
Case Objective

A complaint was lodged with the OCA on March 18, 2024, regarding 

CPS complaints, investigations, and ongoing cases involving Child 

and Sibling. On June 4, 2024, the OCA opened an investigation into 

the administrative actions of MDHHS regarding this complaint. This 

report provides a summary of the information and evidence 

gathered during the course of the OCA’s investigation.

The purpose of this review is to identify opportunities for improvement within the child welfare system by examining the handling of the 

Child Protective Services (CPS) cases involving Child and Sibling. This includes evaluating the roles and actions of MDHHS staff, medical 

professionals, and law enforcement personnel.

This review underlines the principle that ensuring the safety and well-being of children is a shared responsibility—one that involves 

families, communities, MDHHS, law enforcement, and medical professionals who support children and families. The intent of this report 

is not to assign blame, but rather to highlight areas of concern in the investigative process, inform policy, procedure, and practice within 

MDHHS and its partner agencies, and advocate for systemic improvements on behalf of similarly situated children.
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Findings

Response received from MDHHS: May 4, 2026

Responses

MDHHS Response to Finding 1: 

The child advocate finds during the 2023 ongoing case ID 

153373362, MDHHS could have left the case open to allow enough 

time for Father to make progress with services.

     a. alternatively, an in-home petition could have been filed if court 

         authority was needed to order the parent to participate in 

         services and secure the safety of the children involved.

MDHHS Response to Finding 2: 

Finding 1: 

Finding 2: 

The child advocate finds Montcalm County MDHHS did not comply 

with MCL 722.628d(1)(e)(iii), PSM 713-01 and PSM 714-1 when the 

2023 ongoing CPS case closed after Father did not fully participate in 

or make progress while there was still an ongoing risk to child safety.

Montcalm County will review the statute and policy in determining 

noncompliance with those provisions and implement training around 

case review protocols.

Montcalm County will note timeframes regarding case closings and 

will discuss a process with its contracted private attorney for legal 

determination of filing a petition based on the specific case 

dynamics.

The child advocate finds the closing risk reassessment for ongoing 

case ID 153373362 did not accurately reflect the risk within Father's 

home.

MDHHS Response to Finding 3: Finding 3: 

MDHHS will review the risk reassessment to determine accuracy and 

identify any training issues with the reassessment.
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MDHHS Response to Finding 4: 

1.

2.

3.

The child advocate finds Montcalm County MDHHS closed the 

Category II case ID 153373362 based on the suspension of parenting 

time ordered by the Friend of the Court despite MDHHS being aware 

that the suspension would be lifted once the CPS case was resolved.

This contributed to:

Father terminating his counseling services without benefiting from 

them

The Mecosta County FOC reinstating Father's visits with his 

children.

Father further mentally injuring Child and Sibling during visits.

The child advocate finds the risk assessment for Investigation ID 

158833484 was scored incorrectly and did not accurately reflect the 

risk within Father's home. If scored correctly the case would have 

been a category II requiring the case to be opened and monitored by 

CPS ongoing.

Immediately closing this investigation contributed to further mental 

injury to Child and Sibling during visits.

MDHHS Response to Finding 5:

Response received from MDHHS: May 4, 2026

Finding 4: 

Finding 5: 

While the Friend of the Court plays an active role in the abuse/neglect 

case, the non-respondent parent must work with the Friend of the 

Court to change the domestic orders in the event the CPS case is 

closed. MDHHS will review the communications regarding the FOC 

involvement in this case.

MDHHS will review the risk assessment to determine accuracy and 

identify any training issues with the reassessment.

MDHHS Response to Finding 6: Finding 6: 

The child advocate finds MDHHS closing Category II cases when 

families are uncooperative with services leaves children at risk of 

further harm.

The child advocate finds Friend of the Court (FOC) can be a member 

of the Multidisciplinary Team (MDT) tasked with keeping children 

safe. CPS and FOC can effectively coordinate and communicate with 

one another to safeguard children.

MDHHS Response to Finding 7:Finding 7: 

While there may be situations in which a potential risk of harm 

remains, the level and immediacy of that risk are highly dependent on 

the specific circumstances of each case.

The DHS-PUB-794, Model Child Abuse and Neglect Protocol Utilizing a 

Multidisciplinary Team Approach (MCA Protocol), identifies the Friend 

of the Court (FOC) as an important member of multidisciplinary team 

(MDT) functions.

All 83 Michigan counties have developed and adopted an MCA 

Protocol tailored to their community’s unique needs, following the 

guidance outlined in DHS-PUB-794.

Additionally, MDHHS published the DHS-PUB-1551, Multidisciplinary 

Team (MDT) Collaboration and Engagement Guide, to support 

successful collaboration among MDTs in all Michigan counties. The 

workgroup that created this guide included two FOC representatives 

and emphasized that MDTs should coordinate with their local FOC to 

establish processes for information sharing and participation in case 

reviews.
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MDHHS Response to Recommendation 1: 

The child advocate recommends MDHHS require a CPS program or 

section manager review and approve all Category II cases when there 

is no cooperation or benefit from services. The review should be 

completed before closure to determine compliance with MCL 

722.628d(1)(e)(iii), PSM 713-01 and PSM 714-1

Recommendation 1:













As previously shared with the OCA, MDHHS recognizes there may be 

an opportunity to enhance practice in Category II cases and is actively 

working with CSA leadership and Evident Change to assess; however, 

it is unclear at this time if requiring CPS program or section manager 

review and approval on all Category II cases when there is no 

cooperation or benefit from services before closure is the best 

approach or whether it will have the intended impact.

The department is currently exploring a shift from the Structured 

Decision Making (SDM) Risk Reassessment to an SDM Progress to Case 

Closure Tool which may help mitigate the identified concern. This tool 

has been utilized in other jurisdictions and can be customized to meet 

the unique needs of Michigan children, families, and staff.

The tool emphasizes observable behavior change and the use of 

support networks, rather than mere service compliance. This allows 

staff to assess meaningful progress toward child safety and family 

stability.

The tool integrates safety with family service plan progress, using a 

clear decision tree to guide case closure recommendations. This 

structure supports decisions and reduces ambiguity.

Standardized criteria will help ensure all staff apply the same 

benchmarks, promoting equity and reducing subjectivity in case 

closure decisions.

The tool will prompt detailed documentation of safety interventions 

and behavior change, improving decision making and supervisory 

review.

The tool can be used at regular intervals or when new information 

arises, allowing staff to respond promptly to changing 

circumstances.

The tool encourages the use of team meetings and other 

engagement strategies to assess progress collaboratively with 

families.

Discussions are underway and are expected to continue throughout 

2026 to determine how best to move forward.

In the interim, CPS case managers, supervisors, and local office 

leadership have direct access to CPS Program Office, the Policy, 

Legislation, and Transformation Office, and the Children’s Services 

Legal Division for case-specific assistance or guidance. In addition, CPS 

supervisors across the state frequently use Microsoft Teams channels 

and participate in monthly support calls to review ongoing CPS policy 

and practice, which helps inform case decisions and outcomes.
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MDHHS Response to Recommendation 2: 

Recommendations

MDHHS Response to Recommendation 3: 

Response received from MDHHS: May 4, 2026

The child advocate recommends, if closure does not comply with 

policy, MDHHS require staff to comply with the cited law and policy 

above by submitting a petition to the court.

Recommendation 2:

The child advocate recommends MDHHS hold regular trainings with 

their staff regarding MCL 722.628d(1)(e)(iii) and relevant policies. 

MDHHS could hold regular training on how to handle ongoing cases 

and the provision of services to families.

Recommendation 3:

MDHHS Response to Recommendation 4: 

The Child Advocate recommends that MDHHS CSA consider ways to 

strengthen statewide communication and collaboration between 

Child Protective Services (CPS) and the Friend of the Court (FOC) in 

order to better protect children in cases involving both custody 

disputes and child abuse or neglect.

Recommendation 4:

This requirement is outlined in Child Protection Law and CPS policy, 

PSM 714-1.

While additional training on categories and departmental responses 

could be valuable, further discussion is needed to determine the 

most effective way to deliver this training and whether it can be 

incorporated into the statewide rollout of the CSA Teaming Model.

CSA has and will continue to collaborate with Friend of the Court 

(FOC) in cases involving child abuse and/or neglect.

All 83 Michigan counties have developed and adopted an MCA 

Protocol tailored to their community’s unique needs, following the 

guidance outlined in DHS-PUB-794.

Additionally, MDHHS published the DHS-PUB-1551, Multidisciplinary 

Team (MDT) Collaboration and Engagement Guide, to support 

successful collaboration among MDTs in all Michigan counties. The 

workgroup that created this guide included two representatives 

from FOC and emphasized that MDTs should coordinate with their 

local FOC to establish processes for information sharing and 

participation in case reviews.

CSA maintains a working relationship with FOC and has collaborated 

on multiple occasions to share information about roles and 

responsibilities, improve coordination, and facilitate information 

exchange. This includes hosting a panel of CSA leadership that 

presented to FOC staff on the roles and responsibilities of CPS and 

provided an opportunity for questions and answers.

PSM 713-01, CPS Investigation – General Instructions, provides 

guidance for inquiry into FOC involvement during CPS investigations, 

and PSM 713-08, Special Investigative Situations, outlines 

cooperation between MDHHS and FOC in abuse/neglect cases, 

including what information must be shared, when, and how.
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MDHHS Response to Recommendation 6: 

The child advocate recommends MDHHS discuss this Findings and 

Recommendations report with staff and ask what they think could 

help improve training and case supervision.

Recommendation 6:

MDHHS Response to Recommendation 5: 

The Child Advocate recommends that MDHHS CSA consider revising 

CPS policy PSM 713-01 to require that, when implementing a safety 

plan, CPS consult with service providers working with any parent or 

caregiver who has disclosed a medical, physical, or mental health 

condition. This consultation should confirm the individual's ability to 

comply with the safety plan.

Recommendation 5:

CSA is actively developing a cross-program safety planning policy to 

ensure a consistent and comprehensive approach statewide. As part 

of this effort, CSA is carefully evaluating recommendations from 

both internal and external partners to determine which elements to 

include. This recommendation will be considered in the ongoing 

policy development process throughout 2026; however, there is 

initial hesitancy with the language suggesting “consultation should 

confirm the individual’s ability to comply with the safety plan,” as 

professionals are not always willing or able to provide opinions of 

this nature.

Specific to the identified county for this Finding and Recommendation 

supervisors review policy and policy changes during their unit 

meetings. 

This will be included in that format. Additional training related to 

policy reviews will also include MCL 722.628 (1)(e)(iii). Communication 

Issuances will continue to be reviewed during monthly staff meetings.

Montcalm County MDHHS has developed a strategy with their 

contracted attorneys on how to move forward related to 

uncooperative parents/caregivers.
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Case Objective

The purpose of this review is to identify opportunities for improvement 

within the child welfare system by examining the handling of the Child 

Protective Services (CPS) cases involving Child and Sibling. This includes 

evaluating the roles and actions of MDHHS staff, medical professionals, 

and law enforcement personnel.

This review underlines the principle that ensuring the safety and well-

being of children is a shared responsibility—one that involves families, 

communities, MDHHS, law enforcement, and medical professionals who 

support children and families. The intent of this report is not to assign 

blame, but rather to highlight areas of concern in the investigative 

process, inform policy, procedure, and practice within MDHHS and its 

partner agencies, and advocate for systemic improvements on behalf of 

similarly situated children.

The OCA has conducted a thorough review of multiple cases in which 

MDHHS has effectively implemented child welfare programs, 

demonstrating the dedication of professionals who support families in 

maintaining their resilience and unity during difficult periods. While the 

OCA's analysis focuses on individual cases, the findings presented in this 

report highlight common areas for improvement. The OCA respectfully 

recommends that by addressing these recurring issues, MDHHS could 

enhance the effectiveness of child welfare services and play a critical role 

in preventing future harm to children and families.

A complaint was lodged with the OCA on March 18, 2024, regarding CPS 

complaints, investigations, and ongoing cases involving Child and Sibling. 

On June 4, 2024, the OCA opened an investigation into the administrative 

actions of MDHHS regarding this complaint. This report provides a 

summary of the information and evidence gathered during the course of 

the OCA’s investigation.

Family History and Case Background

Mother is Child (15) and Sibling’s (12) mother. Their father is Father. 

Mother and Father divorced in 2022 and have an ongoing Friend of the 

Court (FOC) case through Mecosta County.

Before their divorce, Mother and Father attended marriage counseling in 

2022, where Mother expressed concerns about Father’s cognitive and 

emotional functioning, possibly linked to his epilepsy. As a result, Father 

underwent a neuropsychological evaluation at the Behavioral Resources 

and Institute for Neuropsychological Services (BRAINS) on July 23, 2022. 

The evaluation revealed significant impairments in memory, attention, 

and executive functioning, along with psychological and emotional health 

concerns. He was diagnosed with ADHD, Persistent Mood Disorder, Other 

Amnesia, Executive Functioning Deficit, a history of Epilepsy, and hearing 

issues. Recommendations included visits to a neurologist and ENT 

specialist, followed by individual therapy.

The family received their first CPS complaint on October 12, 2023, 

alleging Father was causing mental injury in the children. Following this 

initial complaint, the family received eight more complaints resulting in 

three investigations and two ongoing CPS cases.

During the OCA’s investigation, a consistent pattern emerged involving 

Father’s repeated emotional harm to his children, ineffective safety 

planning by CPS, inaccurate risk assessment scoring, insufficient 

coordination between CPS and the FOC, improper screening out of CPS 

complaints, and a failure to ensure Father accessed or benefited from 

necessary services. Each of these factors contributed to the continued 

harm experienced by the children.

The OCA’s investigation of the October 12, 
2023, CPS investigation 

(Investigation ID 152083282)

On October 12, 2023, a complaint was filed alleging mental injury against 

Father towards Child and Sibling. According to the allegations, Father 

frequently yelled, used profanity, and directed derogatory language at 

the children. He reportedly called Child “stupid,” threatened to burn down 

their mother’s residence, and stated he would shoot Mother and law 

enforcement if they were contacted. The complaint was assigned to 

Montcalm County CPS for investigation due to Mother’s prior 

employment with Mecosta County MDHHS.

On October 13, 2023, Child and Sibling were forensically interviewed at 

school. During the interview, Child disclosed significant fear of visiting her 

father, Father, stating that the anticipation causes her physical illness. She 

reported repeated threats from Father to harm her, Sibling, and their 

mother, including threats to kill them and burn down their home. Child 

recounted a specific incident where she and Sibling feared for their lives 

and contacted law enforcement due to fearing Father was going to kill 

them and burn their bodies. Although officers responded, Father denied 

the allegations, and no immediate action was taken. Following the 

incident, Father allegedly threatened to shoot the police if the children 

contacted them again.

Child further described ongoing verbal abuse, physical aggression, 

including having a chair thrown at her and being struck on the hand—and 

frequent threats of violence, particularly if their mother, Mother, were to 

begin a new relationship. She expressed experiencing recurring 

nightmares and a belief that she would be unable to escape if Father 

attempted to harm them. CPS staff observed visible signs of distress 

during the interview, including physical symptoms such as shaking, and 

rocking behavior.

Sibling corroborated Child’s account, stating that Father becomes angry 

over minor issues, yells frequently, and exhibits violent behavior
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such as throwing objects. CPS observed Sibling also appeared visibly 

anxious and restless during the interview.

CPS completed an interview with Mother. She confirmed what the 

children had disclosed to CPS and reported she divorced Father because 

of his anger and verbal abuse. Mother reported that Father frequently sits 

outside her residence, has blocked her vehicle to prevent her from 

leaving, and yells at her. Despite multiple calls to law enforcement, 

officers indicated they could not arrest him as Father had not physically 

harmed anyone. Child Protective Services (CPS) advised Mother to pursue 

a Personal Protection Order (PPO), but she expressed fear in doing so.

To ensure safety, Mother provided Child with a phone to call 911 and 

instructed her and Sibling to seek help from neighbors if Father became 

threatening. Child is currently receiving counseling due to her father's 

behavior. Mother and Child have documented several incidents of Father’s 

aggression, including audio recordings shared with CPS.

The Office of the Child Advocate (OCA) investigator reviewed these 

recordings. In one recording, Child is heard crying and pleading with 

Father to stop, expressing fear for herself and Sibling. In another, Father 

is heard stating, “you can’t divide children in half, so you have to kill 

them,” in a loud, hostile, and strained tone, with no conversational pauses.

On October 13, 2023, CPS records show CPS contacted Child’s therapist, 

Therapist. She confirmed Father’s verbal abuse and threats have caused 

Child mental injury. Therapist later provided a letter to CPS stating Child 

had developed anxiety and a binge eating disorder as a direct result of 

Father’s emotional abuse.

On October 19, 2023, Mother notified CPS the Mecosta County Friend of 

the Court (FOC) was willing to suspend Father’s visitation during the 

investigation. CPS contacted the FOC, and visitation was suspended until 

further notice.

Later that day, CPS and Newaygo County deputies visited Father’s 

residence to inform him of the suspension and to serve a PPO on behalf of 

Mother. Father responded by blaming Mother, accusing her of trying to 

provoke him.

During the visit, CPS questioned Father regarding the complaint. He 

denied threatening to shoot his children or law enforcement. When asked 

about threats toward Mother or her property, he did not respond. He also 

denied throwing a chair at Child or physically assaulting her.

Father informed CPS that he believed Mother had influenced Child’s 

perceptions and described her as being “just like her mother.” He 

disclosed that he has a seizure disorder for which he is taking prescribed 

medication. In 2022, he underwent a neuropsychological evaluation at 

BRAINS, resulting in diagnoses of ADHD and memory impairment. 

However, Father later dismissed the validity of the evaluation. He 

acknowledged displaying inappropriate expressions of anger in the 

presence of his children but blamed his behavior on Mother for provoking 

him.

According to CPS, Father declined to participate in a follow-up 

neuropsychological evaluation, stating that such assessments, “don’t 

prove anything.”

CPS records also indicate that Father inquired with deputies about his 

ability to possess firearms under the terms of a PPO. Father stated that he 

and his father, with whom he resides, own numerous firearms and that he 

holds a Concealed Pistol License (CPL). Deputies informed Father he was 

no longer permitted to carry a firearm and advised him to either secure 

the weapons or transfer them to a trusted individual. Father responded 

that there were too many firearms to secure and that he had no one to 

whom he could entrust them.

During this investigation an “accept and link” complaint was received on 

October 20, 2023, alleging that during the October 6, 2023, visit Father 

threw a chair at Child, grabbed her arm, and threatened to shoot Mother 

and anyone she dated; the current CPS investigator was notified of this 

accepted and linked complaint.

On November 17, 2023, a Family Team Meeting (FTM) was held at Father’s 

new residence to discuss the case opening and services. Father agreed to 

participate in services and was provided with a community resource guide.

This investigation was substantiated as a Category II case, with findings 

indicating mental injury to Child and that Father placed both children at 

an unreasonable risk of harm. During interviews with MDHHS staff, the 

OCA was informed that CPS had not contacted any of Father’s medical 

providers regarding his seizure disorder or the BRAINS evaluation. The 

investigator reported that Father stated he was no longer experiencing 

seizures and that CPS had obtained a copy of his BRAINS evaluation 

report.

The OCA’s investigation of the November 10, 
2023, CPS ongoing case (Case ID 153373362)
During the CPS ongoing case, it was documented the Mecosta County FOC 

had suspended Father’s visits and Mother, and the children were receiving 

counseling services. On November 27, 2023, CPS met with Father to 

discuss required services. Father reported he was arranging parenting 

classes and counseling services at Big Rapids Counseling.

CPS completed a home visit with Mother and the children on December 5, 

2023. During this visit Sibling said he felt better not seeing his father but 

would consider short, supervised visits in the future if Father didn’t yell or 

criticize their mother. Child said she didn’t want to see Father, because he 

was cruel and compared her to her mother.

CPS ongoing spoke with the children’s therapist, Therapist, who said 

Mother was not influencing the children’s statements. She recommended 

Father’s visits be supervised and said family counseling might be helpful in 

the future. Father’s counselor, Counselor, at Big Rapids Counseling told 

CPS Father came to two sessions but appeared to be participating only to 

regain visits. Counselor informed CPS that Father didn’t believe he 

needed counseling or that his children feared him. She recommended he
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continue in therapy before considering family sessions. Counselor noted 

Father had not provided his BRAINS evaluation adding she had concerns 

regarding Father’s ability to co-parent, communicate, and control his 

anger.

On December 11, 2023, CPS ongoing sent a letter to the FOC stating all 

parties were engaged in counseling and the ongoing case would be 

closing. CPS noted in the letter that Father was not benefiting from 

services, as he failed to take responsibility of his behaviors and to retain 

new information and skills. FOC responded that Father’s visitation would 

remain suspended until the CPS case closed.

An FTM was held with Mother on December 19, 2023. During this meeting 

she expressed concerns about CPS closing the case as Father did not 

complete services and FOC reinstating visits. CPS ongoing informed 

Mother that services would continue without CPS involvement. An FTM 

was also held with Father via phone. He was informed the case was closing 

and visits would resume. Father was advised to continue counseling 

services, not to speak negatively about Mother, remove himself from the 

situation if he became upset, and follow the PPO.

On January 1, 2024, CPS ongoing spoke with Father’s counselor, 

Counselor. She reported Father was resistant, had made no progress, 

denied wrongdoing, and saw himself as the victim. She believed he would 

stop attending therapy once the case closed, and he did not understand 

the impact of his behavior on his children.

The CPS ongoing case closed on January 3, 2024. Upon review of the case 

reassessments, it was found the safety and risk reassessments were 

scored incorrectly. The safety reassessment stated the children were safe 

as they were in counseling services and Mother was making efforts to 

suspend visitation. The risk reassessment documented that Father had 

participated and benefited from services, therefore reducing the risk level 

from high to low.

During the OCA interview, CPS ongoing staff stated they believed the risk 

reassessment was appropriate, citing that Father was engaged in 

counseling, maintained stable housing, and was cooperating with FOC. 

The case was closed based on Mother’s pursuit of custody changes and 

the children’s involvement in therapy. CPS viewed the matter primarily as 

a custody dispute, not warranting further CPS intervention, despite 

concerns about Father’s behavior.

CPS did not recommend a new neuropsychological evaluation for Father, 

referring to the 2022 assessment and his current participation in 

counseling. However, they acknowledged he was not benefiting from 

counseling, potentially due to medical issues. They expressed confidence 

that FOC would manage visitation appropriately and stated there were no 

grounds to file an abuse or neglect petition, even though they were aware 

Father intended to discontinue services once the case closed.

CPS acknowledged a breakdown in coordination between CPS and FOC 

and emphasized that CPS should not be expected to resolve custody 

conflicts when one parent is actively protecting the children. 

They considered Father’s visits safe due to the absence of physical harm 

and incorrectly believed that a petition could only be filed if both parents 

were perpetrators. CPS admitted they had no knowledge of events 

following case closure and indicated they would have closed the case 

regardless of Father’s continued participation in services.

The OCA’s investigation of the January 24, 
2024, CPS investigation 

(Investigation ID 158833484)

A new complaint was received on January 24, 2024. The allegations stated 

Father resumed unsupervised visits with Child and Sibling on January 20, 

2024. He was reportedly yelling, calling them names, giving contradictory 

instructions, and throwing objects near them when upset. The children 

were afraid he might kill them due to his erratic behavior. The 

investigation was assigned to Montcalm County.

On January 25, 2024, CPS forensically interviewed Sibling and Child at 

school. Sibling reported his father’s behaviors were the same as before 

and believed Father was hearing voices and continuously threatening 

them. Sibling stated he did not feel safe with Father. Child voiced the 

same concerns as Sibling, adding Father was stomping around the house 

and talking to himself. Child reported to CPS she did not feel safe with 

Father.

On February 8, 2024, Mecosta County FOC contacted CPS inquiring if 

there was an active CPS investigation as Mother had filed a motion to 

suspend visits. CPS confirmed there was an active investigation and the 

children’s therapist was submitting a letter stating the children were 

being mentally injured by Father. CPS called Mother, who confirmed she 

was withholding visits because she believed Father posed a danger to the 

children.

CPS interviewed Father about the current allegations. During his interview 

Father admitted getting upset with his mother in front of the children. 

Father continued to blame his behaviors on Mother, referring to her as his 

wife as he does not believe in divorce, and reported he stopped 

counseling as he did not trust the counselor. Father refused to sign a 

release to allow CPS to speak with his former counselor and declined any 

help finding new services.

On February 20, 2024, CPS met with Mother at her home. During the visit, 

Mother expressed frustration that CPS had not intervened to stop 

Father’s visits and stated she would no longer send the children for 

further visits. According to case documentation, the FOC judge had 

previously dismissed Mother’s motion to suspend visitation.  Mother was 

also upset that the CPS ongoing case was closed prematurely without the 

situation being resolved.

CPS spoke with Grandfather, Father’s father. He expressed concerns 

about Father’s emotional stability after the divorce. He stated Father 

would raise his voice towards the children, but he didn’t consider this 

yelling.
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The OCA’s investigation of the January 24, 
2024, CPS investigation continued

On February 23, 2024, the children’s therapist, Therapist, emailed CPS a 

letter detailing the children’s reports of Father’s behavior during visits 

and its negative impact. She stated Father’s actions had caused mental 

injury to both children. Later that day, Therapist called CPS to inform 

them the children had shown improvement while visits were suspended, 

but their stress and anxiety increased once visits resumed. The children 

told her they felt unsafe and feared their father might kill them. Therapist 

said based on what the children told her; Father’s behavior had not 

changed.

This investigation was substantiated as a Category III case, finding a 

preponderance of evidence that Father caused mental injury and placed 

both children at an unreasonable risk of harm.

During the OCA investigation it was found the risk assessment was scored 

incorrectly therefore lowering the risk level to moderate. If scored 

correctly, the risk would have been high, requiring a Category II case and 

services under MCL 722.628d(1)(d). When questioned, CPS stated the case 

was initially identified as Category II; however, management disagreed 

with the category believing the disclosures made during this investigation 

were less severe and viewed the matter as a custody issue. CPS said they 

were instructed to reclassify it as Category III open/close. Management 

reportedly did not want to assign the case to CPS ongoing because 

Mother was protective and cooperative. CPS said they disagreed but 

followed management’s instructions.

The OCA investigator reviewed CPS’s risk assessment from the January 

24, 2024, investigation involving Father. CPS justified several positive 

ratings in the risk assessment which was based on perceived 

improvements in the children’s reports and Father’s behavior compared to 

the October 12, 2023, investigation. They believed the earlier mental 

injury finding was based on the children’s initial perspective, which they 

felt had since changed.

CPS admitted they were unaware that issues related to Mother’s active 

PPO were still ongoing. They rated Father positively prioritizing his 

children’s needs and discipline based on perceived improvements and his 

agreement to a safety plan, despite his refusal of services. CPS 

management later acknowledged that some of these ratings—particularly 

regarding discipline—were likely incorrect.

CPS informed the OCA investigator that they are unable to provide FOC 

with letters or recommendations regarding visitation. They can only share 

the outcome of their investigation. CPS stated that a formal petition 

would be necessary to modify visitation arrangements; however, they did 

not believe there was sufficient evidence to support filing such a petition. 

Additionally, CPS acknowledged a breakdown in communication between 

their agency and the FOC during the previous ongoing case. This lapse 

contributed to the visits starting again causing more harm to the children.

The OCA’s investigation of the April 2, 2024, 
CPS complaint (Intake ID 188960227)

On April 2, 2024, a complaint was received by CI with allegations that 

Father was making repeated negative comments about Mother in front of 

Child and Sibling, including saying she ruined his life.

During one visit with the children, Father stood in the kitchen yelling at 

the wall as if it were Mother, while throwing objects. He chastised Child 

for hugging friends at church and forced Sibling to eat two plates of food 

after gagging. At one meal, Father pounded his fists on the table and 

yelled at the children for not speaking, telling them he “would not yell at 

[them] so much if [they] were not such bitches.” Father also told the 

children he was excited Mother’s PPO would expire on April 22, 2024, and 

once it did, he could go to her home and also retrieve his guns.

This complaint was screened out stating the reporter did not indicate the 

children were harmed and that a similar complaint had already been 

investigated on January 24, 2024, which resulted in a Category III finding.

The OCA’s investigation of the April 17, 2024, 
CPS complaint (Intake ID 126090279)

Another complaint was made on April 17, 2024. The allegations stated on 

April 9, 2024, Father began yelling at his mother in front of Child and 

Sibling, shouting profanities such as “get the fuck out of my house” and 

“I’m mad at you, bitch.” His mother refused to leave, and Father continued 

yelling and called the police. Child and Sibling later told their therapist 

they cried during the incident and were terrified because they didn’t know 

what their father might do. During a visit from April 12 to April 14, 2024, 

Sibling accidentally broke a plate, and Father responded by yelling at 

Child, even though she wasn’t involved. The reporter noted Father often 

targets Child more than Sibling, yelling at her more frequently. Child tries 

to stay calm when he yells because crying makes Father angrier. The 

reporter expressed concern that Child feels responsible for managing her 

father’s emotions. Father also told Child he didn’t want to see her or 

Sibling anymore and claimed Mother only sends them to upset him. 

During this same visit, Father yelled at Child in Walmart for wanting to 

accompany Sibling to the bathroom. While driving, he screamed 

profanities like “fuck you, bitch” out the car window. His mood shifts 

rapidly—from calm to explosive—causing Child significant emotional 

distress, anxiety, and low self-esteem. After the visit, Child had an 

emotional breakdown when Mother asked her to attend Bible study, 

which was uncharacteristic for her.

This complaint was screened out, stating there was no indication of harm 

warranting CPS involvement, the children were in therapy, and CPS had no 

role in the matter.
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The OCA’s investigation of the June 5, 2024, 
CPS investigation (Investigation ID 

174803579)
A new complaint was received on June 5, 2024. The complaint allegations 

state, Child and Sibling would begin visiting their father, Father, every 

other week starting June 5, 2024. The reporter said Father had been 

mentally injuring the children since 2023 and continues to do so. The 

children are afraid to visit him. It was unknown if Father was still making 

death threats; however, he was reportedly berating the children for hours. 

Father has not completed any services, and there are concerns he would 

continue harming the children. This was assigned to Newaygo County CPS 

for investigation.

On June 7, 2024, CPS conducted interviews with Mother and her children, 

Child and Sibling, regarding concerns about their father. Child reported 

ongoing emotional abuse, describing Father as mentally unstable, verbally 

aggressive, and controlling. She recounted multiple incidents of 

intimidation, including being forced to express affection, monitored while 

using the bathroom, and being subjected to threats and physical 

aggression. She expressed fear for her safety and concern about potential 

retaliation if Father learns of CPS involvement.

Sibling corroborated Child’s accounts to CPS. Sibling described Father as 

“crazy” and abusive. He said Father doesn’t like women and has 

threatened to kill their mother, burn down her house, and harm anyone 

she dates.  He confirmed specific incidents of physical intimidation (plate 

and chair throwing) and expressed fear of his father.

Mother echoed these concerns, noting Father’s increasingly erratic 

behavior and past substantiated CPS findings for mental injury. She 

expressed fear for her and her children’s safety, particularly considering 

her expired PPO, and hoped CPS would recommend suspension of 

visitation.

CPS contacted the FOC on June 7, 2024, inquiring about their process for 

suspending visits. The FOC staff stated they needed a request from CPS 

and would have the Judge review it that day if submitted by 4pm. CPS did 

not file the request with FOC as they were unable to reach Father and 

would try again after the children’s weeklong visit.

On June 11, 2024, the OCA investigator and CPS engaged in email 

correspondence regarding ongoing concerns related to the children's 

visits with Father. The OCA investigator expressed apprehension about 

the children's continued contact with Father and inquired about CPS’s 

plans to ensure their safety. CPS responded that the investigation was 

ongoing, pending input from the children’s therapist, and that they had 

communicated with FOC staff. CPS also requested additional details 

regarding the OCA’s concerns.

In response, the OCA investigator referenced a recording from the 

October 12, 2023, investigation, in which Father made statements about 

killing the children. The OCA investigator emphasized that Father’s 

behavior in the recordings extended beyond verbal outbursts and raised

concerns about potential ongoing emotional abuse. The OCA further 

noted that Father had neither completed nor benefited from services 

related to two prior CPS findings of mental injury and asked whether CPS 

had followed up with FOC regarding the suspension of visitation.

CPS replied that they had not yet reviewed the October 12, 2023, 

recordings but intended to do so. They acknowledged that if Father had 

failed to engage in or benefit from previously recommended services, 

further actions, such as filing an abuse and neglect petition, would be 

appropriate. CPS indicated they would file a petition if warranted and 

aimed to conclude the current investigation within 30 days, noting that 

the case was still in its early stages.

Later that same day, the OCA investigator responded, stating that 

according to the children’s disclosures during the current investigation, 

Father’s pattern of threatening, berating, and name-calling had persisted 

since the October 2023 investigation. The OCA reiterated its concerns 

regarding the children’s continued visitation with Father and cited the 

recordings as evidence of the ongoing severity of the alleged abuse.

A meeting was held on June 12, 2024, with the OCA, CPS and the 

Newaygo County MDHHS Director. During the meeting, the OCA 

investigator reviewed evidence demonstrating Father’s behavior had not 

changed since the October 12, 2023, investigation nor had he completed 

or benefited from services. The OCA expressed concerns about the 

continued visitation with the children with a safety plan in place as Father 

had not been compliant with past safety plans.   CPS and the Newaygo 

County MDHHS Director stated they would take these concerns into 

account as the investigation progressed.

CPS reached out to Mother via text on June 12, 2024, inquiring if she had 

heard from the children during their weeklong visit with Father. Mother 

responded that Child texted her that she was being screamed at but no 

further details. She reported seeing Child at Sibling’s baseball game the 

night prior and said Father tried to start a verbal altercation after the 

game, but she walked away.

CPS records documented on June 17, 2024, CPS listened to the eight 

recordings from the October 2023 CPS investigation. The recordings 

capture Mother and Father arguing and Father yelling and berating the 

children. In one recording, Mother tells Child to call 911, while Father can 

be heard screaming in the background. In another recording, Father is 

repeatedly yelling Mother’s name even though she is not present. In one 

of the recordings, Father yells at the children about the FOC and says, 

“You destroy things when you divide it… you kill people.” The recording 

includes the sound of a chair being thrown and Father hitting Child’s hand. 

Sibling is heard suggesting Child runs Father over with a car. Child is heard 

saying that if she calls the police, Father would shoot them. CPS noted 

Father was extremely escalated, short of breath, and called Child by her 

mother’s name.

CPS attempted another visit to Father’s home on June 17, 2024, but 

received no answer.

On June 18, 2024, the children’s therapist, Therapist, responded to CPS’s
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June 10, 2024, email. She said her reply was delayed so she could first 

speak to the children after their weeklong visit with Father. Therapist said 

the children disclosed “significant emotional abuse and veiled threats” 

during their visit. She expressed serious concern, especially for Child. 

Therapist said she would provide another written statement about the 

children being mentally injured.

CPS attempted another home visit with Father but received no answer. 

Father called CPS 30 minutes later. He denied mentally abusing the 

children but admitted yelling at them on Father’s Day and expressing 

frustration about the divorce. Father acknowledged previously telling the 

children negative things about Mother, which he now regrets. He said he 

had tried counseling but didn’t find it helpful, claiming “the state, CPS, 

and counselors all empower the woman that hates him.”

On June 20, 2024, the children’s therapist, Therapist, reported to CPS 

concerning incidents during the children’s recent weeklong visit with their 

father, Father. Therapist described multiple instances of verbal and 

emotional abuse.

An “accept and link” investigation was assigned on June 20, 2024, with 

allegations stating that during the children’s recent visit, Father verbally 

and emotionally abused them, mostly targeting Child but also affecting 

Sibling.

On June 20, 2024, CPS staff visited Mother’s home and interviewed 

Sibling and Child. Sibling reported that during the visit, Father engaged in 

prolonged verbal aggression, yelling at them daily for periods of up to an 

hour. On Father’s Day, Father allegedly yelled for most of the day, 

primarily concerning limited time with the children. Additionally, Sibling 

stated that while camping, Father burned vegetables and compelled him 

to eat them, threatening to withhold sleep if he refused. Child 

corroborated Sibling’s account, describing the visit as “terrible.” She said 

Father yelled for hours each day and she recorded one incident, though 

she noted it was not the worst. Child recalled Father screaming at her 

during a walk in the woods and staring at her while calling her a “spoiled 

brat.” On Father’s Day, he allegedly yelled throughout the day and 

repeatedly demanded they buy him bullets. Child also reported 

inappropriate sexual comments Father made about Mother and said he 

was upset that Child wouldn’t hug him.

Mother told CPS she was unable to listen to Child’s recording because it 

made her physically ill. She reported that Father had previously watched 

pornography in front of the children and described them as “sitting 

ducks.” She also noted that Father takes Keppra and Depakote, which she 

believes contribute to his anger, and that he failed to follow up on 

recommendations from a 2022 BRAINS evaluation.

Per case documentation, Mother “begged” CPS to give FOC a 

recommendation to suspend Father’s parenting time and was told they 

were not allowed to make recommendations to FOC. Mother reported 

CPS had done this in previous investigations and insisted she could not 

continue sending the children under the current conditions.

CPS staff listened to the recording Child made. In it, Father is heard yelling 

statements such as: “You don’t take the kids from me, bitch,” “They’ve 

become an evil reminder of what she took from me… my fatherhood,” 

“She pulled the trigger on your dad,” and “Don’t blame your father, blame 

your fucking mother.”

Later that day, CPS visited Father’s home. He denied the allegations, 

claiming Mother was trying to keep the children from him. He admitted 

yelling on Father’s Day but said it was about Mother, and his comments 

were misinterpreted. He said the “bullets” comment was a joke. He denied 

telling the children anyone hated them, he only mentioned he lost friends 

due to the divorce.

Father signed a release for CPS to contact his neurologist and confirmed 

he takes Keppra and Depakote for a seizure disorder. CPS created a 

written safety plan with him, including not yelling, name-calling, or 

discussing Mother; allowing the children privacy; walking away when 

upset; and calling someone else to care for the children if needed. Father 

said all firearms and ammunition were locked in separate locations.

On June 21, 2024, CPS emailed the FOC stating Father would be 

substantiated for mental injury of Child and Sibling. CPS clarified they 

could not make parenting time recommendations but would testify if a 

hearing occurred. FOC replied that there was no upcoming hearing.

On June 21, 2024, the OCA investigator reviewed a June 16, 2024, 

recording in which Father was heard yelling at the children. His tone and 

volume were consistent with prior recordings.

That same day, the OCA investigator contacted CPS to inquire about the 

family's current status and whether the children’s upcoming weeklong 

visit with Father, scheduled to begin that evening, would proceed. CPS 

responded that the previous visit had gone poorly, Father would be 

substantiated for mental injury, an ongoing case would be opened, 

services would be provided, and a safety plan had been implemented. CPS 

confirmed the visit would proceed and shared the safety plan, noting 

Father’s agreement to comply.

CPS records show that CPS contacted the ongoing case manager from the 

November 10, 2023, CPS case to confirm what services Father had 

received. The case manager reported that Father had attended three or 

four counseling sessions before the case was closed. CPS noted the case 

was considered a Friend of the Court (FOC) matter, and a subsequent 

complaint had been substantiated as a Category III open/close, as further 

CPS involvement was deemed unnecessary.

On June 24, 2024, the OCA investigator reached out to CPS for updates. 

CPS responded that Mother had reported to them that Father was yelling 

during the visit. The OCA raised the possibility of involving law 

enforcement, citing potential serious mental harm under MCL 750.136b. 

CPS said they would explore that and provide updates as the investigation 

progressed. CPS faxed a Law Enforcement Notification (LEN) to the 

Mecosta County Sheriff and prosecutor’s office.
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On June 25, 2024, CI received two complaints from family members 

reporting that the night prior Father became angry with the children after 

they watched TV while he was asleep. Father yelled it was not his job to 

entertain them, told Child he hated her, calling her names and threatened 

to make her walk carrying jugs of water until she had no energy. Both 

children are afraid of Father and no longer want to visit him. Their mental 

health has reportedly declined due to his behavior. These complaints were 

combined and assigned to the current investigator as an “accept and link” 

investigation.

CPS spoke with Mother regarding the new complaint allegations. She 

stated Father would not let Child go to bed while yelling at her and only 

stopped once Sibling intervened. Father also forced Sibling to read out 

loud the CPS documents and safety plan. Mother again informed CPS she 

could not continue sending the children on visits. Mother later texted CPS 

that on June 24th, Father forced Child to sit in front of him while he 

screamed at her for 30 minutes calling her crazy and a liar. He told the 

children he would stop yelling if they agreed not to say he was being 

abusive.

That same day, the OCA investigator interviewed the children’s therapist. 

After reviewing MDHHS policy and MCL 750.136b, the therapist stated 

Father had caused serious mental harm to the children and appeared 

unaware of the impact of his actions. The therapist said she would update 

her letter to CPS to reflect that Father caused serious mental injury to the 

children.

CPS called Father on June 25, 2024. He claimed everything was fine with 

the children and expressed frustration with CPS involvement. When asked 

about the safety plan, he called it a “joke” and said he wanted everyone to 

“lay off.” CPS reminded him to follow the plan and ended the call.

CPS emailed MDHHS policy office asking if they could recommend 

suspending parenting time through FOC. Policy office advised that if 

Father would not engage in services and safety planning, and there was 

imminent risk, CPS should file an abuse and neglect petition.

Later that day, CPS reached out to FOC informing them that Father’s 

behavior had worsened and CPS supported suspending visitation. They 

also sent FOC the children’s therapist’s letter noting severe mental injury 

of both children. The FOC agreed to suspend Father’s visits and said 

Mother could pick up the children immediately. CPS sent Mother a text 

informing her of the FOC order and she could pick up the children from 

Father. Mother told CPS that she retrieved the children from Father with 

police assistance.

Father was informed the investigation would be opened for CPS ongoing 

case services on June 26, 2024, and he was being substantiated for mental 

injury of both children. He was informed his visitation had been 

suspended by FOC. Father was upset, denied any wrongdoing, and blamed 

Mother. CPS requested Father complete a new neuropsychological 

evaluation; he agreed to participate. Father was referred to West 

Michigan Psychological Services.

This investigation was substantiated as a Category II, finding a 

preponderance of evidence of mental injury to both children by Father.

The OCA’s investigation of the July 6, 2024, 
ongoing CPS case (Case ID 153373362)

Upon reviewing CPS records for the ongoing case, it was documented that 

Father completed a four-hour online co-parenting class through Michigan 

State University, but CPS noted he showed no benefit, continued blaming 

Mother, and took no accountability. He began therapy at Big Rapids 

Counseling but was discharged for being argumentative, paranoid, and 

non-compliant. In September 2024, the children began brief phone 

contact with Father, even though they were both resistant.

On November 7, 2024, CPS filed a petition with the court due to Father’s 

non-compliance and lack of progress in services.   The court ordered 

supervised visitation, which began in December 2024. Father started 

therapy at Compassionate Counseling. After two sessions, they 

recommended Father needed further anger management. However, 

Compassionate Counseling discontinued services after they learned the 

court was involved. Father resumed therapy at a new agency called Life 

Skills of Cadillac in January 2025. After five sessions, he was reassigned 

from a female therapist to a male.

A bench trial was held on February 12, 2025. The Court took temporary 

jurisdiction of Child and Sibling and ordered Father to continue weekly 

two-hour supervised visits, complete mental health services, and 

participate in family therapy when appropriate.

CPS referred Father and the children to Family Supportive Services (FSS) 

for therapeutic supervised visits in the community and at Father’s home. 

These services began on January 29, 2025. On March 20, 2025, FSS 

informed CPS they had difficulty deescalating Father and would only 

supervise visits in the community for safety reasons. Father continued to 

refuse parenting education. Due to Father’s aggressive behaviors, law 

enforcement had to be contacted on May 1, 2025, by the FSS staff. FSS 

terminated services due to unsafe conduct by Father. On May 24, 2025; 

CPS referred the case to New Life Church for supervised visiting services. 

Life Skills of Cadillac reported to CPS Father was “struggling to make 

progress,” and he ended his services there on May 28, 2025.

Father completed a psychological evaluation, and it was recommended he 

attend Dialectical Behavioral Therapy (DBT); this service has started. 

Father and the children have started family therapy at Big Rapids 

Counseling; however, little progress has been made.

During a court hearing held on June 5, 2025, the judge determined that 

Child would not be required to visit Father unless she chose to do so, 

citing concerns regarding Father’s mental health and his limited capacity 

to comprehend those issues. The judge also noted that the matter should 

have been brought before the court at an earlier date. Additionally, the 

court ordered Father to continue to have supervised visitation with 

Sibling and must remain engaged in both individual and family counseling.
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Law and Policy Review
As part of the OCA investigation, the OCA reviewed law and the 

protective services manual (PSM) surrounding the department’s 

requirement for cases to be escalated when parents are non-compliant 

with services, in addition to the reasons a petition can be filed with the 

court.

MCL 722.628d Categories and departmental response: Sec. 8d.- outlines 

the department’s response and category classifications for investigations.

     (1) For the department's determination required by section 8, the 

          categories, and the departmental response required for each 

          category, are the following:

              (d) Category II - child protective services required. The department   

                    determines that there is evidence of child abuse or child 

                    neglect, and the structured decision-making tool indicates a 

                    high or intensive risk of future harm to the child. The 

                    department must open a protective services case and provide 

                    the services necessary under this act.

             (e) Category I - court petition required. The department determines 

                   that there is evidence of child abuse or child neglect and 1 or 

                   more of the following are true:

                              (i) A court petition is required under another provision of 

                                   this act.

                              (ii) The child is not safe and a petition for removal is 

                                    needed.

                             (iii) The department previously classified the case as 

                                    category II and the child's family does not voluntarily 

                                    participate in services.

                             (iv) There is a violation, involving the child, of a crime listed 

                                    or described in section 8a(1)(b), (c), (d), or (f) or of child 

                                    abuse in the first or second degree as prescribed by 

                                    section 136b of the Michigan penal code, 1931 PA 328, 

                                    MCL 750.136b.

     (2) In response to a category I classification, the department must do 

           both of the following:

               (a) If a court petition is not required under another provision of 

                     this act, submit a petition for authorization by the court under 

                     section 2(b) of chapter XIIA of the probate code of 1939, 1939 

                     PA 288, MCL 712A.2.

              (b) Open a protective services case and provide the services 

                     necessary under this act

As of October 21, 2025, the CPS ongoing case remains open. item.” Reclassification of a Case states “A court petition is required if the 

department previously classified the case as Category II and the 

child(ren)'s family does not voluntarily participate in services.”

PSM 714-1 Court Involvement states, “every effort must be made to 

keep families together whenever safely possible. When engagement 

efforts and service provision are insufficient to achieve and maintain 

child(ren) safety, a petition seeking court intervention may be necessary.” 

The case managers are then referred to PSM 715-3 Family Court Petitions, 

Hearings and Court Orders. PSM 714-1 continues on to explain “a request 

for removal is not necessary in all situations. Relief requested should be 

the least intrusive necessary to protect the child(ren) or resolve the 

emergency.”

Factual Findings

Introduction:

The child advocate shall prepare a report of the factual findings of an 

investigation and make recommendations to the department or the child 

placing agency if the child advocate finds one or more of the following:

           a) A matter should be further considered by the department or the 

               child placing agency.

          b) An administrative act or omission should be modified, canceled, or 

               corrected.

           c) Reasons should be given for an administrative act or omission.

           d) Other action should be taken by the department or the child 

                placing agency.

The Child Advocate believes their findings should be further considered 

by the department, and additional actions by MDHHS and other child 

welfare partners are necessary.

Findings
The Child Advocate believes the findings should be further considered by 

the department, an administrative act should be corrected, and additional 

actions by MDHHS and other child welfare partners are necessary to help 

detect and prevent child abuse.

PSM 713-01 CPS Investigation-General Instructions provides case 

managers with directions on when to reclassify Category III and Category 

II cases. For a Category II case, policy states a case must be escalated to a 

Category I when “the family refuses services or has not made any progress 

with services and there is continued and/or heightened risk of harm to the 

child.”

PSM 714-1 Category II Cases states, “if the child(ren)'s family does not 

voluntarily participate in services, a petition must be filed, and the case 

reclassified as a Category I; see Reclassification of a Case section in this 

1. The child advocate finds Montcalm County MDHHS did not comply with 

MCL 722.628d(1)(e)(iii), PSM 713-01 and PSM 714-1 when the 2023 

ongoing CPS case closed after Father did not fully participate in or make 

progress while there was still an ongoing risk to child safety.

2. The child advocate finds during the 2023 ongoing case ID 153373362, 

MDHHS could have left the case open to allow enough time for Father to 

make progress with services.

          a. Alternatively, an in-home petition could have been filed if court 

              authority was needed to order the parent to participate in services 

              and secure the safety of the children involved.
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Findings

3. The child advocate finds the closing risk reassessment for ongoing case 

ID 153373362 did not accurately reflect the risk within Father's home.

4. The child advocate finds Montcalm County MDHHS closed the Category 

II case ID 153373362 based on the suspension of parenting time ordered 

by the Friend of the Court despite MDHHS being aware that the 

suspension would be lifted once the CPS case was resolved. 

This contributed to:

          a. Father terminating his counseling services without benefiting 

              from them

          b. The Mecosta County FOC reinstating Father's visits with his 

               children.

          c. Father further mentally injuring Child and Sibling during visits.

5. The child advocate finds the risk assessment for Investigation ID 

158833484 was scored incorrectly and did not accurately reflect the risk 

within Father's home. If scored correctly the case would have been a 

category II requiring the case to be opened and monitored by CPS 

ongoing.

Immediately closing this investigation contributed to further mental injury 

to Child and Sibling during visits.

6. The child advocate finds MDHHS closing Category II cases when families 

are uncooperative with services leaves children at risk of further harm.

7. The child advocate finds Friend of the Court (FOC) can be a member of 

the Multidisciplinary Team (MDT) tasked with keeping children safe. CPS 

and FOC can effectively coordinate and communicate with one another to 

safeguard children.

3. The child advocate recommends MDHHS hold regular trainings with 

their staff regarding MCL 722.628d(1)(e)(iii) and relevant policies. MDHHS 

could hold regular training on how to handle ongoing cases and the 

provision of services to families.

4. The Child Advocate recommends that MDHHS CSA consider ways to 

strengthen statewide communication and collaboration between Child 

Protective Services (CPS) and the Friend of the Court (FOC) in order to 

better protect children in cases involving both custody disputes and child 

abuse or neglect.

5. The Child Advocate recommends that MDHHS CSA consider revising 

CPS policy PSM 713-01 to require that, when implementing a safety plan, 

CPS consult with service providers working with any parent or caregiver 

who has disclosed a medical, physical, or mental health condition. This 

consultation should confirm the individual's ability to comply with the 

safety plan.

6. The child advocate recommends MDHHS discuss this Findings and 

Recommendations report with staff and ask what they think could help 

improve training and case supervision.

Conclusion
Under authority pursuant to The Child Advocate’s Act, MCL 722.903, the 

OCA respectfully submits this report of findings and recommendations.

The matters addressed in this report must be further considered by 

MDHHS and the Michigan Legislature. These recommendations may 

effectuate positive change and can improve the lives of similarly situated 

children involved in Michigan’s child welfare system.

Before publishing, MDHHS has 60 days to provide a written response to 

this report in defense or mitigation of the action. The published report 

will include any statement of reasonable length made to the OCA by 

MDHHS.

Ryan Speidel, Michigan’s Child Advocate
Office of the Child Advocate

111 S. Capitol Avenue

Lansing, Michigan 48933

Recommendations

1. The child advocate recommends MDHHS require a CPS program or 

section manager review and approve all Category II cases when there is no 

cooperation or benefit from services. The review should be completed 

before closure to determine compliance with MCL 722.628d(1)(e)(iii), PSM 

713-01 and PSM 714-1

2. The child advocate recommends, if closure does not comply with policy, 

MDHHS require staff to comply with the cited law and policy above by 

submitting a petition to the court.

3. The child advocate recommends MDHHS hold regular trainings with 

their staff regarding MCL 722.628d(1)(e)(iii) and relevant policies. MDHHS 

could hold regular training on how to handle ongoing cases and the 

provision of services to families.

http://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(dtjlqd0qrjfwqm1bg3wjtphe))/mileg.aspx?page=getObject&objectName=mcl-722-923

