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RELATES TO Methodology & Implementation Report, Version 1.0 (October 2021)

SUBJECT Enhanced Referral Review (ERR) Process

1. SUMMARY OF CHANGES

This addendum documents the development and early implementation of the Enhanced Referral
Review (ERR) process launched by the Los Angeles County Department of Children and Families (LA
DCFS) in July 2025. ERR reflects a new use case of the Risk Stratification (RS) Model which was
launched in three offices in August 2021. The information in this addendum is intended to supplement
content documented in the earlier published Methodology & Implementation Report.

Section Description of Change Rationale
1.1-1.4 Introduction New section summarizing background, Provides updated context for the
the RS Project, Enhanced Support Pilot, ERR process and reflects 2025~
and Racial Equity Feedback Loop 2026 expansion of the pilot
2.1-2.2 Enhanced Referral New section describing ERR policy Documents ERR as a new
Review context and selection criteria, including application of the RS Model for
April 2026 expanded criteria low-risk referral diversion
3.1-3.3 ERR Procedures Detailed account of office-level Captures early implementation
procedures, challenges, and benefits learning across Palmdale, Santa
drawn from October 2025 qualitative Clarita, and Torrance pilot
interviews offices
4.1-4.3 ERR Monitoring & Next Description of 3-month monitoring plan Establishes formal evaluation
Steps launching May 2026 and criteria for framework for ERR expansion
scaling ERR decisions

Section references correspond to the sections of this addendum; see the original October 2021 report for baseline
methodology.
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2. INTRODUCTION

2.1 Background

In 2025, LA DCFS received and screened approximately 50,000 calls alleging abuse or neglect involving
93,000 children; approximately 30,000 of these referrals were screened in for investigation. During
such investigations, correctly assessing immediate concerns that may compromise a child's physical
safety is critical. Also critical, and far more challenging, is assessing a child's risk of future harm. With
the growth of predictive analytics and predictive risk modeling in other fields, child protection agencies
are increasingly exploring how the increased availability of data and algorithms can supportimproved
decision-making, less biased determinations of risk, and more intentional delivery of services. The use
of prediction models at key decision points has been received with both enthusiasm and concern. The
simple factis that overreliance on any one method for assessing immediate safety and future risk
remains a concern. At the same time, itis clear that the volume of child maltreatment referrals
received each year, coupled with the volume of data and information frontline staff are expected to
review and incorporate, requires new technologies and approaches.

2.2 Risk Stratification Project

In 2021, LA DCFS launched a Risk Stratification Model (RS Model) to support enhanced supervision
practice and oversight strategies for high-risk child welfare investigations. The model was trained using
data derived from Los Angeles County's nightly Child Welfare Services/Case Management System
(CWS/CMS) extracts maintained in the LA DCFS Data Mart. In total, 292 features were coded as
predictors and a model was trained using LASSO regression. A child's subsequent removal and
placementin foster care within 24 months of a maltreatment investigation was used as the target
outcome for training the model to classify risk.

The accuracy of the model was tested using standard classification metrics. Results showed an area
under the receiver operating characteristic curve of 0.830, indicating that the model correctly
classified outcomes in 83% of test cases. More than half (56.9%) of children who would have been
placed in the highest decile (top 10%) of risk by the model were placed in foster care within 24 months,
compared to 8% of other children investigated. Meanwhile, among all children who experienced a
foster care placement during the 24-month follow-up period, 40.8% would have been placed in the
highest decile of risk by the model.

Additional information about the construction of the data used to build the model and the
methodologies used can be found in Section 2 of the Methodology Report; a full list of coded features
used for model training can be found in Appendix A of the same report.

2.3 Enhanced Support Pilot

Since August 2021, the RS Model has been used by LA DCFS to support supervisory practice and
oversight strategies for investigations at the very highest end of the risk distribution. All referrals
screened in for investigation from the County's Child Protection Hotline (CPH) are risk scored.
Referrals with a risk score of 10 (i.e., those falling in the top 10%) involving at least one child aged 10 or
younger are designated as Enhanced Support (ES). The ES designation indicates the need for increased
supervision during the investigation to ensure services are delivered to meet the complex needs of the
families involved. Initially, ES information was only available in three regional offices: Belvedere,
Lancaster, and Santa Fe Springs.

An outcome evaluation of the ES Pilot intervention found that the practice improved safety outcomes.
Specifically, results indicated a statistically significant 23% reduction in the rate of near-fatalities and
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fatalities in the months following investigations designated as ES in pilot offices relative to those same
high-risk investigations in other offices. A preliminary examination of services delivered during the
investigation window also showed a higher average number of services—such as staff contacts and
consultations with collaterals—for ES referrals in pilot offices compared to those in other offices.
Findings also suggested that among children in ES investigations who remained at home, rates of
subsequent referrals dropped.

In June 2025, the RS pilot was expanded to the Hawthorne, Metro North, and Vermont Corridor regional
offices. In February 2026, the Brand, Glendora, Pomona, South County, Torrance, Van Nuys, and West
San Fernando Valley offices were added, followed by Compton-Carson, Palmdale, San Gabriel Valley,
Santa Clarita, and Wateridge in April 2026. The final office, West Los Angeles, was added in June 2026
and will begin implementation in late summer.

2.4 Racial Equity Feedback Loop

As part of the original RS Project, a Racial Equity Feedback Loop quality assurance review was
developed to examine CPH screening decisions. The LA DCFS Continuous Quality Improvement (CQl)
team conducted a detailed review of referrals involving Black children that were screened in for
investigation by the CPH but scored as low risk by the RS Model (i.e., those falling in the bottom 50%)
and met specific additional criteria, including no allegations of physical or sexual abuse, no
substantiated allegations at the conclusion of the investigation, and no case open for LA DCFS
services.

This review of 40 referrals involving 81 children found that many were reports made by mandated
reporters, with the largest number coming from law enforcement professionals. Many referrals
involved domestic violence. Although they were scored as low risk by the RS Model, they were
considered appropriate for screening in because many families required follow-up and services to
ensure child safety. The review recommended that LA DCFS work closely with law enforcement
agencies on cross-reporting and teaming for referrals involving domestic violence, and to explore
possible community pathways for some of these referrals.

3. ENHANCED REFERRAL REVIEW

3.1 Policy Context

Leveraging lessons from the Racial Equity Feedback Loop review process, LA DCFS and the RS
implementation team explored whether newly screened-in investigations falling at the low end of the
RS Model's risk distribution that meet specific criteria might be safely diverted to a community pathway
or evaluated out. Known as Enhanced Referral Review (ERR), the project builds on established LA
DCEFS policy, which stipulates that referrals that have been screened in for investigation may be
evaluated out by a regional Assistant Regional Administrator (ARA) when:

* The same allegation(s) regarding the same incident(s) have previously been or are currently being
investigated and the current referral offers no new information.

¢ After the Emergency Response (ER) Children’s Services Worker (CSW) or Supervising Children’s
Services Worker (SCSW) gathers more information via telephone, itis determined that the referral
should be evaluated out.

* The assigned response time does not meet the criteria for an in-person response because itis an
allegation listed under referrals that should have been evaluated out by the CPH, or the regional ER
ARA does not agree with the referral decision.
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If areferralis evaluated out, the policy outlines specific documentation responsibilities for the ER
CSW, SCSW, and ARA. Specifically, the decision must be documented in the office evaluated-out log
and in CWS/CMS. ER ARAs are required to submit the log to their Regional Administrator (RA) monthly;
RAs, in turn, must submit their logs to the CPH RA and copy their respective Deputy Director (DD).

The ERR process uses the RS Model to flag referrals screened in for investigation that might be
candidates to be evaluated out under LA DCFS policy. The term ERR was chosen to align with the
Enhanced Support (ES) process associated with the RS Model and to reinforce that thisis a review
process thatincludes humans in the loop to consider important contextual dynamics that the RS
Model is unable to evaluate.

3.2 Enhanced Referral Review Criteria

Based on an analysis by the RS team and discussion with agency leadership, it was determined that
the standards for selecting an investigation for ERR mustinclude arisk score corresponding with very
low rates of child near-fatalities and fatalities; account for the operational reality of supervisors
screening out an investigation that had already been screened in by the hotline; and be defensible to
the public given the primacy of child safety.

With these requirements in mind, the implementation team worked with LA DCFS staff to identify ERR
selection criteria that could be operationalized with available structured data. Initial criteria were
adopted for the pilotimplementation in July 2025. Based on feedback collected from pilot ERR offices,
the implementation team has continued to refine these criteria—for example, adjusting to exclude
referrals with a 5-day response time where the hotline specified an earlier response date. Expanded
criteria were implemented in April 2026.

The following table details both the initial ERR criteriaimplemented in July 2025 and expanded criteria
implemented in April 2026 (shown in italics).

Criteria \ Description (April 2026 criteria in italics)

[1] Automated Risk and The RS Model determines that the investigation falls in the bottom 50% of the

Safety Assessment distribution based on predicted future LA DCFS involvement, indicating lower
complexity.

[2] 5-Day Designation The investigation is designated as a 5-day response time (vs. immediate response),

indicating no immediate safety concerns and allowing time for staff membersin the
regional office to review. No investigation with a response time of “5 day by” an earlier
date.

[3] Allegations No children are named in the investigation who have current allegations of severe
neglect, sexual abuse, physical abuse, or caretaker incapacity.

[4] Current Child Welfare No children are named in the investigation who have current open referrals, cases or
Involvement are placed in out-of-home care.
[5] History No adult named in the investigation was the perpetrator on a prior substantiated

allegation. No child named in the investigation was the victim on a prior substantiated
allegation. No more than three distinct prior referrals exist for clients named in the
investigation with inconclusive allegations. No adult named in the investigation has a
prior termination of parental rights.
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Criteria \ Description (April 2026 criteria in italics)

[6] Out-of-County History No client named in the investigation has a possible out-of-county child welfare history
(as defined by a client ID generated before the first known referral date in Los Angeles
County).

Similar to the ES designation, the ERR designation is displayed in the ES/ERR Supervision Tool. In
accordance with the 5-day referral response time, the ERR designation is removed from the tool after
the 5-day window has passed. When a referral is flagged as ERR, an email is generated and sent to the
assigned SCSW and ARA notifying them of any new investigations designated as ERR within the last 24
hours, along with a link to the ES/ERR Supervision Tool.

3.3 Office Selection

LA DCFS selected three regional offices to pilot the ERR process: Palmdale, Santa Clarita, and
Torrance. Offices were chosen based on considerations related to competing initiatives, leadership
readiness, available community partners, and other factors. Participating offices were permitted to
develop office-specific ERR review procedures, with the only additional request being that if an ERR
review results in a referral being evaluated out, the reason for that decision is entered into the notes
section of the referral in the ER tool.

Figure 1 presents ERR counts by office for the five-month period spanning July 14 to December 14,
2025, with counts of all investigations, investigations meeting the bottom 50% threshold (risk scores of
1-5), investigations meeting that threshold with a 5-day response time, and investigations flagged as
ERR.

Figure 1. Proportion of Investigations (7/14/2025-12/14/2025) Meeting Selected Enhanced Referral Review
Criteria

Investigations Bottom 50% (risk scores 1- Bottom 50% with 5-day ERR Flagged
5) response time
Palmdale 524 270 (51.5%) 211 (40.3%) 78 (14.9%)
Santa Clarita 542 349 (64.4%) 265 (48.9%) 134 (24.7%)
Torrance 939 548 (58.4%) 434 (46.2%) 166 (17.7%)
Total 2,005 1,167 (58.2%) 910 (45.4%) 378 (18.9%)

Based on initial (July 2025) ERR criteria.

4. ERR PROCEDURES

4.1 Procedures

To learn more about ERR procedures implemented by participating offices and the perceived
challenges and benefits of the ERR process, qualitative interviews were conducted in October 2025
with participating ARAs, SCSWs, and CSWs. Interviews revealed that offices have developed varied
practices across key dimensions, including meeting frequency and structure, team composition,
prescreening, information reviewed, documentation, work credit, and training.
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Generally, ERR office practices can be classified into one of two approaches based on the frequency of
meetings: fixed meeting or as-needed. Palmdale and Santa Clarita have implemented fixed meeting
dates, whereas Torrance has adopted an as-needed approach, holding ERR discussions based on
referrals that were deemed to meet criteria. The following sections summarize participating office
practices across these dimensions.

Frequency of Meetings

Offices using the fixed meeting approach have one weekly meeting scheduled, held on Tuesdays. In
the office with the as-needed approach, meetings are held throughout the week.

Core Team

Offices using the fixed meeting approach have selected specific ARAs, SCSWs, and CSWs who serve
as part of the core ERR team, with three rotating CSWs assigned to prospective ERRs based on a
calendar. With the as-needed approach, all ER units are trained in the ERR process, so the
participating SCSW and CSW depends on referral assignment.

Referrals Considered

Offices using the fixed meeting approach consider ERR-designated referrals received between Friday
and Monday, relying on email alerts or Screen 1 of the ES/ERR Supervision Tool. In the office with the
as-needed approach, referrals are considered throughout the week as they are assigned.

Prescreening and Selection

In all offices, staff members prescreen ERR-designated referrals to determine whether it is appropriate
to hold a meeting. In some instances, the screener narrative reveals information that disqualifies a
referral from being considered for evaluating out. In all three offices, team members review the
screener narrative to prescreen referrals. In Palmdale, this involves the ARAs and the two participating
SCSWs; in Santa Clarita, it involves the ARAs; and in Torrance, this process is completed by the SCSW
and CSW. In Palmdale, core staff members also examine CWS/CMS history and the Structured
Decision Making (SDM) Hotline Tool risk level during prescreening. In offices with fixed meeting dates,
referrals selected for review are sent to one of the rotating CSWSs; in the as-needed approach, referrals
stay with the assigned CSW. In all offices, referrals not selected for ERR proceed to the assigned CSW
for investigation.

Information Reviewed

In all three offices, the CWS/CMS screener narrative, CWS/CMS history, and California Law
Enforcement Telecommunications System (CLETS) information are reviewed. In offices with fixed
meetings, the Emergency Response Investigation Service (ERIS), Family and Children's Index (FCI),
Child Abuse Central Index (CAC), and electronic Suspected Child Abuse Reporting Systems (eSCARS)
were also used. In both Santa Clarita and Torrance, the review includes outreach to known collaterals,
including the reporting party. In Santa Clarita, this can also include parents.

Meeting Attendees

Offices with fixed meetings tended to have more participants. In Palmdale, meetings generally include
a facilitator, one ARA, two SCSWs, and the CSW conducting the review. One of the participating
SCSWs also serves as the office's ER Community-Based Liaison (CBL) handling linkages to community
providers; the other serves as meeting scribe.

In Santa Clarita, meeting attendees can include up to three ER CSWs, two SCSWs, two ARAs, one
scribe, and one regional administrator, with a SCSW serving as facilitator. Additional team members
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include a hotline ARA and co-located Department of Mental Health staff members; on occasion, a
deputy director also attends.

In Torrance, which holds as-needed meetings, the SCSW and CSW request to meet with the ARA to
discuss the case. County counsel is broughtin if there are any potential legal considerations.

Meeting Length

In offices using the fixed meeting approach, meetings are scheduled for one hour. As-needed meetings
can last anywhere from 10 to 30 minutes.

Meeting Structure

In offices using the fixed approach, meetings are facilitated and utilize a structured consultation
worksheet covering: Purpose/Focus, Genogram/Ecomap Review, Reason for Referral, Worry
Statements, Complicating Factors, Safety/Belonging, Strengths/Protective Factors, Gray Areas,
Current Ranking (1-10), and Next Steps. Scribes are used to record notes. As-needed meetings, by
contrast, are unstructured and dynamic consultations in which the SCSW and CSW present
information and the ARA may recommend additional information gathering before a decision is made.

Meeting Decision

At the end of the ERR meeting, in all offices, the decision to continue with the investigation, evaluate
out, or evaluate out with linkages is made by consensus vote of those present. In Santa Clarita, the
team uses a scale of 1-10 to rank the risk or safety of the situation.

Evaluate Out: In all offices, when the decision is made to evaluate out with or without linkages,
members of the core team complete the steps in CWS/CMS required for evaluating out and send the
referral to the ARA for approval, including logging all contacts. Required information is also entered
into the evaluated-out log. In offices with fixed meetings, information regarding attendees and the
decision is documented on the consultation worksheet, which is uploaded to the referral in CWS/CMS.
In Santa Clarita and Torrance, the evaluated-out decision, reason from the evaluated-out log, and
CWS/CMS evaluated-out justification reason are also documented in the ES/ERR Supervision Tool
notes section.

Evaluate Out with Service Linkage: Each office handles service linkages differently. In Palmdale,
because the CBL is a meeting attendee, community pathways are used to link the family when service
linkages are required. In both Santa Clarita and Torrance, staff refer families to service agencies with
which they already have relationships.

Referrals Not Evaluated Out: In all offices, if areferral is not evaluated out, the assigned CSW
proceeds with the investigation. In offices using the fixed meeting approach, the assigned CSW is
notified and granted access to notes and documentation created as part of the ERR. In Torrance, the
CSW who completed the ERR continues with the investigation.

Work Credit

In Torrance, if the CSW completes the early information gathering presented for the ERR and the
decision is made to evaluate out, they receive Immediate Response (IR) credit for that portion of the
investigation. Other pilot offices are not currently offering work credit.

Training

Because the supervision consultation process is well developed in most offices, staff members do not
feel that extensive training on that practice is required. Staff members noted that procedures should
not be too prescriptive and that practice should be tailored to specific offices. Staff did report that
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additional training about worry and danger statements and identifying protective factors might help
support ERR work, as would training regarding LA DCFS's policy regarding evaluating out referrals after
screen-in.

4.2 Challenges

Office staff members were asked about the challenges of implementing ERR. Responses can be
grouped into the following areas: ERR designation, email alerts, staffing, community participation,
work credit, and the ES/ERR Supervision Tool.

ERR Designation

All three offices reported that the ERR designation sometimes emerges for neglect referrals where the
screener narrative reveals circumstances that require investigation—typically situations with limited
CWS/CMS history, resulting in a low model score.

Email Alerts

All three offices reported that while email alerts are useful, the timing of alerts can present challenges.
In particular, alerts are sent the day after a referral is received, by which time a worker may have
already gone out to contact the family, even if it is a 5-day. Offices have worked around this in different
ways. In Palmdale and Santa Clarita, assignment teams flag potential ERR candidates based on
allegations, which can later be cross-referenced with email alerts. The email timing issue poses
special challenges for Torrance because of the office's 4/40 work schedule, which can delay a review
until Day 4 or 5. To prevent this, ARAs try to identify these situations and contact CSWs directly when
an alertis received.

Staffing

In offices with fixed meetings scheduled on Tuesdays, the CSW assigned to the review typically has
only one day to gather information and prepare, limiting the number of referrals that can be reviewed.
Offices with fixed meetings would like to add more weekly meetings, but staffing is difficult. Torrance
determined that fixed meetings were not feasible given its high referral volume and 4/40 work
schedule, and adopted an as-needed meeting approach instead.

Community Participation

Offices with fixed meetings find it challenging to include community representatives in ERR meetings.
In Palmdale, staff members reported that community partners felt underutilized due to the limited
number of meetings and frequent cancellations; to maintain positive working relationships, they no
longer ask them to participate. Santa Clarita would like to invite community members and service
providers to attend but finds it challenging to schedule on short notice.

Work Credit

CSWs spend real time gathering information for ERR discussions. If the decision is made to evaluate
out, without credit for this work, they go right back into the assignment rotation, which might
disincentivize participation. Torrance now gives IR credit to CSWs for this portion of the investigation.
To guard against credits incentivizing CSWs to consider evaluating out referrals without proper vetting,
SCSWs prescreen and only forward those they feel qualify for ERR.

ES/ERR Supetrvision Tool

Palmdale staff members do not utilize Screen 1 of the ES/ERR Supervision Tool because the office view
does not listreferrals by SCSW; instead, the ARA has to select each SCSW separately, which can be
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tedious. ARAs in Santa Clarita and Torrance do use Screen 1. None of the offices utilize Screen 2, as
CSWs do not have access to the tool and SCSWs generally need to confirm detailed information
directly from CWS/CMS. Staff noted that it could be useful to track information on reasons they do not
select referrals for review and for those they select but do not evaluate out.

4.3 Benefits

Office staff members were also asked about the benefits of ERR. Responses can be grouped into the
following areas: best interest of families, streamlined practice, critical thinking, shared decision-
making, best practice, richer information, and community engagement.

Best Interest of Families

Two offices mentioned that when a referral is evaluated out after ERR, itis beneficial because families
do not need to be involved in an unnecessary investigation. Palmdale staff members noted that ERR
meetings have helped staff be open minded and think about how families can benefit from linkages
and whatis in their best interest.

Streamlined Practice

Staff members in Santa Clarita noted that before ERR, the office was already making use of the existing
LA DCFS evaluated-out policy by having CSWs and SCSWs contact the ARA when they felt a referral
could be evaluated out. Having referrals flagged in the ES/ERR tool makes the selection of referrals to
review much more streamlined.

Critical Thinking

Palmdale staff members noted that the ERR process closely aligns with LA DCFS's focus on critical
thinking and looking at protective factors from a strengths-based perspective. Torrance staff members
noted that with ERR, workers are thinking more critically about each referral and thinking outside the
box rather than immediately going out to investigate.

Shared Decision-Making

Staff members in Palmdale and Torrance identified shared decision-making as a key benefit of ERR.
Better conversations occur when staff members are participating and brainstorming ideas. Taking time
to have a dialogue can lead to more effective practice because staff members bring different
experiences and perspectives. This shared accountability also helps the decision-making process feel
safer.

Best Practice

Staff members in Torrance noted that the ERR process promotes due diligence and creates good
habits and thorough casework habits. Workers should always be looking at referrals as early as
possible and reviewing prior history in detail; ERR has reinforced the importance of doing so and
contacting collaterals who can provide detailed information.

Richer Information

Staff members in Palmdale and Torrance indicated that the information created by ERR is useful and
reflects strong practice. Being able to do an in-depth review and articulate rich information to their
SCSW or ARAis very helpful. If areferral is evaluated out and the family is reported again, the
consultation worksheet uploaded to CWS/CMS makes that information available. If the referralis not
evaluated out, the ER CSW has more information about the family and can make initial contact more
meaningful.
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Community Engagement

Staff members in Palmdale reported that including the ER CBL in the fixed meeting has been
particularly valuable. The CBL has access to all community agencies in the Service Planning Area (SPA)
and the application through which community referrals are made. Prior to this, if a referral was
evaluated out with services, the ARA was required to request linkages through the hotline. With the
CBL participating, if the decision is made to evaluate out, linkages can begin immediately and services
can be tailored to the client's needs.

5. ERR MONITORING & NEXT STEPS

5.1 ERR Monitoring

The implementation team is planning an ERR monitoring period to document ERR meeting decisions
and practices and assess the efficacy of the process. The monitoring will run for three months starting
in May 2026, and will include the Santa Fe Springs office, which began implementing ERR in February
2026.

On aweekly basis, ARAs in participating offices will receive a list of referrals flagged as ERR and will be
asked to report the following information for each:

¢ Whether a preliminary ERR eligibility review was completed

¢ The ERR eligibility review decision, whether the referral was deemed eligible, and the rejection
rationale for those deemed not eligible

e For referrals deemed eligible, whether a review meeting was held
¢ For referrals with an ERR meeting, the date of the meeting and number of attendees

¢ ERR review meeting decision (evaluated out, evaluated out with services, or continue with the
investigation)

¢ For evaluated-out referrals, reason code from the LA DCFS evaluated-out log (A1-A8)
¢ For evaluated-out-with-services referrals, the type of service(s)

e For continue-with-investigation referrals, the reason and investigation conclusion

In addition to these questions, the monitoring will link referrals to CWS/CMS to examine subsequent
referrals and investigation outcomes for victims on ERR-flagged referrals and analyze results by ER
decision type.

5.2 Next Steps

Findings from the monitoring period will inform decisions about scaling ERR to additional regional
offices.

5.3 Conclusion

This initial review demonstrates that the ERR process is consistent with LA DCFS policy on evaluating
out low-risk referrals. Participating offices have adopted two primary approaches: fixed meetings or as-
needed meetings. Both have benefits and challenges. Fixed meetings provide a structured framework
for shared decision-making; however, because of the large number of attendees required, fewer
meetings can be held. The as-needed structure allows offices to consider more ERR referrals, though
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fewer staff members have input into decision-making. Offices identified several technical challenges
that might be addressed to improve the ERR process.

The stakes of decisions made by LA DCFS cannot be overstated. Correctly assessing the immediate
concerns of an allegation of abuse or neglect is critical—yet equally as important and far more
challenging is the system's ability to assess a child's risk of future harm. This initial trial of ERR has
successfully demonstrated a willingness on the part of frontline staff members to use an automated
algorithm to revisit initial screening decisions. Importantly, this differentiated and data-driven
approach means that decisions that are often made in a matter of minutes with very partial information
communicated from the reporting party to the hotline can receive a secondary review. It also
underscores that automated algorithms represent a scalable tool for right-sizing the system while
surfacing unwarranted variation at the front end of the system.
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