
G E N E R A L

Generally, the Santa Cruz Human Resources
Agency (HRA) has an egalitarian and entrepreneur-
ial culture, with collaboration happening in many
different areas. The agency has two district offices;
a north county office in Santa Cruz and a south
county office in Watsonville. The Juvenile Court
and other county services are located only in Santa
Cruz.

C A LWORKS A N D CPS  C R O S S O V E R

The goal of the program is a coordinated case plan
and better sharing of information about the needs
and strengths of families receiving assistance. The
crossover model contains the following elements:

• The county identifies CalWORKS cases and
child welfare services (CWS) cases at the time
of referral for CWS, and at the time of intake for
CalWORKS.

• Minimum contacts between the case managers
are mandated by written policy and procedure.

• Information sharing is addressed in the policy,
and workers get a signed Release of Information
from clients, so that, if needed, information can
also be shared with the Families in Transition
program and the Answers Benefiting Children
resource center. A standing order from the
county’s juvenile court permits the sharing of
information at the Multi-disciplinary Team
(MDT) case conferences.

• MDT case conferences are available for cases
where coordination of the case plans is difficult
or the family has many needs.

• Senior social workers are assigned to the
Intensive Services unit in CalWORKS to pro-
vide services to CalWORKS families who face
barriers to employment.

In Watsonville, the CWS ER supervisor has added
an intermediate crossover step that gets staff dis-
cussing the case at the point of referral. This “infor-
mal” crossover meeting includes EW’s from Food
Stamps and Medi-Cal as well as CalWORKS.

Santa Cruz County has a close relationship with a
community-based organization called Families in
Transition (FIT). This agency often participates in
the MDT. An EW is sited at their office, and carries
the cases of families who use FIT services.

Program managers receive a quarterly report of
cases receiving services from both programs, and
supervisors review this report with staff and monitor
that mandated contacts between case managers
have been made and documented. Since May 1999,
about forty cases have been reviewed at the MDTs.
The county is exploring the possibility of specializ-
ing the crossover cases, in order to insure uniform
use of the services, but this is only in the discus-
sion phases. The county does plan to expand cross-
over to its non-welfare (former JTPA) cases, and is
planning to locate an Employment and Training
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Specialist, the equivalent of our SonomaWORKS
case manager, with CWS in the Santa Cruz office.

Santa Cruz struggles with the poor coordination of
information between CWS/CMS and CDS. An inter-
im solution has been provided by the state. The
county hopes that the SMART system will alleviate
this problem.

F U N D I N G

Currently the county is able to pay for some ser-
vices that are identified by the CWS worker through
CalWORKS funding. They do not have CPS social
workers time-studying to CalWORKS.

R E C O M M E N D AT I O N

Santa Cruz’s crossover policy and procedure could
be adapted to Sonoma County with very little trou-
ble. The “informal” crossover meeting, developed
in the Watsonville office by the ER supervisor, is an
exciting program which would be more challenging
to implement in our county, but is closer to a truly
“integrated service” model, since it extends beyond
CalWORKS. It is recommended that that Santa
Cruz model be reviewed by the Department’s
Integrated Service Team, and that the Department
continue with plans to identify dual clients and
exchange case plan information between Sonoma-
WORKS and child welfare services staff. Issues to
be explored include: identification of cases, confi-
dentiality, co-location, specialization, and the use of
pilot projects. Because child welfare and Sonoma-
WORKS staff are not located close to one another,
components of crossover such as the Watsonville
information sharing meeting and MDT case confer-
ence will be more challenging. An incremental
approach is recommended. During the remainder of
the calendar year, the Integrated Service team
could begin the following activities:

• Cross communication between the E&T and
FY&C Division has already begun with presen-
tations to each division from the other in April,
2000.

• Presentation from county BASSC participants
on crossover

• Discussion of confidentiality and release of
information. Review the possibility of a stand-
ing court order with the Juvenile Court and
County Counsel. County Counsel already has
copies of Santa Cruz’s court order and releases
of information.

• Convene a work group of line staff from
SonomaWORKS and CPS to develop processes
and procedures for information sharing. Staff for
this work group have already been identified in
the Employment and Training Division (E&T)
and are in the process of being identified in
FY&C. The group could report to the Integrated
Service Team as a sub-committee.

• Discussion of a “kick off” event, and develop-
ment of one if needed.

By the end of the calendar year Sonoma County
should be able to have consistent information shar-
ing in place between these two divisions. This
would include contacts between E&T and FY&C
staff and the sharing of key elements of case plans.
Development of a functional MDT conference may
not be able to be developed until early 2001
because of the logistics involved. Review of the
possible placement of a child welfare social worker
at E&T, even if only one or two days a week, is also
recommended.
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“A perhaps long-term, lofty goal would be to plan
for the day when there is support, structure and
policy allowing a CPS worker, a CalWORKS
worker and a client to all sit down at the same
time and draft a service plan together.”

Trevor Davis, CPS Supervisor
Watsonville Office,

Santa Cruz County HRA

For many people, the name Santa Cruz conjures up
images of redwood trees, rolling surf and a “laid
back” attitude. After my visit to study crossover
services for CalWORKS and child welfare clients,
the impression I carry of the Santa Cruz Human
Resources Agency (HRA) is of an egalitarian and
entrepreneurial culture with collaboration and inno-
vation happening in many areas. Crossover is only
one element of the county’s commitment to high-
quality family-centered services.

Mark Holguin, Child Welfare Program Manager,
was my facilitator in Santa Cruz. When I was at the
Watsonville office I spent a great deal of time with
Trevor Davis, supervisor of the bilingual ER/FM
unit. My focus was primarily on the child welfare
side of crossover even though I did meet with
CalWORKS staff.

With an estimated population of 245,600, Santa
Cruz is roughly one half the size of Sonoma County.
Caseload sizes are about two-thirds the size of
Sonoma County’s. The Human Resource Agency
has two district offices; one in Santa Cruz, serving
the northern end of the county, and one in
Watsonville serving the southern. Organizationally,
the HRA is set up much like Sonoma County’s

Human Services Department, but Sonoma does not
have district offices. It was interesting for me to see
the crossover procedures applied in two different
office environments.

B A C K G R O U N D

Santa Cruz began working on the idea of crossover
in 1998. The objectives of crossover services in
Santa Cruz were to develop an agency culture that
looks at and serves the whole family, with a focus
on family centered practice, and to coordinate a
flexible case planning process that promotes strong,
healthy, economically self-sufficient families. In
September 1998 the Agency estimated that 23% of
the children receiving child welfare services had a
parent or caretaker relative receiving TANF, and
would meet the definition of a crossover family.

Barriers to self-sufficiency and barriers to providing
a safe, stable home for children are often the same;
alcohol and substance abuse, unemployment, illit-
eracy and homelessness. Welfare Reform, with the
“ticking clocks” of timeframes and deadlines,
brought urgency to the project, but it also brought
money. CalWORKS funding could be used to pay
for services that would not only lead the family
toward self-sufficiency but would also enable them
to better protect their children from abuse or
neglect.

HRA staff trainers provided information to
CalWORKS and CPS staff on the time frames,
requirements and services of each program. The
Agency developed a crossover steering committee
comprised of managers from CPS, CalWORKS and
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JTPA, who began researching and developing pro-
cedures. The agency studied the San Mateo Success
plan as one model of crossover services, with an
emphasis on its MDT.

The procedures were fully implemented in 1999.
Crossover procedures are well established in both
offices. From the point of intake until a family
leaves an aid program, the county expects commu-
nication between case managers, and, where possi-
ble, coordinated services. The procedures address
identification of clients, confidentiality and the
release of information, communications between
staff, and use of the multi-disciplinary case confer-
ence. Staff development includes training on
crossover services as part of the regular curriculum
to new hires.

The steering committee is exploring possible co-
location of child welfare and employment and train-
ing staff in the Santa Cruz office, and the possibility
of using crossover procedures with juvenile proba-
tion cases.

F E AT U R E S O F C R O S S -O V E R S E R V I C E S

Crossover services in Santa Cruz contains the fol-
lowing components:

• Inter-program communication
• Social Workers co-located with Employment and

Training services
• Multi-disciplinary Team case conference

As part of the Emergency Response assessment, the
ER field worker is expected to include information
from the CalWORKS Eligibility Worker or Employ-
ment and Training Specialist (ETS) on active aid
cases. For on-going cases in both CalWORKS and
CPS, the two workers must discuss the case when
any of the following incidents occur:

• when a CWS case plan is updated
• the return or identification of a non-custodial

parent
• a change in the child welfare service plan
• when a child currently receiving Family

Maintenance services in his or her home is
going to be removed from the home

• when a child receiving Family Reunification
services is about to be returned home.

Workers are encouraged to discuss crossover cases
at any point it is necessary to better coordinate ser-
vices for the family.

Each month, program managers in both programs
get a list of crossover cases. They pass this list on
to the supervisors, who review the cases to see if
crossover contacts have been documented in the
case record.

The placement of senior social workers, the equiva-
lent of Sonoma County’s Social Worker IV’s, in the
CalWORKS division is a cornerstone of Santa
Cruz’s program. One crucial factor in developing
crossover services is the ability to answer staff’s
question, “How is this useful?” or even more
directly, “What’s in this for me?” With social work-
ers stationed in the CalWORKS division, the ETS’s
can refer families with problems directly to staff
who will help them. Location of social work staff
with eligibility staff also facilitates communication
and breaks down some of the stereotypes each
group has of the other.

C L I E N T I D E N T I F I C AT I O N

Cases are identified at intake. In child welfare, the
Emergency Response telephone screeners search
each referral on the Case Data System (CDS) as
well as the Child Welfare Services/Case Manage-
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ment System (CWS/CMS), to identify any active aid
cases, or aid cases that have been closed within the
last year. If the case is active, they note the work-
er’s name and number on the referral, which is sent
on to the ER field worker. The field worker’s super-
visor is also notified that this is a crossover case.
As part of the ER worker’s assessment of the allega-
tion, he or she must document contact with the
other case manager, and include their information
in the assessment. Paper referrals are also searched
in this manner.

As with every county, Santa Cruz receives allega-
tions of child abuse that are not appropriate for
investigation. Some of these are custody disputes or
issues of parenting style, and some do indicate a
potential problem, but not one severe enough to
place a child at risk. Before making the determina-
tion to “assess out” these calls, the Santa Cruz
screeners search the case and contact any worker
assigned to an active case to get their impressions
of the family and the situation. Responses may
range from, “I’ve never met them, but they get their
paperwork in on time,” to detailed information
which may change the screener’s original assess-
ment, and have the referral assigned to a field
worker.

In CalWORKS, the case is first searched on CDS.
Because the interface between CWS/CMS and CDS
is not 100% accurate, the county has placed a CMS
computer in the CalWORKS office. Staff search
CMS to identify any active child welfare cases. The
same procedure to notify worker and supervisor is
followed.

C O N F I D E N T I A L I T Y

In each program, workers get a release of informa-
tion from the identified crossover clients, authoriz-

ing the sharing of information between programs
and other agencies. The worker and client specify
which agencies are included on the release. These
might include Families in Transition, a community-
based organization with close ties to the HRA
which specializes in housing problems, or the
Answers Benefiting Children Family Resource
Center in Watsonville. The release is good for
twelve calendar months.

In child welfare cases where the child is a depen-
dent of the Santa Cruz Juvenile Court, the court
issues a standard order permitting the release of
information to the multi-disciplinary team for the
purposes of a case conference.

When I found out that Santa Cruz gets a release of
information from clients even though the informa-
tion will be shared within the agency for the pur-
pose of managing a public service program, I
thought it was nice but unnecessary. Then I
returned to my home county and reviewed W&I
code section 18986.46, which specifies that MDT’s
must have a release from the client in order to
share records, and I decided that they shown bril-
liant foresight in developing their procedure. With a
release on file, workers can refer their cases to the
MDT at any time within the year without having to
get a release from the client at the last minute.

At the MDT meetings, each participant signs a
sign-in sheet that also contains a confidentiality
agreement.

M U LT I -D I S C I P L I N A R Y T E A M

Any staff member responsible for case management
of a family’s case may recommend the family for
review at the multi-disciplinary case conference.
Two conferences are held per month; one in north
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county and one in south. Usually three cases are
reviewed. A Child Welfare Program Manger, cur-
rently Mark Holguin, schedules the meetings and
the cases. At minimum, the child welfare worker
and the CalWORKS case manager attend, although
either case manager may invite other staff if they
have knowledge of the case.

I was able to attend the MDT meeting in
Watsonville during my visit. At this meeting, four
cases were reviewed. Two cases represented one
multi-generational family.

Participants at the MDT included CalWORKS
ETS’s and managers, a CalWORKS social worker,
Mark Holguin, child welfare manager, CPS workers,
the CalWORKS drug and alcohol counselor, and a
staff person from Families in Transition. The CPS
social worker for one case did not show up until the
meeting was over because she had been assigned
an Immediate Response referral requiring investi-
gation. One other CPS worker did not attend. In
spite of these absences, the information shared
about the families was compelling and useful. In
one case, a counselor from a private counseling
agency attended because she was working with the
mother. She mentioned that the mother had
Attention Deficit Disorder. This was a revelation to
both the CalWORKS social worker and the CPS
worker, who said that the information explained
some behavior she had observed while working with
the family.

In the case of the two-generation family, it became
clear that the grandmother was going to lose cus-
tody, at least temporarily, of her children. This
would end her eligibility for CalWORKS cash and
linked Medi-Cal services effective the end of the
month. The staff person from FIT and the
CalWORKS counselor both used this information to

schedule her for services before the end of the
month, while she was still eligible. The image of
two service providers pulling out day planners may
not seem like a compelling one, but too often in a
“traditional” system families fall through the cracks
precisely because benefits end in one program and
other programs are not even aware of it, and there-
fore cannot coordinate their services.

Mark Holguin says that there are some workers in
both programs who have never recommended a case
for an MDT, and perhaps never will. Despite Santa
Cruz’s concerted and consistent effort to implement
crossover services, some people still do not see the
benefits or feel that they do not have the time. It is
also possible that people could go their whole
careers without having a case that required an MDT
case conference.

One reason for referring a case to the MDT is that
the family cannot meet program deadlines. As the
clocks in CalWORKS continue to tick and Santa
Cruz reaches its “hard to serve” population, more
cases may be referred.

C R O S S O V E R ;  M O R E T H A N A P R O G R A M ,  
A S TAT E O F M I N D

In Watsonville, there is another aspect to crossover.
In the Watsonville office, the child welfare workers
are housed next door to the CalWORKS one-stop
shop. They share a floor with Children’s Mental
Health and California Children’s Services. A block
west is the Job Opportunity and Benefits Division
(JOBD) where the TANF, Medi-Cal and Food Stamp
eligibility workers work. The Answers Benefiting
Children Family Resource Center and WIC sit one
block north. All services are convenient for fami-
lies, especially families who may not have vehicles.

B A S S C  E x e c u t i v e  D e v e l o p m e n t  P ro g r a m
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The CalWORKS and ER supervisors in Watsonville
have developed a weekly meeting where they
review child abuse referrals on families receiving
aid. Trevor Davis, the ER supervisor, has each
referral searched again to identify any case receiv-
ing TANF, Medi-Cal or Food Stamps. The list of
those referrals forms the agenda for the meeting. He
sends the list to the CalWORKS supervisors before
the meeting so that they can review the case with
their workers. The EW’s may join the meeting, or
they may merely pass on information for the super-
visors to bring to the meeting.

This is a new process which Trevor initiated and
the CalWORKS supervisors helped him refine.
They have already identified one “glitch;” his cleri-
cal person identified the Edwards versus Meyers
Medi-Cal worker on her search. This worker often
has had no contact with the family. In the meeting I
attended, three CalWORKS supervisors, one CPS
supervisor (Trevor), two ETS’s and two EW’s partici-
pated. Once again, information flowed both ways. In
one case, the EW had seen the client the day
before, and the client had not mentioned that her
children had been removed from her home over the
weekend. In another, the EW was able to give
Trevor information about relatives in the area.
Without divulging unnecessary details about the
allegations, Trevor was able to discuss what his
worker’s process would be, and inform the EW’s
better about the child welfare process.

At the end of the meeting, the EW’s took advantage
of the opportunity to ask Trevor some questions
about CPS referrals in general. One worker stated
that she had referred two cases with similar allega-
tions; one had been treated as an Immediate
Response and one had not. She was curious about
the difference. She mentioned that with the
Immediate Response case the child had bruises,

but the reason given by the parent seemed plausi-
ble. Trevor replied, “Bruises fade. With something
like bruises, which could be evidence if we have to
go to court, it is important to see the child quickly
so we can decide if we need to have pictures.” This
was clearly a learning moment for the EW, who now
understood something about the evidentiary
requirements of child protective services in a new
and immediate way. These are the kinds of insights
we try to create in formal training and information
sharing meetings, with far less success.

W H AT T H E F U T U R E H O L D S

The HRA’s future plans include involving non-wel-
fare or JTPA cases in the crossover process, the co-
location of a Cal WORKS ETS with CPS workers,
and exploration of specialized “crossover” case-
loads. A specialized unit would create more uni-
form use of the MDT.

Mark plans to bring the Watsonville early informa-
tion-sharing model to the Santa Cruz office as well.

F U N D I N G

The HRA uses crossover as a way to draw down
CalWORKS funding for services for clients who
also receive child welfare services. The county does
not, at this time, have CPS staff time-studying to
CalWORKS time study categories.

Counties are allocated a certain number of CPS
positions by the state through the Preliminary
County Allocation Budget (PCAB) process. If a
county chooses to fund positions over and above the
state allocation, the county assumes the cost of the
state share for those extra positions. This is known
as “overmatching.” Santa Cruz does not overmatch
its child welfare allocation, so there would be no
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immediate fiscal benefit to the county to shift staff
costs to CalWORKS. The agency, in fact, has con-
cerns that shifting costs could have a negative
impact on the CWS allocation.

L E S S O N S L E A R N E D

I asked Mark Holguin what he felt he had learned
managing crossover, and what he would do differ-
ently if he were doing it again.

Mark said that he felt the steering committee lost
its focus for a while, especially during the imple-
mentation of welfare reform. The HRA began work-
ing on crossover before welfare reform, but welfare
reform was an all-consuming program. Many of the
managers assigned to crossover were also assigned
to welfare reform, and crossover took a back seat
temporarily.

Coordination of diverse computer systems was a
substantial factor in the implementation of
crossover. Sue Clements, the Systems Analyst who
supports CWS/CMS, must still rely on a quarterly
report from the state Health and Welfare Data
Center (HWDC) for a list of current crossover
cases. Sue must use a seven-step process to com-
pare HWDC’s list to an ad hoc report generated in
CDS. The agreement Sue has with HWDC about the
generation of this report is informal, and the person
who generated the report for her has now moved on
to another assignment. It remains to be seen
whether the HRA will be able to depend upon
HWDC’s help in the future.

As with any program in any human service agency,
there are pockets of resistance and staff who will
only do the stated minimum to support an agency
initiative. Santa Cruz is no different. When it comes
to continuing and strengthening crossover services,

the agency has three strong factors in its favor. The
first is the fact that managers, from the Executive
down to Program Managers, not only support
crossover but are enthusiastic about it. Secondly, at
least in the Watsonville office, supervisors and line
staff have bought in to the concept and support it as
well. Last but certainly not least, there is a feeling
of mutual trust and respect among managers and
supervisors in the HRA. In this environment,
crossover feels more like a natural extension of
work practice than a program artificially “grafted”
onto a traditional work model.

I M P L I C AT I O N S F O R S O N O M A C O U N T Y

Sonoma County is currently identifying dual clients.
We encourage child welfare staff and Sonoma-
WORKS (CalWORKS) to contact each other and
review joint cases. Two child welfare supervisors
made a presentation to SonomaWORKS staff about
child welfare programs, and two Employment and
Training case managers discussed their programs at
a child welfare services staff meeting. Child
Welfare services staff were surprised and pleased at
the kinds of services Employment and Training can
offer, and interested in pursuing the idea of better
coordination of services.

Planner Analysts from both divisions are currently
formalizing the identification and communication
procedures.

The department is looking at the issue of crossover
in a larger context, one of integrated services for all
clients. The Integrated Service team, comprised of
managers and line staff from each division, is
charged with planning a model of integrated ser-
vices. This team is encouraged to look “outside of
the box” for ways to serve clients and families in a
streamlined and comprehensive way. Crossover
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between child welfare and SonomaWORKS clients
may be a good first step for this committee. Issues
for the Integrated Service team to consider include:

• co-locating of staff.
• “pilot” projects versus full department imple-

mentation. One possible pilot could be placing
an ER worker in SonomaWORKS, or having
one on site certain days of the week.

• specialization of crossover caseloads versus
general application of crossover

• steps to be taken to insure confidentiality
(revised Releases of Information, requesting the
juvenile court to issue a standing order, and so
on)

• how automation systems can enhance or impede
crossover

Geography plays a role in any crossover program
Sonoma County will develop. SonomaWORKS staff
and child welfare services staff are housed in
offices about ten miles apart. As powerful as the
Watsonville information-sharing meeting is, it works
in large part because it is easy and convenient for
staff to attend. We may want to explore alternatives
to it, such as conference calls, or rotating the meet-
ing site between offices. This meeting would have
to have the support of the key supervisors, and staff
would need to see a “payoff” quickly for it to be
successful in our county. A unit to discuss this with
would be the bilingual ER/FM unit. This unit
serves monolingual Spanish speaking families, and
a constant concern is the dearth of services. The
chance to explore and perhaps develop services
with SonomaWORKS might be just such a payoff.

Since Sonoma County does not overmatch its child
welfare allocation, it does not seem necessary or
desirable to have child welfare staff time studying
to SonomaWORKS. The emergency CPS augmenta-

tion will play a larger role in funding of positions
than this time-study strategy would, and it is possi-
ble that time-studying to SonomaWORKS could
have a negative impact on the county if it appears
that we are successfully managing more cases with
fewer CPS workers. If the department chose to site
Social Worker IV’s in the SonomaWORKS offices,
those staff would time-study to SonomaWORKS.

Sonoma County is at “Step One” of the process
Santa Cruz began in 1998. Because of the similari-
ties in organization, types of families served, and
agency values, the Santa Cruz model seems like a
good one for Sonoma to borrow from as we begin to
build our own integrated service model.

AT TA C H M E N T S

1—Recommended Actions and Timelines

2—Santa Cruz Guidelines for Crossover Cases

3—Release of Information

4—MDT Participant Sheet and Confidentiality
Statement
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Attachment 1
Recommended Actions and Tentative Timelines:

Roy Redlich, Planner Analyst in Employment and Training, and I will be making a joint recommendation
to the Integrated Services team and Dianne M. Edwards about the direction to take with crossover. The key
areas and tentative dates are listed below (actions already completed are shaded):
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