

CALIFORNIA CHILD WELFARE COUNCIL (CWC)                                                     Discussion Highlights                                                                                                 
September 9, 2011                                                                                                        


I. Call to Order, Introductions and Announcements
Justice Raye called the meeting to order and welcomed members and guests. He announced that Co-Chair Diana Dooley was called away to a time-sensitive meeting in Washington D.C., and sends her regrets.  He then introduced new member Don Pickens, of the California State Parent Team and facilitated introductions of all Council members and others in attendance.  Justice Raye informed the Council that although Leah Wilson, AOC, had staffed the Council since its inception, she had recently accepted a position in Alameda County.  He thanked Leah for her numerous contributions to the work of the Council and let everyone know that going forward, Katie Howard will be working with Sylvia Pizzini to staff the Council. 
II. Approval of the June 23, 2011 Discussion Highlights (Action Item)
The June 23, 2011 CWC Discussion Highlights document was approved without addition or correction.

III. Update on Realignment
A panel of Health and Human Services Department Representatives provided the following updates:
· Department of Mental Health--Sean Tracy
· Efforts to date have focused on the community mental health system (non-Medi-cal), the impact of AB 100 and a request to hear from a wide range of stakeholders.  DMH has populated a robust website with descriptions of discussions in which stakeholders (in 11 separate meetings) were asked, “What would you like the DHM to look like under realignment?” and “What do you see as challenges and opportunities?”

· The themes that emerged were:
1. Leadership structure needs to be clear, direct, and identifiable at the state level.
2. Define financial oversight and how to track resources and accountability.
3. MHSA issue resolution—county level responsibility and authority, financial support, and where to go if problems arises at the county level.
4. Centrality of cultural competency

5. Performance outcome measures

6. Advocacy for individual programs

· Will produce a statewide summary and discuss results on a teleconference scheduled for Sept 16th, 2011. (http://www.dmh.ca.gov/Services_and_Programs/Medi_Cal/docs/Meetings/2011/Sep/DMH_Stakeholder_Summer_Summary_Report.pdf )  

· Alcohol and Drugs and Social Services –Michael Cunningham
· The plan involves realigning (1) Drug Medi-Cal program; (2) Drug Courts; (3) Non-drug  Medi-Cal Perinatal; and  (4) Non-drug Medi-Cal programs for a total of $184 million in realigned funding. In addition, the administration of the Drug Medi-Cal program will be transferred to DHCS.

· There has been stakeholder outreach to surface issues and concerns. Summaries of the discussions are available on the ADP website:  http://www.adp.ca.gov/pdf/Summary_and_Options_for_Next_Steps_10-5-11.pdf .

· The primary concerns center around whether there will be sufficient resources available to support anticipated increases in need.  Implementation of Assembly Bill 109 – the 2011 Public Safety Realignment – calls for individuals sentenced to non-serious, non-violent or non-sex offenses to serve their sentences in county jails instead of state prison.  As a result, it is anticipated that many of these individuals will likely need AOD (Alcohol and Other Drug) services. 

· Discussion of the proposal to eliminate ADP and the appropriate placement of its remaining functions, particularly in light of Health Care Reform.


· Department of Health Care Services--Lynn Finnohio
· Will absorb Mental Health and AOD programs that are Medi-cal related.  Plans are due to the Legislature by Oct 1st (not final plans, as more stakeholder input desired.)

· Emerging themes from the stakeholder process are: transparency, leadership, Cultural competency and program fidelity.

· Will create new deputy director positions to oversee incoming programs

· Will simultaneously evaluate evidence-based/ best practices
· Efforts underway to streamline cost processes and audits
· Will continue stakeholder engagement through the process

· Department of Social Services—Will Lightbourne  and  Greg Rose
· The March 11, 2011 budget action realigned adoptions services to the 28 counties not currently performing the function (30 counties already do their own adoptions).  The 28 counties have the option of contracting the function back to the state.

· The June 2011 budget included AB 119 which realigned the state share of foster care grants, administration, CWS, adoption assistance, CAPIT and PSSF to counties.  Fund transfers will begin to occur by September 30, 2011.

· Some questions regarding policies and future year funding are unresolved and have been deferred to legislative and budget action in Spring 2012, and further codification is anticipated in a November 2012 constitutional amendment that will be subject to voter approval.

· There is extensive ongoing dialogue between CDSS, CWDA and CSAC.

· CDSS has convened engagement with advocates and stakeholders including the non-government members of the CWC.

· The themes are similar to those for other departments, and include:

· Concerns and ideas to mitigate them

· Outcomes, oversight and compliance

· Questions regarding level of funding

· What do outcomes and accountability look like in real time?

· Understand and clarify state and county roles

· State retains rate setting for group homes, managing state training dollars, single state agency functions that provide for local flexibility, but still holds accountability.

Discussion:

Members of the Council raised the following themes:

1. How the federal mandate/entitlement could be met with limited allocation of funds.  
2. Continuity of the SB 90 process? AB 636?  And how to assure EPSDT would not be replicated. 

3. How an upgraded billing system might be used going forward.

4. Transparency in ongoing discussions, including the community.
5. Rationale for realignment needs to be predicated on a compelling argument as to why this is good for kids.  Primarily a budget discussion. 

6. Helpful to hear presentations, and we need a more substantive conversation at the Council level to review issues and have exchange with members of the Council, including tax policy forthcoming next year.
Responses from the panel included the following:

· Mechanisms are in place to monitor and provide reassurance that the federal mandate will be met. There will be a larger policy discussion with implications for structure.
· Short-Doyle Medical II will rest under DHCS with greater efficiencies and robustness.
· Additional conversations will be conducted as decisions are being contemplated or made.  They will serve as a conduit of info to administration. CDSS will continue to be single the single state agency and conduit to the federal government.  
· Some questions around outcomes and accountability are still under discussion.  
· There is tension in the trade-off between prevention and other services. The general policy to keep kids in system for shorter time and to support families will likely continue.  We are engaged in an iterative process and anticipate further legislation in the Spring to address growth funding. There is no intention to de-incentivize safe prevention.
IV. ACTION ITEM: Prevention and Early Intervention Committee Presentation:
 Differential Response Framework
Director Will Lightbourne presented the PEI proposal, as updated from the last meeting based on feedback from Council members. He noted that the discussion began in a pre-alignment mode. By way of background, Differential Response is a demonstrated child abuse prevention approach. The core elements of Differential Response required to prevent child abuse and neglect have been identified by the committee and are represented in the proposed framework. 

The focus of the current recommendation is Early Intervention, thus the priority is the creation of a robust Path 1 Differential Response that could greatly reduce the number of children who might otherwise be removed from their home setting.  Indicators of success will include improved child well-being, increased self-referrals of at-risk families to community-based services, reduced recidivism and reduced entry into foster care.  Limited or no regulatory impact is anticipated.  Safety will not be compromised.

The Council directed the PEI to consider disproportionality on prevention, and to cross-walk Healthcare Reform and realignment.  The committee is also asked to bring back input on partners to be brought to the table who are involved with implementation and monitoring of Differential Response, particularly to surface cross-system metrics, and measures for partners such as CBOs and non-profits, so that the impact of next steps can be determined.
The following proposal was moved, seconded, and unanimously approved:


“The PEI Committee recommends that counties, appropriate state departments, and local public and private partners identify opportunities to expand Differential Response consistent with the practice principles described in the California Child Welfare Council’s Differential Response Framework, adopted September 9, 2011, as a standard resource to meet the needs of children and families who are at risk of removal.  Implementation of this recommendation shall be monitored to document outcomes and practice will be modified based on ongoing research.”

V. ACTION ITEM: Prioritization Task Force presentation: Prioritization Report and Proposal

Justice Raye reminded the Council that a full presentation of the Task Force proposal was heard in June, and that the Co-Chairs subsequently sent a written response to the Task Force. (Both documents are posted on the Council’s website.)  Justice Raye recapped the substance of the Co-Chairs response noting conceptual agreement that children in reunification and post-reunification services should have timely access to services. The co-chairs response supports moving forward with the proposed activities, but questions the need for an executive order. Frank Mecca recapped the substance of the initial proposal and briefly provided the rationale for it. He made it clear that the Task Force is asking the Council to vote to approve the proposal as written. 
Following extensive discussion the following proposal was moved, seconded, and unanimously approved:

"The CWC recommends that the Governor take the lead in prioritizing access to resources and services (including but not limited to: mental health services, drug and alcohol services, domestic violence, housing, employment, community transition, and other family strengthening services) to families in the Child Welfare Services system who have a court-ordered reunification plan. Related activities could include the issuance of an Executive Order by the Governor to direct the Secretary of HHSA, in consultation with Labor ad Workforce Development Agency; Corrections and Rehabilitation Agency; and the Business, Transportation and Housing Agency to, among other things:
1. Identify the extent to which services are already being prioritized, defined as these families receiving services on a “first call” basis. 
2. Detail barriers to full prioritization and what could be done to move beyond them. 

3. Develop and implement a plan for moving towards full prioritization of reunification families and reporting back on implementation of the plan. 

4. Identify data to be used for tracking and monitoring/reporting. 

5. Explore feasibility of expanding prioritization to other populations of children and families who are in the CWS or at risk of entering CWS."
V. Out-of-County Mental Health Services Workgroup Status Report
Sylvia Pizzini gave an overview of progress over the past quarter and introduced the presenters. Patrick Gardner and Carol Brown updated the work of the Local Plans Subgroup, reminding members that the council’s charge was to consider under what circumstances mental health services should shift from the county of origin to the county of residence. The presumption is that authority for authorization and provision of services changes unless there is a compelling reason not to do so. 
Lynn Thull stated the Screening and Assessment Subgroup was looking at barriers and strategies.  Training and cost for use of standardized tools is one barrier under discussion.  The current recommendation is to start with screening, then move to standardized assessment by a mental health professional.  The Workgroup’s draft proposal has been posted.

Sylvia described next steps for the Workgroup, including a data mining study to link CWS with Mental Health Services data with a common identifier. The final report will be delivered in December 2011.
VI. Council Structure and Operations
Members of the Council were directed to the draft document titled “Council Structure and Operations” which has been posted. The purpose of the document is to capture how we want to work as a Council, how our products will be used to inform stakeholders and policy makers and how we hold ourselves accountable to our charge. This initial draft staff has captured the formal structure and operational processes already in place as well as informal practices, and that much more work is needed; the reason for sharing the document at this point is for Council members to be aware that staff has this assignment.

Council members were invited to send comments to staff off-line.  Next steps are for staff to complete a draft for review by Co-Chairs prior to presenting to the full Council for consideration.
VII. Public Comment and Adjournment to Committees

Justice Raye thanked everyone for participation and invited public comment. He also shared that the Co-Chairs had received input from foster youth representatives that networking during lunch would provide a chance to get to know each other.  Both chairs agree that this is a great idea, so going forward will attempt to schedule a 30 minute break between the Council meeting and Committee meetings for that purpose.
VIII. Committee Reports:

· Prevention/Early Intervention(P/EI)  The  PEI committee welcomed new member Don Pickens, and debriefed the Council’s input and comments during the discussion on the Differential Response Framework. The committee will take member comments under advisement and plan for how to incorporate them. The committee also briefly discussed the impact of realignment on prevention efforts and determined to raise questions related to prevention that could be posed to a future panel on realignment (or other input structure).

· Child Development/Successful Youth Transitions (CDSYT) Fiza Quraishi from the National Center for Youth Law and Barbara Loza-Muriera from Alameda County Interagency Children’s Policy Council informed Committee members about the horrific problem of sexually exploited children nationally, with details about the problem in Alameda County and efforts underway to help victims and educate the community.  Committee Chair Gordon Jackson posed the question as to how the Committee should address this issue and asked that a subgroup be formed to shape the discussion within the Committee in preparation to raising awareness of the full Council.  
Diana Boyer, Carol Brown and Cheryl Treadwell presented a paper developed by Diana on young children age zero to five who are in, or at risk of entering, foster care and who have experienced trauma.  The authors will take the lead in cross-walking the strategies discussed by the committee with the statutory charge to the Council as found in WIC Section 16540 (a) through (m).  Subsections (a), (d) and (k) were identified as particularly relevant.  The charge is to narrow the issues, prioritize and recast the paper in terms of the Council’s responsibilities.  Committee members’ input will be solicited by e-mail and a draft will be presented at the next Committee meeting when plans for informing the full Council will be developed.
· Permanency  
The committee continued their discussion regarding Goal 1: Increase Reunification Rates and also heard a Family Finding and Engagement update. Amy D’Andrade, San Jose State University, has prepared a presentation titled, “Reunification in CA: Case Plans, Services, and Delivery Models” to be presented at the December 2011 committee meeting.
· Data Linkage and Information Sharing
Chris Wu provided the committee an update on the October 2011 Data Exchange Symposium Forum in Sacramento.  Will Sanson gave an update on DHHS Announcement on a Cost Allocation

Waiver.  The committee also heard an update on H.R.2790 - Child and Family Services Extension and Enhancement Act (Introduced in House, 112th Congress). There was discussion of the CWC Data Work Plan for 2011/2012 Committee and a list of topics or ideas for future committee presentations and guest speakers was generated.







