Juvenile Corrections Technical Advisory Committee

Meeting Minutes

August 10, 2010
Attending:
Pam Eitland, Vernon County; Dave Schoonover, La Crosse County; Sarah Diedrick-Kasdorf, WCA; Peter Schuler, Waukesha County; Pat Schanen, Douglas County; Terri Smyth-Magnus, Jefferson County; Mark Mertens, Outagamie County; Larry Winter, Chippewa County; Lynn Green, Dane County; Silvia Jackson, Audrian Brown, Elaine Olson, Gretchen Kubnick, and Michelle Buehl, DJC. Via telephone – Eric Meaux, Milwaukee County.
Guests: 
David Steinberg, Superintendent of La Crosse Juvenile Detention Facility; Greg Robbins, Executive Director of LSS Children, Youth & Family Line of Service; Heather Yeager, Director of LSS Children, Youth & Family Line of Service; Elizabeth Buchan, LSS External VP of Government Relations and Advocacy; Grace Roberts, Sex Offender Registry Supervisor, and Kim Knapp, Sex Offender Registry Supervisor, DOC 
I. Introductions and Minutes
Silvia Jackson convened the meeting and welcomed the group.  The minutes of the January 22, 2010 meeting were reviewed. Lynn Green made a motion to approve the minutes and Mark Mertens seconded it. The minutes were approved as written. 
II. Update on Governor’s Juvenile Corrections Review Committee
Silvia Jackson provided a brief background of the Governor’s Juvenile Corrections Review Committee and disseminated copies of the final report. Governor Doyle appointed an eleven member committee to assess the male juvenile correctional institutions and provide recommendations regarding the best correctional environment for delinquent youth to enable them to learn, grow, and change their behavior for successful community reintegration. 
The Committee met seven times between April 19 and June 21, 2010. They toured both male juvenile correctional institutions and heard testimony from key stakeholders in the juvenile justice system, including WCHSA, WCA, AFSCME and WEAC. DJC provided to the committee a full range of data on treatment and education programs, youth demographics, program outcomes, youth complaints and parent visitation.
The committee generated a final report with five key recommendations:

1. The committee believes that it is not fiscally or programmatically feasible to continue to operate two male juvenile correctional institutions and that the department should proceed with consolidation of Ethan Allen and Lincoln Hills as a first step toward significant system change. The committee does not make a formal recommendation as to which JCI should be closed (see Discussion under Options Considered and Voting Process).

2. The committee recommends that the department appoint an advisory group to assist with transition/consolidation efforts if/when they occur. This committee may be made up of parents, county staff, service providers, members of the faith community, youth advocates, or others who have a stake in the success of the transition. The immediate purpose of the advisory group is to assist the department in making a transition that maintains the high quality of existing programs and supports communications with critical stakeholders.

3. The committee recommends that following the transition/consolidation attention be turned to a collaborative process with counties to revisit opportunities for continued improvements in the juvenile justice system including improvements in the Youth Aids funding system and potentially suggesting alternative funding options.

4. The committee recommends that additional fiscal measures be taken to lower or slow the rate of growth in the daily rate(s), including: (1) utilizing funds from general school aids to pay an appropriate share of the school costs at the institutions, (2) funds generated through participation in the federally supported school breakfast/lunch program be applied as revenue to the division, and (3) appropriate fixed operational costs (e.g. utilities and maintenance costs) be supported by general program revenue rather than being included in the daily rate(s).

5. The Committee commends DJC Administrator Margaret Carpenter for the changes that have been made over the last 18-20 months in the division and makes a recommendation that Margaret Carpenter be retained as DJC Administrator in the next administration.
This report was sent to the Governor. No decision has been made.

Mark Mertens described his experience on the committee as an excellent process to be a part of. He felt the committee reviewed as much data as they could. He noted the three judges on the committee recused themselves from voting. He was not sure if their ability to vote was known when the committee was appointed. A vote in favor of closing one of the male juvenile institutions required six of eleven votes. The committee voted five to three in favor of closing Ethan Allen School. They voted three to five in favor of closing Lincoln Hills School.  Mark expressed the need for a timely response from the Governor.
Sarah Diedrick-Kasdorf agreed a quick decision is necessary. Counties are currently working on their 2011 budgets and will need to plan for the projected increase to the daily rate. If the current administration does not make a decision and it goes to the legislature, there will be bigger financial implications for counties. 
Sarah told the group that the Health and Human Services subcommittee of WCA voted to recommend closure of EAS. She also indicated that WCA board members will be looking at the matter and they will get an options paper to review. 
III. County Compliance with Sex Offender Registry Procedures
Grace Roberts introduced herself and Kim Knapp. Grace and Kim are the Sex Offender Registry Supervisors for Wisconsin. Grace informed the group that there are currently 21,500 sex offender registrants, which increases by 100-140 per month. A handout was provided that lists thirty-one registerable offenses. For juveniles, there is a fifteen year mandatory registration post discharge from supervision. Grace disseminated another handout that listed the number of compliant and non-compliant juvenile adjudication registrants by county. A letter is mailed to the registrant each year. They must return the letter in ten days, even if their personal information has not changed. If the registrant fails to return this letter or notify the registry of any changes in address, work, or school within 10 days, they become noncompliant.

Grace provided a third handout which listed sex offender registry specialist contact information by county. These specialists are available to provide training for each county upon request. 

An issue arose about the retention of juvenile records and how this may affect prosecution of noncompliance in the future. Some counties destroy their records after a period of years. Some counties require the dispositional order when a registrant is referred for noncompliance prosecution. Sarah informed the group that the State Public Records Board has approved WCA’s model ordinance for records retention and disposition. She will see if they are willing to make a recommendation to counties on records retention for juvenile sex offenders. Counties are supposed to go to the State Public Records Board every ten years. Silvia suggested to Grace that an advisory memo be disseminated to counties on this topic, which may help to inform counties and assure that needed records are available to prosecute non-compliance with the sex offender registry. Grace encouraged the committee to review this last handout so they are aware of non-compliant cases in their county. Silvia asked the committee if this was something they wanted DJC to pursue. The committee agreed it was. Pam Eitland suggested contacting the Director of the State Courts Office as well. Silvia committed to coordinate with Sarah from WCA and Grace Roberts on issuing an advisory memo to counties. 

IV. Sex Offender Grant Update and Municipal Ordinances
Gretchen Kubnick provided an update on the Wisconsin High Risk Juvenile Sex Offender Reentry Project. The direct service piece of the grant will come to an end June 30, 2011. This grant is available for both county and state provided aftercare, but has only been utilized by state provided aftercare youth to date. Most of the youth in the grant are serious juvenile offenders. 

Gretchen distributed an updated list on the status of municipal ordinances concerning sex offender residences and pointed out communities that have passed an ordinance. Updates posted through June 21, 2010 included:
NEW ORDINANCES

· Village of Fredonia, Ozaukee County
· City of De Pere, Brown County
         DJC BECAME RECENTLY AWARE OF:
· Village of Osceola, Polk County

· City of Plymouth, Sheboygan County
· Town of Glenmore, Brown County

These updates are posted monthly on the DJC website. 
Gretchen provided a handout on the supplemental guidelines for sex offender registration notification regarding the Adam Walsh Act. This supplement allows jurisdictions to use their discretion to exempt information concerning juvenile sex offenders from the public website. Currently only three states – Delaware, Florida, and Ohio are in compliance with the Adam Walsh Act. Wisconsin, along with the other states have all applied for and received an extension to meeting the requirements. All states need to be in compliance by July 1, 2011. 
V. Exploration of New Partnerships with Lutheran Social Services
Lutheran Social Services (LSS) approached Margaret Carpenter and Silvia to discuss strengthening collaborative relationships with DJC and counties. Silvia felt the TAC was a good avenue to pursue this discussion. Greg Robbins and Heather Yeager informed the committee that LSS wants to be responsive to changes in the field. They worked two years ago to change to six “lines of service” across the state to be more fluid and responsive in bringing resources together. LSS is looking to extend out and explore new avenues and operations to be involved with. LSS held a meeting with Shawano County human services and law enforcement to discuss what the needs are for those youth who seem stuck in the “revolving door” and to create better partnerships. LSS felt it would be important to meet with DJC because the systems are parallel and many of the same tools are used. 
LSS recently closed their Homme Youth and Family Neillsville Campus due to low referrals. They are hoping to explore what unmet needs counties have so service gaps can be identified and filled. Silvia asked the committee members to go around the table and identify any unmet needs in each of their counties.

Waukesha County - Peter Schuler informed the group that Waukesha County has always been seen as the second wealthiest county, but even they are facing $1.8 million in budget cuts, including staff too. The cost of placements continues to increase. Peter identified a need to continue to build innovative partnerships for service and to develop more robust services, especially for families with more complex needs. He can see changes in workforce; there are more people with less experience. Peter commented that the Family Partnership Initiative program works well. 

La Crosse County – Dave Schoonover informed the group that La Crosse County has a good working relationship with LSS. The YES program from LSS has worked well in his county. Dave stated that La Crosse County is lucky in that they have a full box of tools to use in working with youth and their families. They will not be able to add any new tools, but they have not lost any yet either. La Crosse County has a crisis unit with on-call workers to help meet needs. They also have access to Attic Correctional as an intensive supervision program, where delinquents can receive mental health services. They do see a need for more re-entry services for youth leaving the juvenile correctional institution. 
Dane County – Lynn Green informed the group that Dane County is losing prevention and early intervention dollars as a result of a decreasing budget. They are worried about the long term impact this may cause. 

Douglas County – Pat Schanen stated that Douglas County uses Brighter Futures, but the county could benefit from more treatment foster homes. 
Chippewa County – Larry Winter talked about the proactive special needs unit in Chippewa County that services younger kids with mental health issues, helping to prevent future placement in the juvenile justice system. Larry brought up the children’s waiver program and how many counties have benefited from it. Some smaller counties are not accessing the waiver program because they need an infrastructure to do so. Chippewa County is seeing an increase in the request for court extensions. They use the YES program through LSS, but could benefit from a “next step” after the YES program. He also mentioned the need to take treatment programs outside of the county. La Crosse County would like to see a sex offender program/model that could go across county lines too. They see a need for more technical expertise to support teams. Is there room to look at a psychiatry connection, where the psychiatry is administered in one area, but there is more of a local presence in many areas. Counties could benefit from the expertise of the residential staff if it could be brought into the community. With the closure of the Homme Neillsville and potential future closing of a JCI, is it possible to place these staff in the community so youth and families can benefit from their expertise?

LSS - Greg Robbins responded that they have tried to relocate some staff to the Wittenberg Campus, but once the staff is disbanded, that expertise is lost. LSS would like to extend the idea of FPI and YES. How do they move kids quickly into the community? They do use a quick crisis intervention unit at Homme. In looking at meeting unmet needs, transportation cannot be a barrier.  If you remove that issue, then what services can be provided. Also, there seems to be a downward trend for residential placement. Group homes cannot access waiver funds, but treatment foster homes can do so.
Dave Schoonover pointed out that with the passing of Act 79 [Under the Fostering Connections Act, within 30 days after a child’s removal from the custody of the parent, the State must exercise due diligence to identify and provide notice to all adult relatives of the

child regarding that removal and provide information regarding options for becoming a placement option or otherwise participating in the child’s life, and access to payments or services for such participation. [Ref. ss. 48.21(5)(e), 48.355(2)(cm), and 48.357(2v)(d), Stats.], there is a greater push for kids to go live with relatives as an out-of-home placement option. 

Greg stated that being more mobile is key to the future of treatment. Perhaps purchasing service supports for kids living in relative placements could benefit counties.

Vernon County – Pam Eitland agreed that a mobile team is a good idea. Pam identified a need to help prevent failed adoptions. About one-third of kids’ placements are failed adoptions. She wondered if specialized adoption funds could be available to counties. She also said that adoptions should be reviewed annually to avoid problems when kids become teenagers. More services are needed for families who adopt kids. 

Outagamie County – Mark Mertens said that a sex offender treatment group is being run at the Fox Cities Community Health Clinic and this seems to be working well. It is a joint project with three counties. 


VI. La Crosse County Juvenile Detention Facility
Silvia informed the group that Jerry Huber, former director of La Crosse County, had approached Margaret and Silvia to discuss the La Crosse Juvenile Detention Facility and the future use of all detention facilities in Wisconsin. Again, Silvia felt that the TAC was a good avenue to pursue this discussion. David Steinberg, the Superintendent of the La Crosse Juvenile Detention Facility, gave a brief history of the detention facility. The detention facility opened in 1990 as both a secure and non-secure facility. The non-secure portion closed in 2005, but reopened as a shelter care called the Adolescent Center in 2008. The eight bed Adolescent Center has been used for both CPS and delinquents, RESPITE, and for a 2-day crisis stabilization (allowable per Wisconsin Administrative Code Chapter DHS 34). The ADP for the Adolescent Center is five. The ADP for secure detention has also dropped to 5.5. The county wonders how they can keep this program intact. They have talked about the Missouri Model – using a more regional basis, but are not sure how to regionalize services. Both Racine County’s ACE model and Fond du Lac’s PACE models were brought up. Would it be possible to get a legislative change in Chapter 938 to allow for a longer detention placement and if so, what services would need to be put into place to meet the youth’s needs?
Mark Mertens asked if there was adequate space in detention to do any long term programming. Dave replied there was program space within the facility, but no room for an outdoor recreational area. He noted that counties around La Crosse don’t send many kids to juvenile corrections now, and they might not need this service as well. Counties are working to keep kids in the community. Silvia asked if the La Crosse Juvenile Detention Facility had a deficit. He responded that they did. When Dane County built their new detention center in 2008, they were able to take ‘out of county’ kids that were previously placed at the La Crosse Juvenile Detention Facility. This drew kids away from La Crosse.  Pam Eitland let the group know that Vernon, Trempealeau and Crawford County share the cost of two beds in the Adolescent Center and that works well. Jackson County also contracts for one bed. 
Mark questioned the use of the Adolescent Center for mental health diversion. David responded that youth are placed under a TPC for a 2-day crisis stabilization under Chapter 34 and it works very well. Mark said there is a draft memo from DCF on shelter care use that he will forward to Silvia to disseminate to the group. 

Pat Schanen commented that counties might get more buy in with a new detention model that was a “short term positive outcome” type program. 

Dave Schoonover mentioned that La Crosse County uses the Elmore Academy treatment facility in Minnesota. 

Peter Schuler mentioned transitional issues if LHS remains the only male juvenile correctional facility. He suggested the possibility of using detention as a pre-release facility for youth coming out of LHS. He also wondered if the juvenile detention facilities should get together to discuss this possibility. 

VII. Dates/topics for future meetings
The next meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, November 16, 2010 from 10:00am – 12:30pm in the Secretary’s Conference Room located in Central Office. 
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