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NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING - County of Santa Cruz
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Stella Peuse — Youth Representative

IMPORTANT INFORMATION REGARDING PARTICIPATION IN THE
MENTAL HEALTH ADVISORY BOARD MEETING

The public may attend the meeting at the Health Services Agency, 1400 Emeline Avenue, Bldg K, Rooms 206-
207, Santa Cruz. Individuals interested in joining virtually may Click here to join the meeting or may participate
by telephone by calling (831) 454-2222, Conference ID 859 546 544#. All participants are muted upon entry to
prevent echoing and minimize any unintended disruption of background sounds. This meeting will be recorded
and posted on the Mental Health Advisory Board website.

If you are a person with a special need, or if interpreting services (English/Spanish or sign language) are needed,
please call 454-4611 (Hearing Impaired TDD/TTY: 711) at least 72 hours in advance of the meeting in order to
make arrangements. Persons with disabilities may request a copy of the agenda in an alternative format.

Si usted es una persona con una discapacidad o necesita servicios de interpretacion (inglés/espafol o Lenguaje
de sefas), por favor llame al (831) 454-4611 (Personas con Discapacidad Auditiva TDD/TTY: 711) con 72 horas
de anticipacién a la junta para hacer arreglos. Personas con discapacidades pueden pedir una copia de la
agenda en una forma alternativa.
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MENTAL HEALTH ADVISORY BOARD AGENDA

ID

Time

3:00 Regular Business

15 Min

e Roll Call

e Public Comment (No action or discussion will be undertaken today on any
item raised during Public Comment period except that Mental Health Board
Members may briefly respond to statements made or questions posed.
Limited to 3 minutes each)

e Board Member Announcements

e Approval of November 16, 2023 minutes*™

e Secretary’s Report

3:15 Standing Reports

15 Min

Patients’ Rights Report — George Carvalho, Patients’ Rights Advocate for
Advocacy, Inc.

15 Min

Board of Supervisors Report — Supervisor Felipe Hernandez

15 Min

Behavioral Health Report — Tiffany Cantrell-Warren, Director
County Behavioral Health

4:00 New Agenda Items

55 Min

e Review draft Data Notebook and vote to submit to the CA Behavioral Health
Planning Council*

e Discussion and vote on supporting/not supporting Proposition 1*

e Review and vote on draft letter recommending a large portion of the tax
allocation in Santa Cruz County go to Behavioral Health Services*

e Review and vote on draft letter regarding the need for a crisis receiving
center in Santa Cruz County*

e Discussion of MHAB meeting locations

4:55 Future Agenda Items

5:00 Adjourn

Italicized items with * indicate action items for board approval.

NEXT MENTAL HEALTH ADVISORY BOARD MEETING IS ON:
FEBRUARY 15, 2024 ¢ 3:00 PM - 5:00 PM
HEALTH SERVICES AGENCY
1400 EMELINE, BLDG K, ROOMS 206-207
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060
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Present:
Excused:
Absent:
Staff:

l.

MINUTES - Draft

MENTAL HEALTH ADVISORY BOARD

NOVEMBER 16, 2023 ¢ 3:00 PM - 5:00 PM
1400 EMELINE, ROOMS 206-207, SANTA CRUZ
Microsoft Teams (831) 454-2222, Conference 194 381 443#

Antonio Rivas, Celeste Gutierrez, Jeffrey Arlt, Jennifer Wells Kaupp,

Laura Chatham, Michael Neidig, Stella Peuse, Valerie Webb, Xaloc Cabanes
Dean Kashino, Supervisor Felipe Hernandez

Hugh McCormick

Tiffany Cantrell-Warren, Jane Batoon-Kurovski

Roll Call — Quorum present. Meeting called to order at 3:07 p.m. by Chair Xaloc Cabanes.

Public Comments

Public member asked about the intentions of the County for SB43 — law expanded the
definition of gravely disabled to go into effect January 1. Son has been in County MH
system, conserved by the County three times, and is currently in jail. She would like to know
if the County will delay SB43.

Perry Spencer announced his latest project - calling for all people of all religions to come
together on the 22" of each month starting next month at 2:22pm for about 2 minutes and
22 seconds to embrace all our world leaders through prayer, meditation, contemplation,
visualization, embracing them in peace.

Board Member Announcements
= Mike has been appointed to the Veteran’s Counsel.
= Dean has been appointed to the Children’s Behavioral Health Continuum.
= Board members who are serving on other boards for the purpose of bringing
information back to the MHAB will be given training credit for their time.
= Antonio was sworn in as a Senior Assembly Member, representing Older Californians
in Santa Cruz County.

Business / Action Items
A. Approve October 19, 2023 Minutes
Motion/Second: Valerie Webb / Michael Neidig
Ayes: Antonio Rivas, Celeste Gutierrez, Jeffrey Arlt, Jennifer Wells Kaupp, Laura
Chatham, Michael Neidig, Valerie Webb, Xaloc Cabanes
Nays: None
Absent: Dean Kashino, Hugh McCormick, Supervisor Felipe Hernandez
Motion passed.



V.

VI.

Reports
A. Secretary’s Report

¢ No attendance issues.

o Hugh is past due to take Ethics training.

¢ Jennifer and Valerie — need to submit 2 hours of training.

e Available training opportunities are the MHSA Community Programming Planning
video on the CalBHBC website and YouTube trainings from the CA Healthcare
Foundation.

B. Patients’ Rights Report — George Carvalho, Patients’ Rights Advocate

The October report was provided, and George was present at the meeting. George
provided clarification on the Riese Hearing which happens if the client refuses
medication. This can only be initiated by the treating psychiatrist, who will ask the court
authorization to medicate someone over their objections. Within 24 hours, the hearing
will occur where the treating psychiatrist will testify, and either George or Davi Schill will
represent the client. George stated that regarding AB2275 — if a person at CSP or ED is
placed on second 5150, then George is notified. George stated his concern that there
are people held in the emergency room for a long period of time. Unless they file a writ,
they are there until placement is found. He stated it solves one issue of judicial review,
but it doesn’t provide the other end resources like case management and services for
people.

. Behavioral Health Report: Mental Health Services Act (MHSA) Reform

Tiffany Cantrell-Warren, Director of County Behavioral Health

Changes to MHSA — Proposition 1

- SB326 Behavioral Health Services Act is now Proposition 1, which will be on
March 2024 ballot and includes AB531 housing bond.

- Some major changes include renaming Mental Health Services Act to Behavioral
Health Services Act; integration of Mental Health and Substance Use Disorder;
adds SUD-only populations and other priority populations; restructures the
funding components to three new categories; expands planning and reporting
beyond MHSA; new accountability and reporting for all BH funding.

Details of the current MHSA Requirements and the Proposition 1 Requirements can

be found on the presentation slides here.

D. Ad Hoc Committees

Board members for the following ad hoc committees:
= Site Visit — Celeste, Valerie, Laura, Jenny, Mike, Stella, Antonio
= Peer Support — Laura, Jenny, Mike
= Publicity/Community Engagement — Celeste, Valerie, Stella, Antonio

New Agenda ltems
A. Update Grand Jury Responses #R3 and #R6.

Motion to add, “to be completed by the end of the fiscal year, June 2024” to both
guestions.

Motion/Second: Antonio Rivas / Jeffrey Arlt

Ayes: Antonio Rivas, Celeste Gutierrez, Jeffrey Arlt, Jennifer Wells Kaupp, Laura
Chatham, Michael Neidig, Valerie Webb, Xaloc Cabanes

Nays: None

Absent: Dean Kashino, Hugh McCormick, Supervisor Felipe Hernandez

Motion passed.

. 2022-2023 Biennial Report

The Chair requested all members write a statement for the report. The draft report will
be discussed and voted on at the January meeting to submit to the Board of Supervisors.



VII.

VIII.

Future Agenda Items

A. Propose rotation of meeting locations

B. Support or not support Proposition 1

C. Biennial Report highlighting activities in 2022-2023

D. The Board of Supervisors is currently working on a resolution to change the tax allocation
for Santa Cruz County. Jeffrey will draft a letter of recommendation that a large portion
goes to Behavioral Health Services as it is not mentioned specifically in their resolution.

E. Jeffrey will draft a letter regarding the need for a crisis receiving center in Santa Cruz

County.

Adjournment
Meeting adjourned at 4:59 p.m.



Summary

This is a December 2023 Patients’ Rights Advocate Report from the Patients’ Rights Advocacy program.
It includes the following: telephone calls, reports, and emails. It includes a breakdown of the number of
certified clients, the number of hearings, and the number of contested hearings. It also includes a
breakdown of Reise Hearing activity, including the number of Riese Hearings filed, the number of Riese
conducted, and the number that were lost.

Patients’ Rights Advocate Report

December 2023
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Telecare

On December 14, 2023, this writer received a phone call from a client on an LPS
detention at the Telecare PHF. The client reported that the administrator of the
Willow Brook Facility would not allow him to return. This writer received
permission to speak with the administrator who reported that the resident had
been evicted from the facility. This writer reported this information to the client.
The client vehemently stated that he had done nothing to warrant an eviction.
This writer provided the phone number for California Rural Legal Aid to obtain
legal assistance in contesting the eviction. This writer was informed by the
administrator that the client’s case coordinator is also working with him to find
additional housing.

Willow Brook

On December 5, 2023, this writer received a phone report of resident-to-resident
abuse. On December 6, 2023, this writer met with the reported victim. Although
very busy, the resident was willing to meet with me and described to me the
details of the alleged abuse. The resident stated that he felt scared of the alleged
perpetrator and voiced doubts about the efficacy of reporting any further
incidents to staff. This writer urged the resident to continue to report any
incidents and reminded him that he has the right to be free from harm and to feel
safe while living at this facility. The resident agreed that he would continue to
report to staff if he felt unsafe. The resident took my business card. | encouraged
him to call if staff did not respond to his needs.



7th Avenue Center

In December, the Patients’ Rights program did not receive any abuse reports
generated by the facility nor calls requesting Advocacy services.

Opal Cliffs

In December, the Patients’ Rights program did not receive any abuse reports
generated by the facility nor calls requesting Advocacy services.

Telos

In December, the Patients’ Rights program did not receive any abuse reports
generated by the facility nor calls requesting Advocacy services.

Front Street

In December, the Patients’ Rights program did not receive any abuse reports
generated by the facility nor calls requesting Advocacy services.

Casa Pacifica

In December, the Patients’ Rights program did not receive any abuse reports
generated by the facility nor calls requesting Advocacy services.

Wheelock

In December, the Patients’ Rights program did not receive any abuse reports
generated by the facility nor calls requesting Advocacy services.

*Note: This report does not include contact or assistance to community
mempers.



ADVOCACY INC.

TELECARE CLIENT CERTIFICATION AND
REISE HEARING/PATIENTS’ RIGHTS

December 2023

Second Quarter

1. TOTAL NUMBER CERTIFIED

12

2. TOTAL NUMBER OF HEARINGS

12

3. TOTAL NUMBER OF CONTESTED HEARINGS

4. NO CONTEST PROBABLE CAUSE

5. CONTESTED NO PROBABLE CAUSE

6. VOLUNTARY BEFORE CERTIFICATION
HEARING

o

7. DISCHARGED BEFORE HEARING

8. WRITS

9. CONTESTED PROBABLE CAUSE

10. NON-REGULARLY SCHEDULED HEARINGS

ol K| O O

Ombudsman Program & Patient Advocate Program shared 0 clients in this month

(shared = skilled nursing resident (dementia) sent to behavioral health unit or mental
health client placed in skilled at Telecare (Santa Cruz Psychiatric Health Facility)



Reise Hearings. /Capacity Hearings
Total number of Riese petitions filed by the Telecare treating psychiatrist:
Total number of Riese Hearings conducted:
Total number of Riese Hearings lost: 1
Total number of Riese Hearings won: 0
Total number of Riese Hearings withdrawn: 0
Hours spent on cancelled Reise hearings: hours.
House spent on all Reise hearings:

Riese appeal: .5 Hours spent on all Riese Hearings included those hearings that were cancelled
by the hospital: hours

Respectfully submitted,
Davi Schill, PRA
George N. Carvalho, PRA



DATA NOTEBOOK 2023

FOR CALIFORNIA

BEHAVIORAL HEALTH BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS




Prepared by California Behavioral Health Pianning Council, in collaboration with:
California Association of Local Behavioral Health Boards/Commissions

Cadlifornia Behavioral Health
Planning Council

ADVOCACY - EVALUATION - INCLUSION

The California Behavioral Health Planning Council {(Council) is under federal and state
mandate to advocate on behalf of adults with severe mental illness and children with
severe emotional disturbance and their families. The Council is also statutorily required
to advise the Legislature on behavioral health issues, policies, and priorities in
California. The Council advocates for an accountable system of seamless, responsive
services that are strength-based, consumer and family member driven, recovery
oriented, culturally, and linguistically responsive and cost effective. Council
recommendations promote cross-system collaboration to address the issues of access
and effective treatment for the recovery, resilience, and wellness of Californians living
with severe mental iliness.

For general information, you may contact the following email address or telephone
number:

DataNotebook@CBHPC.dhcs.ca.gov

(916) 701-8211

Or, you may contact us by postal mail at:

Data Notebook

California Behavioral Health Planning Council
1501 Capitol Avenue, MS 2706

P.O. Box 997413 Sacramento, CA 95899-7413

For questions regarding the SurveyMonkey online survey, please contact Justin Boese
at Justin.Boese@cbhpc.dhcs.ca.gov




NOTICE:

This document contains a textual preview of the California Behavioral Health Planning
Council 2023 Data Notebook survey, as well as supplemental information and
resources. It is meant as a reference document only. Some of the survey items
appear differently on the live survey due to the difference in formatting.

DO NOT RETURN THIS DOCUMENT.

Please use it for preparation purposes only.

To complete your 2023 Data Notebook, please use the following
link and fill out the survey online:

https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/IDP8XG65

Please note, if you are working from a PDF, scanned image or

photocopy, you will need to Copy/Paste or type the above
address into your browser bar.
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CBHPC 2023 Data Notebook: Introduction

What is the Data Notebook? Purpose and Goals

The Data Notebook is a structured format to review information and report on aspects of
each county’s behavioral health services. A different part of the public behavioral health
system is addressed each year, because the overall system is very large and complex.
This system includes both mental health and substance use treatment services
designed for individuals across the lifespan.

Local behavioral health boards/commissions are required to review performance
outcomes data for their county and to report their findings to the California Behavioral
Health Planning Council (Planning Council). To provide structure for the report and to
make the reporting easier, each year a Data Notebook is created for local behavioral
health boards to complete and submit to the Planning Council. Discussion questions
seek input from local boards and their departments. These responses are analyzed by
Planning Council staff to create annual reports to inform policy makers and the public.

The Data Notebook structure and questions are designed to meet important goals:

e To help local boards meet their legal mandates' to review and comment on their
county’s performance outcome data, and to communicate their findings to the
Planning Council;

e To serve as an educational resource on behavioral health data;

e To obtain opinion and thoughts of local board members on specific topics;

¢ To identify unmet needs and make recommendations.

In 2019, we developed a section (Part 1) with standard questions that are addressed
each year to help us detect any trends in critical areas affecting our most vulnerable
populations. These include foster youth, homeless individuals, and those with serious
mental illness (SMI) who need housing in adult residential facilities (ARFs) and some
other settings. These questions assist in the identification of unmet needs or gaps in
services that may occur due to changes in population, resources, or public policy.

What's New This Year?

The topic selected for the 2023 Data Notebook is stakeholder engagement. The
Planning Council has long supported upholding the principles of the Mental Health
Services Act (MHSA) and encourages consumer and family member participation in the

TW.I.C. 5604.2, regarding mandated reporting roles of MH Boards and Commissions in California.
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stakeholder process for behavioral health services through the Community Program
Planning (CPP) process, as well as other stakeholder engagement activities.

How the Data Notebook Project Helps You

Understanding data empowers individuals and groups in their advocacy. The Planning
Council encourages all members of local behavioral health boards/commissions to
participate in developing the responses for the Data Notebook. This is an opportunity for
local boards and their county behavioral health departments to work together to identify
important issues in their community. This work informs county and state leadership
about local behavioral health (BH) programs, needs, and services. Some local boards
use their Data Notebook in their annual report to the County Board of Supervisors.

In addition, the Planning Council will provide our annual ‘Overview Report’, which is a
compilation of information from all of the local behavioral health boards/commissions
who completed their Data Notebooks. These reports feature prominently on the
website? of the California Association of Local Mental Health Boards and Commissions.
The Planning Council uses this information in their advocacy to the legislature, and to
provide input to the state mental health block grant application to SAMHSAS3.

Example of Statewide Data for Specialty Mental Health and Access Rates

Tables 1-A and 1-B on the next two pages shows typical data and demographics for
California recipients of Specialty Mental Health Services (SMHS) for fiscal year (FY)
2021-2022. These are the most recent data available at the time this document was
prepared. SMHS are intended for adults with serious mental illness (SMI) and for
children with serious emotional disorders (SED). The category of ‘certified eligibles’
means those persons (also called beneficiaries) who are eligible and approved to
receive Medi-Cal benefits for health care.

These metrics are from datasets developed in accordance with California Welfare and
Institutions code § 14707.7 (added as part of Assembly Bill 470 on 10/7/17). Due to
recent changes in how AB 470 data is presented by DHCS in the Behavioral Health
Demographic Dashboard*, demographic metrics presented are not exact, as the
dashboard rounds them to the nearest .1 thousand (k) or million (M).

2 See the annual Overview Reports on the Data Notebook posted at the California Association of Local
Mental Health Boards and Commissions, https://www.CALBHBC.org.

3 SAMHSA: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, an agency of the Department
of Health and Human Services in the U.S. federal government. For reports, see www.SAMHSA.gov.

4 AB 470 Mental Health Services Demographics Dashboards, published by California Department of
Health Care Services (DHCS) at: https://behavioralheaith-data.dhcs.ca.gov/

6



Table 1-A. California Children and Youth: Access Rates for Specialty Mental
Health Services,® Fiscal Year 2021-22.

Specialty Mental Health Services

244.5k

FY 21-22
Number of Certified Rate
Clients with Eligibles
MH Visits

Children 0-2 6.8k 740.9k 0.9%
Children 3-5 15.9k 802.6k 2.0%
Children 6-11 68.5k 1.7m 4.0%
Children 12-17 119.2k 1.8m 6.7%
Youth 18-20 35.1k 79.1k 4.4%
Alaskan Native or American 1k 12.3k 5.5%
Indian )

Asian or Pacific Islander 7.4k 359.6k 2.0%
Black ’ 23.7k 378.7k 6.3%
Hispanic 146.3k 3.3M 4.4%
Other 12.8k 445 .5k 2.9%
Unknown 128.k 548.5k 2.5%
White 40.6k 750.3k 5.4%
Female 130.1k 2.8M 4.6%
Male 114.4k 3M 3.9%
Totals and AveragéARates 5.8M - 4.3%

Notes: The first column presents the demographic groups of interest. Next there are
three columns. The first column of numbers shows the number of clients who received
one or more services, described as Specialty Mental Health Visits. The second column
of numbers is labeled ‘Certified Eligibles’, which is the number of clients who were
deemed eligible and approved to received health care paid by Medi-Cal. The third
column of numbers represents the service penetration rates. These penetration rates
are taken as one measure of Access. They are calculated by dividing the total number

* In contrast, non-specialty Mental Health Services (i.e., Managed Care (MC), Fee-for-Service (FFS), etc)

services generally designed for people with mild-to-moderate mental health needs.
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of Clients with MH visits by the total number of Medi-Cal Eligibles, multiply by 100 to
express the result as a percentage; this is taken as the “Access Rate.”

Table 1-B. California Adults and Older Adults, Access Rates for Specialty Mental
Health Services, Fiscal Year 2021-22.%

Specialty Mental Health Services
FY 21-22
Number of Certified Rate
Clients with Eligibles
MH Visits
Adults 21-32 102.2k 2.8M 3.6%
Aduits 33-44 88.2k 2.3M 3.9%
Adults 45-56 71.5k 1.7M 4.1%
Adults 57-68 6.5k 1.6M 4.1%
Adults 69+ 14.6k 1.1M 1.30%
Alaskan Native or American Indian 2.1k 38.8k 5.5%
Asian or Pacific Islander 19.4k 1.1M 1.8%
Black 50.3k 706.3k 71%
Hispanic 103.9k 4.1M 2.5%
Other 36.9k 977.8k 3.8%
Unknown 29.8k 684.6k 4.4%
White 99.1k 1.9M 5.1%
Female 177.3k 5.3M 3.3%
Male 164.2k 4.2M 3.9%
Totals and Access Rates 341.5k 9.5M 3.6%

Notes: The data for Adults and Older Adults were calculated similarly to the data for
Children and Youth in Figure 1-A. For example, out of all Adult 9.5M Medi-Cal eligibles,
a total of 341.5k individuals, i.e. 3.6% received Specialty Mental Health Services
(SMHS).

6 For comparison, the population of the state of California was 39,029,342 on April 1, 2020, according to
the U.S. Census Bureau. hitps://www.census.gov/quickfacts/CA. Of those residents,24.3% of
Californians were adults (age 21 and above) receiving Med-Cal benefits. Also, 14.9 % of Californians
were children or youth < 20 who received Medi-Cal benefits. These numbers show that 39.2 % of all
Californians of all age groups received Medi-Cal in FY 2021-22.
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CBHPC 2023 Data Notebook — Part I:

Standard Yearly Data and Questions for Counties and Local Boards

In recent years, changes in data availability permit local boards and other stakeholders
to consult some Medi-Cal data online that is provided by the Department of Health Care
Services (DHCS). These data include populations that receive Specialty Mental Health
Services (SMHS) and Substance Use Disorder (SUD) treatment. Standard data are
analyzed each year to evaluate the quality of county programs and those reports can be
found at www.CalEQRO.com. Additionally, Mental Health Services Act (MHSA) data
are found in the ‘MHSA Transparency Tool’ presented on the Mental Health Services
Oversight and Accountability Commission (MHSOAC) website.”

The Planning Council would like to examine some county-level data that are not readily
available online and for which there is no other public source. Please answer these
questions using information for fiscal year (FY) 2021-2022 or the most recent fiscal year
for which you have data. Not all counties will have readily available data for some of the
questions asked below. In that case, please enter N/A for ‘data not available.”’ We
acknowledge and appreciate the necessary time and effort provided by local boards and
their behavioral health departments to collect and discuss these data.

Adult Residential Care

There is little public data available about who is residing in licensed facilities listed on
the website of the Community Care Licensing Division® at the CA Department of Social
Services. This lack of data makes it difficult to know how many of the licensed Adult
Residential Facilities (ARFs) operate with services to meet the needs of adults with
chronic and/or serious mental iliness (SMI), compared to other adults who have physical
or developmental disabilities. In 2020, legislation was signed that requires collection of
data from licensed operators about how many residents have SMI and whether these
facilities have services to support client recovery or transition to other housing. The
response rate from facility operators does not provide an accurate picture for our work.

The Planning Council wants to understand what types of data are currently available at
the county level regarding ARFs and Institutions for Mental Diseases (IMDs)® available
to serve individuals with SMI, and how many of these individuals (for whom the county
has financial responsibility) are served in facilities such as ARFs or IMDs. ‘Bed day’ is

www.mhsoac.ca.gov, see MHSA Transparency Tool, under ‘Data and Reports’
8 Link to Licensed Care directory at California Department of Social Services.
https://www.ccld.dss.ca.gov/carefacilitysearch/

9 Institution for Mental Diseases (IMD) List: https://www.dhcs.ca.gov/services/MH/Pages/IMD-List.aspx
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defined as an occupancy or treatment slot for one person for one day. One major
difference is that IMDs offer mental health treatment services in a psychiatric hospital or
certain types of skilled nursing home facilities. In contrast, a non-psychiatric facility such
as an ARF is a residential facility that may provide social support services like case
management but not psychiatric treatment.

The following is a text summary of the survey questions for Part | of the 2022 Data
Notebook. Please note that the questions are presented here in a different format than
the finalized SurveyMonkey online survey. Refer to the PDF preview of the
SurveyMonkey survey to see a more accurate presentation of the items.

Questions:

1) Please identify your County / Local Board or Commission.

2) For how many individuals did your county behavioral health department
pay some or all of the costs to reside in a licensed Adult Residential Care
Facility (ARF), during the last fiscal year? 263 individuals.

3) What is the total number of ARF bed-days paid for these individuals, during
the last fiscal year? 69,963 bed-days

4) Unmet needs: how many individuals served by your county behavioral
health department need this type of housing but currently are not living in
an ARF? We do not have direct data to answer this question, however at the
end of December 2023, we have identified at least 105 individuals needing this
level of care.

5) Does your county have any ‘Institutions for Mental Disease’ (IMD)?
a. No
b. Yes. If Yes, how many IMDs? 1 facility. (Seventh Avenue Center)

6) For how many individual clients did your county behavioral health
department pay the costs for an IMD stay (either in or out of your county),
during the last fiscal year?

In-county: ( 20 individual clients) Out-of-county: (7137 individual
clients)

7) What is the total number of IMD bed-days paid for these individuals by your

county behavioral health department during the same time period?
19,059 bed days for Fiscal Year 2022-2023. (6,220 in county and 12,839 out of county)
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Homelessness: Programs and Services in California Counties

The Planning Council has a long history of advocacy for individuals with SMI who are
homeless, or who are at-risk of becoming homeless. California’s recent natural
disasters and public health emergency have exacerbated the affordable housing crisis
and homelessness. Federal funding was provided to states that could be used for
temporary housing for individuals living on the streets as a method to stop the spread of
the COVID-19 virus. Additional policy changes were made to mitigate the rate of
evictions for persons who became unemployed as a result of the public health crisis.

Studies indicate that only one in three individuals who are homeless also have serious
mental iliness and/or a substance use disorder. The Planning Council does not endorse
the idea that homelessness is caused by mental iliness, nor that the public BH system is
responsible to fix homelessness, financially or otherwise. However, we do know that
recovery happens best when an individual has a safe, stable place to live.

The issue of homelessness is very complex and involves multiple systems and layers of
interaction. Therefore, the Council will continue to track and report on the programs and
supports offered by counties to assist homeless individuals who have SMI and/or SUD.
Causes and contributory factors are complex, and thus our solutions will need to
address numerous multidimensional and multi-systemic challenges.

Every year, the states, counties, and many cities perform a “Point-in-Time” count® of
the homeless individuals in their counties, usually on a specific date in January. Such
data are key to state and federal policy and funding decisions. The pandemic disrupted
both the methods and the regular schedule for the count in 2021, during which there
was no data collected for California’s unsheltered population due to Covid-19 protocols.
Those preliminary data were taken down subsequently for further review before re-
posting. Therefore, the “percent increase” column for this table compares the 2022
totals with the totals for 2020, for which there was complete data.

10 Link to data for yearly Point-in-Time Count:
https://files.hudexchange.info/reports/published/CoC PopSub NatiTerrDC 2022.pdf
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Table 3: State of California Estimates of Homeless Individuals Point in Time!?
Count 2022

Summary of Homeless SHELTERED | UNSHELTERED | TOTAL Percent

individuals 2022 Increase
over 2022
Persons in households 34,545 110,888 145,433 7.7%

without children

Persons in households 21,253 4,285 25,538 -0.9%
with children

Unaccompanied 2,828 6,762 9,590 -21.2%
homeless youth

Veterans 3,003 7,392 10,395 -8.8%
Chronically homeless 15,773 45,132 60,905 17.6%
individuals

Total (2020) Homeless

Persons in CA 56,030 115,491 171,521 6.2%
Total (2020) Homeless
Persons, USA 348,630 233,832 582,462 3%

" PIT Count = yearly January Point-in-Time Count of Homeless Individuals, conducted according to the
guidance of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (www.HUD.gov). Sheltered
persons include those who were in homeless shelters and various types of transitional or emergency
housing.
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Questions, continued:

8) During fiscal year2022-2023, what new programs were implemented, or
existing programs were expanded, in your county to serve persons who are
both homeless and have severe mental iliness? (Mark all that apply.)

Emergency Shelter

Temporary Housing

Transitional Housing

Housing/Motel Vouchers

Supportive Housing

Safe Parking Lots

Rapid Re-Housing

Adult Residential Care Patch/Subsidy

Other (Please specify)

Expanded services to unsheltered individuals in our County through Street

medicine and additional field-based services, including case management,

medication support, assessment and individual therapy

T T Tae@ e o0o

Child Welfare Services: Foster Children in Certain Types of Congregate Care

In California, about 60,000 children under the age of 18 are in foster care. They were
removed from their homes because county child welfare departments, in conjunction
with juvenile dependency courts, determined that these children could not live safely
with their caregiver(s). Most children are placed with a family who receive foster
children, but a small number of the children need a higher level of care and are placed
in a setting with more sophisticated services.

California is striving to move away from facilities formerly known as long-term group
homes, and prefers to place all youth in family settings, if possible. Regulations have
revised the treatment facilities for children whose needs cannot be met safely in a family
setting. The new facility type is called a Short-Term Residential Treatment Program
(STRTP). STRTPs are designed to provide short-term placement that includes
intensive behavioral health services.

All of California’s counties are working toward closing long-term group homes and are
establishing licensed STRTPs. This transition will take time and it is important for your
board to talk with your county director about what is happening in your county for
children in foster care who are not yet able to be placed in a family setting, or who are in
a family setting and experience a crisis that requires short-term intensive treatment.
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Some counties do not yet have STRTPs and may place children/youth in another
county or even out-of-state. Recent legislation (AB 1299) directs that the Medi-Cal
eligibility of the child be transferred to the receiving county. This means, the county
receiving the child now becomes financially responsible for his/her Medi-Cal costs.

Examples of the foster care CDSS data for Q4, 2020, in CA:

Total foster youth and children: 53,180

Total placed in an STRTP: 2,444 (or 4.6% of foster youth)

Total STRTP placed out-of-county: 1174 (or 2.2% of foster youth)
Total STRTP placed out-of-state: 66 (or 0.12 % of foster youth)

Questions (continued):

9) Do you think your county is doing enough to serve the foster children and
youth in group care?

a. Yes

b. No. If No, what is your recommendation? Please list or describe briefly.
There are multiple gaps in our current system to adequately address the
needs of children and youth in residential care. We, as a system, have
identified the following gaps and priorities:

WRAPAROUND Services: Santa Cruz County currently has one
small WRAP program exclusively for Probation-involved youth. Our
System of Care needs to expand to provide high-fidelity WRAP for
Child Welfare and Probation-involved youth exiting STRTP
placement to promote successful home-based transition post
residential care (ie. the Families First Prevention Services
Act/FFPSA requires that youth receive at minimum six (6) months
of high-fidelity WRAP upon step down from STRTP). WRAP
expansion is a priority for 2024.

. Therapeutic Foster Care (TFC): Our County has struggled to

identify a provider of TFC for many years. TFC is an essential
service in the continuum of care that can prevent some youth from
escalating to require STRTP placement or can act as a step-down
placement from STRTP. A contract was executed in 2023 with
Pacific Clinics to provide seven (7) Intensive Services Foster Care
(ISFC) homes (this model includes a professional resource parent,
TFC, and additional Specialty Mental Health Services/SMHS), but it
has taken us approximately one year to identify and prepare one
(1) family (ie. one ISFC home) to begin accepting referrals.
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In-County STRTPs: We have one STRTP in Santa Cruz County.
The STRTP serves female-identifying and non-binary youth, but not
male-identifying youth. The majority of Santa Cruz County youth
placed in STRTPs are male and are therefore placed out-of-
County, placing them further from family and other natural supports.
The likelihood of re-establishing an STRTP to serve male youth is
low (our last STRTP to serve male youth closed approximately four
(4) years ago). We are therefore focused on prevention efforts,
including WRAP and ISFC options noted above.

Crisis Stabilization Services: Our Crisis Stabilization Program
(CSP) ceased serving youth mid-2023. Youth placed in our STRTP
are high utilizers of Crisis Services. At present we do not have a
receiving center for youth experiencing a psychiatric crisis in the
County, although we are working to provide dedicated behavioral
health support at one local Emergency Department/ED (Watsonville
Community Hospital ED) and are in the process of establishing an
eight (8) chair Youth Crisis Stabilization Program and 16 bed Youth
Crisis Residential Program in 2025. Without a local CSP, youth
may be waiting in EDs for extended periods before transition to a
psychiatric inpatient unit or returning to their home with a safety
plan. This can be especially challenging for foster care youth at
STRTPs because the program may deem that the youth’s needs
exceed the program and local resources if/when they require
multiple crisis interventions at this level.

While there are multiple gaps we need to address to better serve foster care youth in
group care, our County has a strong Interagency Leadership Team (ILT) and
Interagency Placement Committee (IPC) that are dedicated to continuous improvement
and collaboration.

10) Has your county received any children needing “group home” level of
care from another county?

b. Yes. If Yes, how many? Nine (9); eight (8) placed in our local STRTP and

one (1) placed at a Supervised Independent Living Placement (SILP).

11) Has your county placed any children needing “group home” level of care
into another county?
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b. Yes. If Yes, how many? Eleven (11).
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CBHPC 2023 Data Notebook — Part Il:
Stakeholder Engagement in the Public Mental Health System

Context and Background

The topic selected for the 2023 Data Notebook is “stakeholder engagement.”
Stakeholder engagement refers to the active involvement of individuals or groups with a
vested interest in the mental health system. These stakeholders include consumers of
mental health services, their families, mental health professionals, government
agencies, community organizations, advocacy groups, and policymakers. Engaging
these stakeholders fosters a participatory approach, giving voice to diverse perspectives
and enabling collective decision-making. Stakeholder engagement is integral to the
implementation of the Mental Health Services Act (MHSA) in California. By involving a
wide range of voices, the MHSA can develop and deliver programs and services that
are responsive to community needs, ultimately improving mental health outcomes and
well-being in California.

Stakeholder engagement offers numerous benefits in the context of mental health.
Firstly, it enhances service delivery by allowing the mental health system to address the
specific needs and preferences of individuals with mental health conditions. Through
collaborative decision-making, services can be designed to be more accessible,
culturally sensitive, and person-centered, ultimately leading to improved outcomes for
those seeking support.

Secondly, stakeholder engagement empowers the community by providing
opportunities for active participation and involvement in the development of mental
health policies and programs. By valuing the perspectives of diverse stakeholders, the
system becomes more responsive to the concerns, priorities, and aspirations of the
community it serves. This active involvement fosters a sense of ownership and
empowerment among community members, enabling them to contribute to shaping the
mental health services available to them.

Thirdly, it plays a crucial role in ensuring accountability within the mental health system.
By involving stakeholders, a system of checks and balances is created, promoting
transparency and holding the system accountable for its actions and outcomes. This
involvement helps to guarantee that resources are allocated effectively and efficiently,
maximizing their impact and addressing any potential issues or discrepancies that may
arise.

Overall, stakeholder engagement in mental health has far-reaching benefits. It leads to
improved service delivery that is tailored to individual needs, empowers the community
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by involving them in decision-making processes, and ensures accountability and
transparency within the mental health system. By actively engaging stakeholders,
mental health organizations can create a more inclusive and effective system that
ultimately improves the well-being of individuals experiencing mental health conditions.

Challenges and Barriers

The effective engagement of stakeholders in the California public mental health system
faces several barriers and challenges. One of the primary challenges is ensuring
diverse representation among stakeholders. Overcoming language barriers, cultural
differences, and limited outreach resources is crucial to capture a wide range of
perspectives. Inadequate funding and staffing also pose significant challenges,
hindering the capacity to hold regular meetings, conduct outreach efforts, and provide
necessary support to stakeholders.

Some other potential barriers include:

e Stigma and discrimination surrounding mental health create additional obstacles
to stakeholder engagement. Addressing stigma requires targeted educational
campaigns, anti-stigma initiatives, and the creation of safe spaces that foster
open dialogue and inclusivity.

» Power imbalances among stakeholders can also impede effective engagement.
Achieving equitable representation and providing mechanisms to address power
differentials are essential to foster an inclusive and democratic stakeholder
engagement process.

* The complexity and fragmentation of the California public mental health system
further present challenges. Effective communication strategies, standardized
protocols, and clear channels of collaboration are necessary to engage
stakeholders from different sectors and align their efforts.

e Limited accessibility poses another barrier to meaningful stakeholder
engagement. Proactive measures such as providing accommodations, utilizing
virtual platforms for remote participation, and ensuring inclusive physical spaces
are essential to address accessibility barriers.

o Stakeholder engagement processes can be time-consuming and may lead to
engagement fatigue over time. Balancing the need for sustained engagement
with stakeholders' limited time and competing priorities requires clear goals,
efficient processes, and recognition of stakeholders' contributions to maintain
their interest and involvement.
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Overcoming these barriers and challenges necessitates a comprehensive approach. By
addressing these challenges, the California public mental health system can cultivate
inclusive, responsive, and impactful mental health policies and programs.

Key Stakeholders

In the public mental health system, various stakeholders play vital roles in shaping
policies, programs, and services. The California Code of Regulations provides the
following definition of “stakeholders” within the public mental health system:

Cal. Code Regs. Tit. 9, § 3200.270 - Stakeholders

"Stakeholders" means individuals or entities with an interest in mental health
services in the State of California, including but not limited to: individuals with
serious mental illness and/or serious emotional disturbance and/or their families;
providers of mental health and/or related services such as physical health care
and/or social services; educators and/or representatives of education;
representatives of law enforcement; and any other organization that represents
the interests of individuals with serious mental illness/ and/or serious emotional
disturbance and/or their families.

Additionally, California Welfare and Institutions Code provides a list of stakeholders for
the Community Program Planning (CPP) Process:

California Code, Welfare and Institutions Code - WIC § 5848 (a)

Each three-year program and expenditure plan and update shall be developed
with local stakeholders, including adults and seniors with severe mental illness,
families of children, adults, and seniors with severe mental illness, providers of
services, law enforcement agencies, education, social services agencies,
veterans, representatives from veterans' organizations, providers of aicohol and
drug services, health care organizations, and other important interests. Counties
shall demonstrate a partnership with constituents and stakeholders throughout
the process that includes meaningful stakeholder involvement on mental health
policy, program planning, and implementation, monitoring, quality improvement,
evaluation, and budget allocations.

Using these sources, we can identify key stakeholder groups for engagement. Here is a
more detailed list of these key stakeholders:

Adults and Seniors with severe mental iliness (SMI): This group represents
individuals who are directly impacted by mental health conditions. Their perspectives
and experiences are essential in understanding the unique challenges they face and in
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developing services that meet their specific needs. Engaging adults and seniors with
SMI ensures their voices are heard and helps tailor interventions to improve their overall
well-being and recovery.

Families of children, adults, and seniors with SMI: Family members are crucial
stakeholders as they provide support, care, and advocacy for their loved ones with
mental illness. Their insights offer a valuable perspective on the challenges faced by
individuals with SMI and the impact on the family unit. Involving families in decision-
making processes helps ensure that services are holistic, family-centered, and
responsive to the needs of both the individual and their support network.

Providers of Mental Health and/or Related Services: Mental health professionals,
including psychiatrists, psychologists, counselors, and social workers, are instrumental
in delivering quality care and support. Their expertise and frontline experience provide
valuable input on service gaps, best practices, and areas for improvement within the
mental health system. Engaging with mental health providers ensures that policies and
programs are evidence-based, align with professional standards, and promote quality
outcomes.

Law Enforcement Agencies: Law enforcement agencies often come into contact with
individuals experiencing mental health crises. Their involvement in stakeholder
engagement facilitates collaboration between mental health services and law
enforcement, aiming to improve crisis intervention and diversion programs. This
partnership can enhance community safety, reduce unnecessary arrests and
incarcerations, and facilitate appropriate referrals to mental health services.

Educators and/or Representatives of Education: Educators play a significant role in
identifying and supporting students with mental health needs. Their involvement as
stakeholders contributes to the development of early intervention strategies, mentall
health promotion programs, and the implementation of appropriate supports within
educational settings. Collaborating with educators helps create a nurturing environment
that supports the academic, social, and emotional well-being of students.

Social Services Agencies: Social services agencies, such as those involved in
housing, employment, and welfare, intersect with the mental health system. Their
participation in stakeholder engagement ensures coordination and integration of
services, addressing the complex needs of individuals with mental health conditions
holistically. Collaboration with social services agencies supports efforts to provide stable
housing, employment opportunities, and social support networks to promote recovery
and community integration.

Veterans: Veterans, particularly those who have served in combat or experienced
traumatic events, often face mental health challenges such as post-traumatic stress
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disorder (PTSD) and depression. Engaging veterans as stakeholders enables the
mental health system to address their unique needs and develop specialized programs
tailored to their experiences. This collaboration ensures that mental health services for
veterans are comprehensive, accessible, and culturally sensitive.

Representatives from Veterans Organizations: Representatives from veterans’
organizations, such as advocacy groups or support networks, provide a platform for
veterans' voices and perspectives to be heard. Their involvement in stakeholder
engagement fosters collaboration and helps shape policies, programs, and services that
meet the specific needs of veterans.

Providers of Alcohol and Drug Services: Substance use disorders frequently co-
occur with mental health conditions, requiring integrated care approaches. Engaging
providers of alcohol and drug services as stakeholders promotes collaboration between
mental health and addiction treatment providers. This collaboration ensures a
comprehensive approach to addressing the complex needs of individuals with co-
occurring disorders, facilitating recovery and reducing barriers to treatment.

Health Care Organizations: Health care organizations, including hospitals, clinics, and
primary care providers, are essential stakeholders in the mental health system.
Collaboration with these organizations helps integrate mental health care into primary
care settings, reduce stigma, and improve access to services. Involving health care
organizations enhances the coordination of care and strengthens the overall continuum
of mental health support.

Other important Interests: The mental health system involves numerous other
stakeholders, such as policymakers, researchers, community leaders, advocacy groups,
and philanthropic organizations. Each brings unique perspectives, expertise, and
resources to the table. Their involvement in stakeholder engagement ensures that
policies and programs are informed by evidence, responsive to community needs, and
adequately resourced.

By engaging and involving these diverse stakeholders, the public mental health system
can benefit from a comprehensive range of insights, expertise, and perspectives. This
collaborative approach leads to more effective, inclusive, and person-centered mental
health services that better serve the needs of individuals, families, and communities.

Best Practices for Stakeholder Engagement

There are many resources available regarding promising and best practices for
stakeholder engagement. Some commonly identified guiding principles and best
practices are:
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. Inclusive Approach: Ensure that the stakeholder engagement process is
inclusive and representative of diverse perspectives. Include individuals with
lived experience, family members, behavioral heaith service providers, advocacy
groups, community organizations, and policymakers. Embrace diversity and
strive for equity in representation.

. Early and Ongoing Engagement: Engage stakeholders early in the decision-
making process and maintain ongoing communication throughout the planning,
implementation, and evaluation stages. Provide opportunities for input,
collaboration, and feedback at various stages to ensure meaningful participation.
. Purposeful Communication: Foster open and transparent communication with
stakeholders. Provide clear information about goals, processes, and timelines.
Use plain language and avoid jargon to ensure that all stakeholders can easily
understand and contribute to the conversation. Likewise, practice active listening
when stakeholders are speaking. Rather than assuming what they mean, ask
follow-up questions to ensure that their input is understood.

. Collaboration and Co-creation: Foster a collaborative environment that

encourages stakeholders to actively participate in decision-making. Co-create
solutions by involving stakeholders in the design and implementation of
programs, policies, and services. Value their expertise and insights.

. Training and Education: Provide stakeholders with relevant training and
education to enhance their understanding of behavioral health issues, policies,
and practices. Equip them with the knowledge necessary to contribute effectively
and make informed decisions.

. Flexibility and Adaptability: Recognize that stakeholders may have different
levels of expertise, resources, and availability. Provide flexibility in engagement
methods to accommodate diverse needs, such as offering virtual options,
providing written materials, and conducting surveys or focus groups.

. Data-Informed Decision Making: Use data and evidence to inform discussions
and decision-making processes. Share relevant data with stakeholders to foster
informed dialogue and facilitate collaborative problem-solving.

. Empowerment and Shared Leadership: Empower stakeholders to actively
contribute and take ownership of the process. Promote shared leadership by
involving stakeholders in the development of agendas, facilitating meetings, and
encouraging their participation in decision-making.

. Recognition and Appreciation: Recognize and appreciate the contributions of
stakeholders. Acknowledge their time, effort, and expertise. Provide opportunities
for public recognition, such as featuring success stories or highlighting
stakeholder involvement in reports and presentations.
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10.Evaluation and Continuous Improvement: Regularly evaluate the
effectiveness of stakeholder engagement efforts and seek feedback from
participants. Use this feedback to refine engagement strategies and improve
future processes.

These are just some of the many suggested best practices and guiding principles for
quality stakeholder engagement. By incorporating these and other best practices,
behavioral health systems can effectively engage stakehoiders, leverage their expertise,
and create more responsive, person-centered, and equitable services and policies.

MHSA Community Program Planning Process

One of the major ways that the MHSA includes stakeholder engagement is the MHSA
Community Program Planning (CPP) Process. This state-mandated participatory
process is a collaborative approach used in California to develop and refine mental
health programs funded by the MHSA. Counties use the CPP process in the
development of Three-Year Program and Expenditure Plans and updates. Counties
work alongside stakeholders to analyze current community mental health needs, issues
resulting from any lack of community services, and current system capacity, as well as
evaluate priorities and strategies to meet the needs of the community.

California Codes and Regulations dictate that the MHSA CPP process should be:
e Based in community collaboration (CCR, 9 CA §3320 and 3200.060).
e Culturally competent (CCR, 9 CA §3320 and 3200.100).
o Client and family driven (CCR, 9 CA §3320, 3200.050 and 3200.120).
» Wellness, recovery and resilience-focused (CA WIC § 5813.5(d)).
e Focused on providing an integrated service experience for clients and their
families (CCR, 9 CA §3320 and 3200.190).

MHSA CPP Processes must include the following regarding stakeholder participants:

¢ Stakeholders (as previously defined/discussed based on WIC, § 5848a).

* Underserved populations. Representatives from unserved and/or underserved
populations and family members of unserved/underserved populations (CCR, 9
CA § 3300).

« Diversity. Participants that “reflect the diversity of the demographics of the
County, including but not limited to, geographic location, age, gender, and
race/ethnicity” (CCR, 9 CA § 3300).

Additionally, the CPP process should, at a minimum include the following things:
« Staffing for positions and/or units to facilitate the CPP process.
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e Training for stakeholders and county staff.

e Qutreach to consumers with SMI and their family members to ensure the
opportunity to participate.

e A local review process that includes a 30-day public comment period prior to
submitting the Three-Year Program and Expenditure Plans or Annual Updates.

The MHSA currently allows counties to use up to 5% of their total Community
Services and Support (CSS) funds to facilitate a robust planning process. This
includes using funding to accommodate stakeholder participation in the CPP process.
All counties are required to use the CPP process and document the Three-Year
Program and Expenditure Plans and Annual Updates. This includes descriptions of the
methods used to collect stakeholder input, documentation that a public hearing was
held, summary and analysis and a description of changes made based on community
input.

The local MH/BH boards and commissions have the following responsibilities in this
process:
¢ Review and approve the procedures used to ensure stakeholder involvement in
all stages of the planning process.
e Review the adopted plan or update and make recommendations.
¢ Conduct MHSA public hearings at the close of the 30-day public comment
periods.

Overall, the MHSA Community Program Planning Process fosters a participatory and
community-driven approach to mental health program development. By engaging
stakeholders and leveraging their expertise and insights, the CPP Process aims to
create programs that are responsive, culturally sensitive, and tailored to the unique
needs of the community. This collaborative effort ultimately leads to the implementation
of effective and impactful mental health services in California communities.

While the MHSA CPP process is an important (and legally required) example of
stakeholder engagement, the principles and practices of stakeholder engagement can
be applied to many different programs and processes. This includes but is not limited to
mental/behavioral health board/commission meetings, EQRO focus groups, and
SAMHSA funded programs.
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Resources

The following resources all pertain to stakeholder engagement in mental health,
including the CPP process. We encourage counties to utilize these resources to learn
more about responsive and effective engagement practices.

e CALBHBC: MHSA CPP One-Pager

¢ CALBHBC: Community Engagement PowerPoint

e MHSOAC: CPP Processes - Report of Other Public Community Planning

Processes

¢ MHSOAC: Promising CPP Practices

¢ SAMHSA: Community Engagement — An Essential Component of an Effective

and Equitable Substance Use Prevention Program

Part ll: Data Notebook Questions

Please respond by means of the Survey Monkey link provided with this Data Notebook.

12. For each of the following categories, please choose the option from the
dropdown menu that best describes how often your county organizes
stakeholder engagement meetings or events.

o Dropdown menu options:

Less than once a year
Annually (once a year)
Every 6 months

Quarterly (four times a year)
Monthly

More than once a month

o Categories:

MHSA Community Planning Process (CPP)
MHSA 3-year plan updates
EQRO focus groups: 2 per year per Plan — 2 for DMC-ODS & 2
for MHP
SAMHSA-funded programs
Mental/Behavioral Health Board/Commission Meetings
County Behavioral Health co-sponsoring/partnering with other
departments or agencies
Other (please specify):

o Crisis Continuum Collaborate

e Children’s BH Continuum
e Opioid Settlement Funds
®
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13. Estimate the number of people who participated in your stakeholder
processes in fiscal year 2021/2022. (Numerical response) 500

14. Approximately what percentage of stakeholder engagement events or
efforts in your county were in-person only, virtual only, a combination of
both in-person and virtual, or written communications (p/ease answer with a
whole number for each, such that the total of the four amounts to 100)

In-person only:15%

Virtual only: 75%

Combination of both in-person and virtual: 10%

Written communications (such as online surveys or email questionnaires):
annually = Consumer Perception Surveys for MHP & Treatment
Perception Surveys for DMC

15. Which of the following languages did your county use to conduct
stakeholder meetings or outreach during fiscal year 2021/2022, with or
without the use of interpreters? (Check all that apply)

Arabic

Armenian

Cambodian

Chinese

English

Farsi

Hindi

Hmong

Japanese

Korean

Laotian

Mien

Punjabi

Russian

Spanish

Tagalog

Thai

American Sign Language (ASL)
Other languages (please specify)

This list of languages reflects the threshold and concentration languages for
all counties as of July 2021 from the following DHCS document: Threshold and
Concentration Languages (ca.gov)

16. Which of the following stakeholder groups have you collected and
implemented input from within the last year? (Check all that apply)

Adults with severe mental iliness (SMI) EQRO
Older adults / Seniors with SMI
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Families of children, adults and seniors with SMI EQRO

Individuals with developmental disabilities and/or their representatives
Providers of mental health and/or related services EQRO
Representatives of managed care plans

Law enforcement agencies

Educators and/or representatives of education

Social services agencies

Veterans

Representative from veterans’ organizations

Providers of alcohol and drug services EQRO

Health care organizations

Hearing impaired individuals

LGBTQ+ individuals

Youth

Other important interests (please specify)

Specific racial/Ethnic groups (please specify) EQRO - Spanish speaking
clients receiving residential SUD treatment

17. Please describe how stakeholder input is communicated to the behavioral
health director, the mental/behavioral health board/commission, and any
other agencies or groups for informing policy. (Text response) Stakeholders
are invited to QIC Steering Committee quarterly to review data and share input;
feedback is provided to BH Director and Senior Leadership team. EQRO
stakeholder feedback is pulled into annual report and posted on internet and
shared with Senior Leaders. BH Director shares information with the Mental
Health Advisory Board. MHSA Three-Tear Plan is provided and posted on the
internet. Many engagement efforts are communicated through the Board of
Superviors in a public meeting.

18. Please describe how your county implements collected stakeholder input
to actively inform policy and programs. Include how the county decides
what ideas to implement or actions to take. Data and feedback is reviewed by
staff or/and Mental health Advisory Board. Feedback from stakeholders then
drives decisions about planning

19. Does your county have a Community Program Planning (CPP) plan in
place?
¢ Yes (If yes, describe how you directly involve stakeholders in the
development and implementation of this plan)

i. We hold several stakeholder meeting to elicit feedback from
the general public and from specific groups and use their
feedback to develop the plan

¢ No
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20. Is your county supporting the CPP process in any of the following ways?
(Please select all that apply)
a) Reimbursement of travel costs for stakeholders participating in in-person
meetings or events.
b) Providing refreshments or food for stakeholder participants
c) Dedicated staff assistance to facilitate stakeholder meetings and
events.
d) Providing information and training for stakeholders on MHSA
programs, requlations, and procedures.
e) Holding meetings in physically/geographically accessible locations
around the county.
f) Utilizing language interpreting services.
g) Holding meetings at times convenient to community stakeholders’
schedules.
h) Providing technical assistance for stakeholders participating in
webinars or teleconferences.
i) Other (please specify)
j) None of the above

21. Does your county provide training for staff on cultural awareness,
community outreach, and stakeholder engagement? If yes, how? If no, why
not?

¢ Yes (with comment) All BH employees are required to complete 7
Culturally and Linguistically Appropriate Service (CLAS) hours per year.
Initial training will include training regarding: Latino/a/e people, LGBTQ+
people, workplace bias, the role of interpreters, physical ability and socio-
economic status. Acceptable CLAS training deepen awareness,
understanding and empathy of marginalized communities, and/or the
language needs of these communities. We offer monthly gatherings to
engage service providers through a Speaker Series and trainings on
specific cultural issues

¢ No (with comment)

22, Which of the following barriers does your county face regarding achieving
meaningful and impactful engagement of stakeholders (specifically, mental
health consumers and family members)? (Check all that apply)

a. General difficulty with reaching stakeholders.

b. Difficulty conducting community outreach to racial/ethnic communities or
other specific communities of interest.

c. Difficulty reaching stakeholders with disabilities.

d. Lack of funding or resources for stakeholder engagement efforts.

e. Shortage of properly trained staff to support and facilitate stakeholder
engagement.

f. Difficulty adapting to virtual meetings/communications.

g. Difficulty providing accommodations to stakeholders.
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h. Difficulty incorporating stakeholder input in the early stages of
programming.

i. Lack of “buy-in” from decision makers when it comes to implementing
stakeholder input.

j.  Other (please specify)

23. Are your behavioral health board/commission members involved in your
county’s stakeholder engagement and/or CPP processes? If yes, describe
how.

a. Yes (with text comment) — our MHAB supports plan discussions in
the public meeting and opens and closes public comment. Many
also attend stakeholder engagement activities and also complete
surveys.

b. No

Note: California WIC 5892 allocates Mental Health Services Funds for county mental
health programs to pay for the expenses of mental health board members to perform
their duties, and to pay for the costs of consumers, family members, and other
stakeholders to participate in the planning process. This includes 5% of total CSS funds
to support a robust CPP process with community stakeholders.

24.Has the COVID-19 pandemic increased or decreased the level of
stakeholder engagement and input in your county?
a. Increased
b. Decreased
c. No change

25. Is there a fear or perception in your county that spending time, money, or
other resources on stakeholder engagement conflicts with the need to
provide direct services? (Yes/No) No

26. What is one change or improvement regarding stakeholder engagement
that your county would like to make within the next fiscal year? (Written
response) Increased number of stakeholders attending regular County meetings
such as the QIC Steering Committee and the BH Equity Committee and mental
health Advisory Board, lean into community agencies and partner with them to
host activities

27. Do you have any other thoughts or comments regarding stakeholder
engagement in your county or statewide? (Written response)
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Post-Survey Questionnaire

Completion of your Data Notebook helps fulfill the board's requirements for reporting to
the California Behavioral Health Planning Council. Questions below ask about
operations of mental health boards, and behavioral health boards or commissions, etc.

28. What process was used to complete this Data Notebook? (Please select all that
apply)

a. MH board reviewed WIC 5604.2 regarding the reporting roles of mental
health boards and commissions.

b. MH board completed majority of the Data Notebook.

c. Data Notebook placed on agenda and discussed at board meeting.

d. MH board work group or temporary ad hoc committee worked on it.

e. MH board partnered with county staff or director.

f. MH board submitted a copy of the Data Notebook to the County Board of
Supervisors or other designated body as part of their reporting function.

g. Other (please specify)

29. Does your board have designated staff to support your activities?
a. Yes (if yes, please provide their job classification)
b. No
30. Please provide contact information for this staff member or board liaison.

31. Please provide contact information for your board’s presiding officer (chair, etc.)

32. Do you have any feedback or recommendations to improve the Data Notebook
for next year?
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09-JAN-2024
Mental Health Advisory Board of Santa Cruz County [Bl3¥a\s

Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors
701 Ocean Street, Room 500

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Phone: (831) 454-220

Re: Letter of Recommendation to the Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors to prioritize the
budgeting of any additional revenue resulting from the Resolution in Support of Property Tax
Apportionment Reform for Behavioral Health services and staffing.

To Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors,

The Mental Health Advisory Board of Santa Cruz County strongly recommends that the Santa Cruz
County Board of Supervisors prioritize the budgeting of any additional revenue resulting from the
Resolution in Support of Property Tax Apportionment Reform for Behavioral Health services and
staffing.

The board greatly appreciates the work of Manu Koenig, First District Supervisor and Zach Friend
Second District in authoring the Resolution in Support of Property Tax Apportionment Reform and we
greatly appreciate the unanimous approval by the Board of Supervisors on October 17, 2023 of this
resolution.

As you know about 49% of Santa Cruz residents live in unincorporated areas of the county which is
higher than the state average of 43%. This places an additional burden on our Behavioral Health
Department to provide the most suitable services, at scale, and offer competitive salaries for the staff
that provide these life saving services.

Again, the Mental Health Advisory Board of Santa Cruz County strongly recommends that the Santa
Cruz County Board of Supervisors prioritize the budgeting of any additional revenue resulting from the
Resolution in Support of Property Tax Apportionment Reform for Behavioral Health services and
staffing.

Please do not hesitate to contact Xaloc Cabanes, chair of MHAB, should you have any questions.

Sincerely,
Mental Health Advisory Board of Santa Cruz County



08-JAN-2024

DRAF

Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors
701 Ocean Street, Room 500

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

831 4543 2200

Re: Letter of recommendation that the county include a line item in the 3 year budget forecast to
allocate/budget $70 million for a behavioral health Crisis Response Center commensurate with the
needs of our client population.

To: Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors

The Santa Cruz County Mental Health Advisory Board recommends that the county include a line item
in the 3 year budget forecast to allocate/budget $70 million for a behavioral health Crisis Response
Center that is commensurate with the needs of our client population.

A Crisis Response Center provides a continuum of services that includes behavioral health 24-hour
walk-in urgent care, 23-hour secure observation and residential crisis services for both adults and
children. Services include state-of-the-art psychiatric specialty ER, including capacity for rapid police
drop-off, seclusion and restraint if necessary and 23-hour observation (for all ages), but is not in a
hospital. It incorporates a call center with triage and dispatch, suicide prevention hotline, and care
coordination.

Currently Santa Cruz County behavioral health care facilities do not have the capacity to meet our
needs and many individuals are sent to the ER and then released, or worse transported to the county
jail where approximately 40-50% of the inmates have a mental health condition and will remain there for
several weeks before being diagnosed. Services for adults and youth are scattered around the county
burdening law enforcement, fire departments, EMS and other responders with finding a facility that has
capacity and is properly licensed to provide services. We are using the most costly services, law
enforcement and fire departments, in the least efficient manner, decentralized uncoordinated services,
to deliver care to our community members in a behavioral health crisis.

$200 million is being requested by the Santa Cruz County Sheriff's office to construct new jail facilities
while $0 are being earmarked to create an ideal, most suitable, Crisis Response Center needed to
provide mental health services to the approximate 150 inmates with mental health care needs and the
entire Santa Cruz community that at one time or another may need services and care.

Why are we building a place that harms people with mental health needs rather than building a place
that heals people with mental health needs. “People who are suffering from symptoms related to
mental illness need care, not cages, to heal and thrive.”

Here is a link to a Crisis Response Center _in Tucson (also see Attachments) that is adjacent to a
hospital. We could create a facility on the Watsonville Hospital campus using this as a model. This
Tucson/Pima County facility was built by Pima County using a General Obligation Bond and leased to
ConnectionsHS as the managing entity (see attached contact list)

Again, we recommend that the county include a line item in the 3 year budget forecast to
allocate/budget $70 million for a behavioral health Crisis Response Center commensurate with the
needs of our client population.

Santa Cruz County Mental Health Advisory Board


https://www.archdaily.com/30369/pima-county-behavioral-health-pavilion-and-crisis-response-center-cannon-design
https://connectionshs.com/tucson

08-JAN-2024

Crisis Response Center Contacts

Connections Health Solutions
e Morgan Matthews
Vice President of Business Development
617 866 0009

e Jose Enriquez
Director of Operations Pima County Crisis Response Center
520 301 2369
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