of
the 115 CSEC served through the CSEC-specialized court in Los Angeles have never been arrested with a charge that indicates
exploitation such as prostitution, loitering, or solicitation. CSEC are often arrested for unrelated offenses, and only after a
relationship is developed, disclose their exploitation. For example, through juvenile hall outreach in Los Angeles, 37 girls
disclosed their exploitation to juvenile hall staff over a six-month period.).

18 Cal. Welf. & Inst. Code § 16524.8 (mandating that a county mus include the following agencies in the development of the
interagency protocol: child welfare, probation, mental health, public health, juvenile courts, and may include “representatives
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suggested agencies/partners to participate. In order to expeditiously make decisions and facilitate
the development and implementation of the model framework, the head of each
agency/entity/organization or his/her designee who is empowered to make decisions and speak
on behalf of the agency should participate on the Steering Committee. This is intended to limit
the number of duplicative meetings and ensure timely decision-making. The Steering Committee
will be responsible for the following:

Developing the interagency protocol

Providing input to the county on how to utilize the funds allocated through the CSEC
Program, and

3. Overseeing the implementation of the protocol, including

a. Monitoring of aggregate data to assess the functionality of the protocol

b. Identifying and addressing any challenges,

c. Assessing the sufficiency of resources, and

d. Revising the protocol as needed.

N —

Multidisciplinary Team (MDT)

The law requires that a county opting into the CSEC Program form an MDT to “coordinate case
management, case planning, and services for [CSEC].”" Based on promising practices, the
Model Framework suggests that counties form an individualized MDT for each identified CSEC
that is strengths-based and prioritizes the youth’s voice in the decision-making process.”’ The
Model Framework also suggests that youth have the option of participating in each MDT. In
addition to public agency partners required to participate in the MDT,?' the counties should also
include other additional parties trained in CSEC such as dependency attorneys, providers, and
survivors. The members of the MDTs will work together to complete the following activities
including, but not limited to:

1. Convening emergency/immediate meetings upon identifying a commercially
sexually exploited child,

2. Addressing the child’s basic needs,

3. Making a recommendation about where to place the child,

from local education agencies, local law enforcement, survivors of sexual exploitation and trafficking, and other providers as
necessary.”). (emphasis added).

19 Cal. Welf. & Inst. Code § 16524.8 (b) (mandating that the interagency protocol shall include “the use of a multidisciplinary
team approach to provide coordinated case management, service planning, and services to children.”) (emphasis added).

2 Youth’s participation may vary depending on the youth’s understanding of his or her exploitation. Efforts, however, must be
made to include the youth at every stage of the case planning process to ensure the youth feels empowered and involved in
decision-making. Meetings should be tailored based on the Stages of Change Model (See CAL. CHILD WELF. COUNCIL, CSEC
ACTION TEAM, MODEL INTERAGENCY PROTOCOL, APPENDIX (2015), available at http://youthlaw.org/wp-
content/uploads/2015/04/Appendix_040615_Final.pdf. [hereinafter Appendix].), which acknowledges where the youth is in his
or her journey of leaving an exploitative relationship.

21 Cal. Welf. & Inst. Code § 16524.7(c)(1), (d)(2) (mandating that the multidisciplinary team include, but not limited to
“Appropriate staff from county child welfare, probation, mental health, substance abuse disorder, and public health departments.
Staff from a local provider of services to this population, local education agencies, and local law enforcement, and survivors of
commercial sexual exploitation and trafficking may be included on the team.”).
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4. Developing a safety plan for the child, and
5. Reconvening should a triggering event (e.g. running away, another arrest, etc.)
occur.

CSEC Practice Guidance Toolkit

Once county agencies and community partners are engaged and have a basic structure in place,
the interagency steering committee can utilize the information contained in a second package of
guiding documents, the Toolkit, to develop a more detailed protocol for serving CSEC in their
respective counties. The Toolkit builds on the Model Framework by providing the counties with
more detailed and concrete guidance on each agency’s roles and responsibilities as they relate to
coordinated case management, service planning, promising practices and services for CSEC, and
multidisciplinary teaming on a case-by-case basis.

Package One: Model Framework

1. Background & Purpose:
a. Defines the problem,
b. Describes the genesis of the newly-created State CSEC Program, and
c. Outlines the purpose of the Model Interagency Protocol Framework.

2. Interagency Protocol Framework:
a. Outlines the guiding principles of the Model Framework,
b. Identifies required and suggested agencies/partners to participate in the Steering

Committee and the MDT,

c. Identifies responsibilities of each participant in each interagency protocol, and
d. Cites the legal authority for forming the Steering Committee and MDTs.

3. Appendix: Describes key terms in the Model Framework

Package Two: Toolkit

1. Holistic Needs of CSEC: Describes common needs associated with CSEC victims and
survivors

2. Competencies for CSEC Providers: Provides key competencies for working with
CSEC and strategies for engaging CSEC

3. Overarching CSEC Protocol: a template in the form of a memorandum of
understanding (MOU) that defines the responsibilities of the agencies from pre-
identification through long-term stabilization
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Model Interagency Protocol Framework

The Model Interagency Protocol Framework (“Model Framework™) incorporates the legal
requirements of the CSEC Program as set forth in statute, including the required participants and
the mandatory multidisciplinary approach. It also provides further guidance that counties may
utilize on promising practices for serving commercially sexually exploited children (“CSEC”)
based on research both within and outside of California. It is expected that this guidance,
although not required by law, will be beneficial for both the systems and the youth they serve.

The Model Framework below provides details on creating a Steering Committee, forming
Multidisciplinary Teams (“MDT”) for each identified victim of commercial sexual exploitation,
and preparing county agencies and their partners to better serve CSEC through a coordinated
manner.

Model Interagency Protocol Framework

I. Participants
a. Required:
i. Child Welfare
ii. Probation
iii. Mental Health
iv. Public Health
v. Juvenile Court
vi. Substance abuse
b. Suggested:
i.