Juvenile Corrections Technical Advisory Committee

Meeting Minutes

October 6, 2009
Attending:
Glenn Larson, Racine County; Jerry Huber, LaCrosse County; Shanon Schmidtknecht, Columbia County; Jeremy Brown, Rock County; Eric Meaux, Milwaukee County; Kristi Cole, Milwaukee Public School; Silvia Jackson, Shelley Hagan, Margaret Carpenter, Michelle Buehl, Elaine Olson, Sue Boeke, and Ray Woodruff, DJC.
I. Introductions and Minutes
Silvia Jackson convened the meeting and welcomed the group.  The minutes of the May 29, 2009 meeting were reviewed. Jerry Huber made a motion to approve the minutes and Glenn Larson seconded it. The minutes were approved as written. 
II. SPRITE
Sue Boeke, the Northwest Regional Chief gave a presentation on the SPRITE Program.  The acronym stands for Support, Perseverance, Respect, Initiative, Teamwork and Education. The 24-day program follows an experiential education model and is not a treatment program. Sue reviewed the program’s 30 year history and distributed several handouts, including a sample of a monthly schedule and objectives of SPRITE components.  SPRITE has six experiential education staff, two youth counselors and a half-time physical education/health teacher. Youth can earn up to .25 credits in both physical education and health.  The program is proud of its natural-tree Ropes Challenge Course and current certification of the course and staff.  Up to twelve adolescent boys can be placed at SPRITE each month. A primary goal of the program is for the youth to apply what they have learned at SPRITE to future experiences in the community. Goal-setting, choice of peers, and the self-discipline to follow through on plans for education, employment, demonstration of pro-social behavior and paying financial obligations are emphasized during SPRITE.  Cognitive intervention tools such as Thinking Cycle, Stop & Think and Thinking Reports are also used to help youth develop these plans. Youth contribute 25 hours of community service during SPRITE as a service to Wisconsin counties. Those who complete this component earn a letter of reference upon graduation.

Sue addressed the type of youth that benefit the most from SPRITE.  The most responsive are those that are mentally and emotionally stable, but facing serious consequences, such as corrections. Youth with low self-esteem, followers, and those that can be easily motivated do well also. SPRITE helps these youth work on their low self-esteem, trust issues, becoming a team member, the value of hard work and how to use community resources in creating their re-entry strategy to the community. Sue stated that SPRITE cannot accept youth who are prescribed certain psychotropic medications and are cautious about accepting youth at high risk for running away. Also, youth who are physically fit fare better with all the activities and physical demands, but those that struggle become more fit and benefit from this achievement. Lastly, youth who have the cognitive ability to transfer what they learn through SPRITE to other experiences in the community fare well in the program.  

Silvia informed the group that the Division of Juvenile Corrections (DJC) is looking at evidence-based programs in each DJC area and has numerous initiatives that have already been established. She stated that everything is on the table for review and DJC is open to and welcomes feedback. 

III. Legislation
Ray Woodruff distributed an updated list on the status of municipal ordinances concerning sex offender residences across the state. Ray pointed out communities that have passed an ordinance since the last TAC meeting in May. Updates posted through September 1, 2009 included:

NEW ORDINANCES

· Florence County

· Town of Salem, Kenosha County

· Greenfield, Milwaukee County

· Village of Coleman, Marinette County

         DJC BECAME RECENTLY AWARE OF:
· Oconto Falls, Oconto County

· Town of Green Bay, Brown County
Updates posted September 29, 2009 included:

NEW ORDINANCES

· Village of Fox Point, Milwaukee County
· Town of Morrison, Brown County
· City of Colby, Clark/Marathon County
           DJC BECAME RECENTLY AWARE OF:

· Village of Coleman, Marinette County
These updates are posted monthly on the DJC website. 

Ray provided several handouts to the TAC members on pending legislation that would have some affect on juvenile sex offenders.  Several bills were discussed and their implications for juvenile justice.  Assembly bill 27, relating to the definition of sexual intercourse for the crime of incest, was published on 6-05-2009.  The summary of pending legislation included the following:

· AB323 / SB 231: relating to: information provided by a person required to register as a sex offender. A person who is required to register with DOC as a sex offender must provide, and update, his or her e-mail accounts, the Internet address of every web site or Internet profile he or she creates or maintains, and all Internet user names he or she uses.

· AB411 / SB 281: relating to: the prohibition against making, reproducing, or possessing a nude depiction of a person without the person's consent and the sex offender registry.

This bill provides that a court may order a person to register with DOC as a sex offender if the person is convicted, adjudicated delinquent, found in need of protection or services, or found not guilty or not responsible by reason of mental disease or defect for committing video voyeurism and the court determines that the offense was sexually motivated. 

The bill further provides that if the person was under the age of 21 when he or she committed the video voyeurism offense, the court may provide that upon successful completion of the sentence, dispositional order, or commitment for the offense the person be released from the requirement to register as a sex offender. 

Under the bill, if the person is released from the requirement to register as a sex offender for a video voyeurism offense and was not required to register for any other offense, DOC must delete information concerning the person from the sex offender registry.
· AB 432: relating to: notification requirements for persons who must register as sex offenders and who are on school premises and providing penalties.

This bill generally prohibits a registrant from being in any school building, on any school grounds, school recreation area, or school athletic field, or on any school property owned, used, or operated for school administration unless the registrant notifies the school.
Ray provided an update on the Adam Walsh Act. Wisconsin had applied to the SMART office for a one year extension in meeting the requirements of the Adam Walsh Act and it was approved. Ohio is the first and only state to fully implement requirements of the Adam Walsh Act. 

Ray provided an update on the training and education materials pertaining to juvenile sex offenders. At the last TAC meeting draft copies of each target area, including schools, municipalities, and the general public were distributed. Ray stated that he is currently waiting final approval from the Secretary’s office to print and distribute brochures. When ready, the brochures will be mailed and emailed according to a distribution list that is being developed. These brochures will also be available on the DJC website. 
IV. County Training Needs
Michelle informed the group that the first three day classroom training occurred September 14-16 in Wisconsin Dells. There were thirty participants. Twenty-nine participants passed, while one failed but was given a retest. The average scored was 90.5%, a slight increase form past average scores. The trainers commented they felt the participants took the online training seriously and could remember numerous examples from the online training when referenced by the trainers. Evaluation comments included: liked the online training, did not like the online training, classroom training had too much of the same information as the online training, trainers did an excellent job with material, room too cold and not enough snack choices. The next classroom training is set for November 17-19, 2009 in Manitowoc. 
V. Group Process for OJOR/JPRC Issue Identification
Silvia explained to the group the idea of gathering feedback and suggestions to make changes to the Joint Planning and Review Committee (JPRC) process came out of both a suggestion that was made at the WCHSA Summit held in June and feedback that has been heard the past several months from various counties. At the WCHSA Summit, there were two main concerns voiced. The first was the county’s ability to have a voice and influence decisions while the youth is placed at a JCI. The second was the cost of services in relation to the length of stay. WCHSA requested DJC obtain statewide county input using DJC TAC and WCHSA Child, Youth and Family PAC. In addition, DJC should educate counties on the OJOR/JPRC process. Silvia agreed to reach out collaboratively to gain feedback and suggestions. Shelley Hagan wrote Administrative Numbered Memo 09-09 outlining both the JPRC process and the appeal process. 

Silvia outlined the process for today’s meeting: have the group identify strengths or weaknesses in each of the seven categories, write these on post-it notes to attach to paper identifying each category, have a group facilitator report out on each category, report out on issues from WCHSA Child, Youth and Family PAC and lastly, identify possible solutions in helping to make positive changes. 
Issue Identification
Shelley described each category on the Juvenile Offender Review Process sheet. She then encouraged each member to write any feedback, good or bad, on post-it notes and attach onto one of the seven easels each titled with one of the categories. Once members were finished posting their feedback, group facilitators would report out.

Reporting Out of Issues by Facilitators
The following is feedback gathered from each post-it note, along with italicized comments members added:
1. Initial JPRC Meeting (timing of meetings, information provided, who should be in attendance)
· “Decision/Discussion up front about length of stay.”

· Counties need to do a better job of defining their expectation of the JCI. 

· Counties shouldn’t just view JCI placement as a break for the county.

·  “Engage community input early in the placement at JCI – ex. county/courts, schools, family, significant adults in the youth’s life.”

· “Case plan so set in ‘stone’ that there is no flexibility if circumstances change.”

· “Initial reports seem weighted to weaknesses.”

· “Improved information (county issue); deeper information from community-based providers.”

· What information should counties send and what do they actually send?

· Can too much information taint the youth’s treatment?

· Margaret Carpenter emphasized the need to note what information is needed, what programs have the youth already received, what education has been provided?
2. Program Requirements for Youth Released (relevance of programs, sequence of programs)
· “The concern of the use of SPRITE as a mandatory release program when it lacks any evidence base that it is an effective program.”

· “Some services: JCIP, AODA – should be considered as split or replicated into a community phase.”

· “Programming: positive thinking, self-esteem, self-worth; Character Development: addressing the moral and ethical base of the youth will lead to better decision making.”

· “Alternative options if program failed – counties seem to have a larger continuum of graduated responses.”

· “Repeating programming: if a youth fails or is returned to JCI there needs to be a program specifically for them – not just repeat what they’ve done.”
· Why is youth being returned to JCI? Was it for a violation or new offense?
· Youth in Rock County do not return to JCI unless it is for a new and serious offense.
· “Wait list for programs has been an issue” 

· “Psychiatric/Psychological services” 

· “Review of services being provided”

· “The county/community should have an action plan of what it needs to do as soon as the youth is placed into the JCI”

· “Duration of the placement should be based on factors which led to the placement.”

· Hearing from counties that aftercare component is weakest.

· Youth becomes institutionalized and struggles without that structure upon return to the community.

3. Periodic Reviews (length of time between reviews, who should be in attendance)
· “Reviews should likely be more often (i.e. every 60 days). May be done through video conferencing.”

· “Timely notification of OJOR so worker can make arrangements to attend. Also consideration of travel time when scheduling OJOR reviews.”

· “Attendance at OJOR – ‘front-line’ staff representative - often times the social worker doesn’t seem to really know the youth.”

· “Once a youth is ready for transition, include natural community support people at the OJOR.”

4. JPRC Consensus Process (conflict resolution, do counties have a voice, how well do these work?)
· “When youth is doing well and has completed several aspects of the discharge plan and the county is requesting possible release due to changes in circumstances in relation to the family and release is in the best interest, it is a battle.”

· “When there have been disagreements with county/OJOR – they are usually worked out. I feel our county has a voice in the decision process.”

· “OJOR needs to keep in mind that it is the counties that have worked with the families and youth in most cases much longer than corrections and therefore our input should carry significant weight.”

5. Decision-Making by OJOR (retention and release, extensions, what programs to complete or redo)
· “More of a focus on education – most juveniles leave Corrections with 1.5 or 2 credits – any way to increase that?”

· “Transition back to the community for educational services – are IEP’s being done while they are in the institution?”

· “Appears weighted towards weaknesses/deficits versus strengths based.”

· “There needs to be assistance to counties in developing evidence based programs and services which lead to successful reentry.”

· “I do believe that the OJOR should have a consensus process for decision-making but the county’s voice needs to be critical as a ‘purchaser’ of services and the JCI seen as a ‘provider”

- Margaret Carpenter informed the group that DJC has already implemented a change that any youth leaving the JCI must leave with a current IEP.

6. Returning Youth to JCI (what should length of stay look like, what are the program requirements)
· “Focus of the placement should be on the homes and community factors which led to the placement of the youth.”

· “Partnership decision; discussion re: length of stay based on severity of the new offense/crime”

· “Consider graduated responses in community – contact local agency for assistance!”

· For many youth returning, it is not because of their original offense, but due to a violation.

· For our county, they only return to the JCI if it is a severe new offense.

· Need to work more with counties on graduated response.

7. Other Considerations (victim issues, court expectations, community sentiment about youth and their offense)
· “DOC needs to consider developing counties and regional services in EBP for youth.”
· “Shorter term placements need to be the focus in difficult budget times.”
· “There should be videoconferencing used for OJOR when face to face is impossible for county staff, families, etc…”
· “At the OJOR – regardless of which one it is, the county needs to be a key decision maker and participant, not just an attendee! That social worker knows that kid, family, town, etc better than anyone.”

· “Suggestions – often short-term ruled out due to ‘severity’ of offense – sounds like mandatory sentencing.”

· Margaret informed the group that feedback to DJC is extremely important as we will use it to improve. We want the best possible outcome for the youth.

· DJC should review their procedures for youth to see their clinicians.

· Have youth set appointment and see clinicians more often will benefit them versus the youth having to request to see their clinician.

· The need to see the clinician more often for treatment needs should be noted at the initial JPRC meeting. 
Report Out of Issues from WCHSA PAC
Cheryl suggested the group start with hearing the feedback and suggestions gathered from WCHSA PAC to have an idea of what issues have already been identified. Silvia agreed to this and Shelley went through the material as follows:

PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS FOR YOUTH
· Youth are placed into existing programs at the JCIs, rather than receiving truly individualized programming based upon their criminogenic needs.  When youth don’t do well they receive consequences (repeat programs, delay release) instead of a revised plan and new goals.  Community-based treatment is more flexible and individualized.  

· When the JPRC sets the program requirements for youth, the youth is expected to complete all programs in the JCI.  OJOR and the JCIs should be more open to having youth complete some programs after release.  

· What really determines when a youth is released from a JCI is how well he conforms to institution behavioral expectations, not whether he has gained the skills to succeed in the community.  OJOR tends to ally with the JCI staff in favor of retaining youth.

· DJC institutions and field agents must reach out to troubled youth and families and make sure they’re getting the therapeutic services they need.

COUNTY PROGRAM CAPACITY AND RESOURCES

· Counties have improved their ability to treat even seriously delinquent youth in the community.  There are many more programs available, including wraparound and other family-based services models.

· County agencies see youth in context because often they have worked with the youth and family for years before a correctional placement is made.  OJOR and the JCIs see only a small part of the picture.  

· Counties need to share with DJC not only anecdotal information when a youth is placed in a JCI, but also the results of objective youth assessment that identifies criminogenic factors.  Read-only access to eWISACWIS would help DJC staff access needed information more quickly.

· OJOR reviewers need training on the broad range of community-based services and how these services can benefit aftercare youth.

· DJC staff should learn more about community-based programs that serve youth and young adults who have multiple needs and challenges, including the eligibility determination process, so that youth leaving JCIs can access these programs.

· Lower-risk youth who are doing well in a JCI should be considered for early release to the community, where they can complete their required programs.  State and county workers must be continually engaged in release planning.

VI. Identification and Solutions
The committee went around the room to present solution ideas. The ideas included:

· County provide a list of community resources at JPRC
· Earlier planning of discharge; creating an “action plan”
· Involve the school the youth will attend
· Improve communication/input sharing with the school system
· Invite school social workers to meetings
· More discussion of shared resources
- What has worked, what has not
- What have we already tried?
· Evaluate programming

- Create a comprehensive plan

- What JCI and community programs are available for the youth?
· Programming created to meet youth’s individual needs

- Youth not having to repeat programming already completed (i.e. JCIP) 

- Youth repeating parts, but not all of programs (what is relevant to why they were 
not successful after completing program the first time)
· Make clinical/therapy services mandatory 

- Have families become more involved to change negative patterns

· Community internship for psychological/behavioral health students in JCI
· Work more with parents/families.
· Utilize video conferencing opportunities (i.e. therapy)
· Find common themes that the entire team can use to help meet the youth’s needs (i.e. JCIP)

- Cross training on common themes

· Bridge the educational gap

- Create alternative education plans when necessary
· Do more to ease youth into the community from the JCI (i.e. trial visits)

- There are 3 different types of offground opportunities youth can do when getting closer to discharge already in place – inform counties of these
· offgrounds leave – an approved escorted or supervised leave for a youth from an institution, not exceeding 24 hours

· furlough – an approved supervised leave for a youth from an institution, not exceeding 7 days

· trial visit – an approved supervised leave for a youth from an institution, not exceeding 30 days
· Help to create a new “normal” for both the youth and their family

· Credit recovery – increase the number of credits earned 

· Better communication with counties

- Counties having a voice in the treatment plan instead of just getting one already 
       created

- Including counties to help make decisions 

VII. Dates/topics for future meetings
The next meeting is scheduled for Friday, January 22, 2010 from 10:00am – 12:30pm in the Secretary’s Conference Room located in Central Office. 
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