Criminal and Juvenile Justice Workgroup
February 14, 2012

Office of Problem Solving Courts 2011-D Commerce Park Drive
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 in Conference Room #2 (upper floor). 
Sub-committee Members in Attendance

Kevin Amado, CCHD; Laura Burns-Heffner, SDAAC; Bob Cassidy, ACHD; Martha Kumer, P&P; Glen Plutschak, Appointee; Arlene Rogan, DJS; Gale Saler, MADC; Cindy Shockey-Smith, ACHD; Howard Sigler, OPD.
I. Introductions

Participants introduced themselves.  Dr. Arlene Rogan, Deputy Director of Behavioral Health for DJS, was welcomed to the meeting for the first time.

II.  Bob Cassidy served as the scribe for the meeting.

III. Updates and discussion regarding Goal II, Objectives and Action Steps for 2012-2014 Two Year Plan

Goal II, Objective II.1 Action Steps
7.   Determine how mental health information is currently stored and shared within correctional institutes, as well as possible interfaces to addiction information. 

The committee deferred discussion on this item.

8.   Determine what outcome information is available related to the 8507 process, including initial placement, treatment and supervision outcomes.

Laura indicated that ADAA could provide SMART data on 8505 and 8507clients. Glen initiated discussion on what types of information would be desirable.  Martha might also be able to obtain data on these clients. There was a request to look at the outcomes of offenders with an 8507 who were placed from the behind the walls versus from the community.  
There was discussion on the validity of data. Gale Sayers identified that the validity of SMART data had recently been discussed at a meeting with Tom Cargiulo and residential program people. Bob Cassidy shared the recent study his programs had been asked to do by ADAA in regard to SMART data and that ADAA is currently reviewing the validity issue as it relates to the residential program outcome measure of “patient discharged from III.7 facilities are enrolled in care with in 30 days post discharge”. Bob also identified that ADAA formed a work group of residential program directors to review the discharge process from residential programs and to recommend actions to ADAA on improving the discharge process.
Glen asked that the recommendations from that work group be provided to this sub-committee. Gale asked that MADC be provided with the recommendations as well. Bob indicated that he would provide those recommendations to both this sub-committee and MADC when they were completed.

1.  Assure that DHMH and DPSCS re-visit the MOU developed by which incarcerated individuals can be determined to be PAC eligible so that benefits are effective upon release.  This will allow individuals to immediately access both the somatic and behavioral health care they may need.

Laura provided a report from Bonnie Cosgrove regarding the status of PAC issues.  PAC is not being done universally on any population. PAC application is being done with in the correctional institution by a transitional coordinator when the inmate requests assistance. Laura indicated that this issue was determined and reported to the larger council as a number one priority for this group.  Laura also suggested that we recommend that the Prison Reentry Task Force consider this as case management goal for inmates leaving correctional institutions. 
The issue of funding for the activities necessary for PAC enrollment was discussed. Glenn indicated that he would draft a letter to Secretary Sharfstein, and Secretary Maynard identifying the significance of PAC for the inmate population.  Arlene suggested including Secretary for DHR.
2
Continue to promote advances in best practice related to juvenile justice and substance abuse services. Specifically:

· Continue discussion regarding DJS developing a policy to address the workgroup’s recommendation of a complete screening (including urinalysis) on each juvenile at intake to the DJS system. The policy could include collaboration with local health departments and/or investigation of any existing method of payment for screening services available to the juvenile such as insurance or other forms of payment;
Arlene stated that DJS is in the process of updating Substance Abuse policies including the drug testing policy.  When a youth is referred to intake, DJS cannot conduct a urine analysis unless the youth and guardians provide consent.  Once they are in the system, DJS either needs consent or a court order to conduct an urinalysis.  The SASSI is used to screen youth when they enter a facility.

Howard Sigler presented a copy of Court and Judicial Proceeding 3-8A-10 which is intended to insure that information regarding a youth’s substance abuse not be considered in determination of findings.   

· DJS and ADAA to continue committee work on identification of a standardized electronically administered screening and assessment instrument (such as the CHAT) which would be used universally;

Arlene stated that currently every youth is given a risk assessment, and there are a few questions about substance abuse on that instrument.  Once a youth is adjudicated, he/she is given a needs assessment that also includes substance abuse questions, but not a full assessment. See the attached document for the component of the MCASP needs assessment, in order to see the types of information collected. If a youth has positive on the needs assessment for substance abuse, he/she will be referred for further assessment (SASSIE and/or POSIT).  Arlene will forward data related to this process and will check with the jurisdictions regarding their use of the SASSIE.  All youth in detention receive a SASSIE.  Arlene also presented the group with the DJS Assessment of Need for FY10.  DJS requested some TA from ADAA to help choose standardized, valid screening and assessment tools that can be used statewide.  

· Determine what data are available related to informal vs. formal probation status and outcomes related to treatment completion based on probation status (Note: Data on informal probationers is not currently available);
DJS does not keep stats on treatment completion or on youth on informal status. The group discussed the issue of informal and informal involvement with DJS. Glen asked Cindy Shockey-Smith if she would bring the Jackson Unit’s study on patients with informal involvement vs. formal involvement. Cindy said she would. The committee recommended that informal probation be extended to the end of an adolescents completing treatment. Arlene indicated that the pre-court “informal” probation is just an agreement between the parents and the court, but she would look at it further and get back to the workgroup.  
3.  Inform workgroup on other major efforts related to re-entry and re-entry courts. Specifically: 

· Obtain and review reports from the Governor’s Re-entry Taskforce;

· Collaborate with taskforce recommendations where possible 

· Investigate and obtain information from all other re-entry task groups such as the Public Safety Taskforce on Re-entry; the Judicial Committee on Mental Health and Addictions; and Office of Problem Solving Courts subcommittees;
· Review current efforts related to re-entry courts including possible pilot projects in local jurisdictions

Laura presented the group with “The Final Report for Prison Reentry” and indicated that this report is the work of the Prison Reentry Task Force.  Kevin Amato shared that the task force had completed its work on the report and that he has been tasked with continuing a task force regarding prison reentry issues (Re-entry Planning and Monitoring Committee?).  Gray Barton described the comprehensive nature of the Prison Reentry Task Force to help clarify the findings in the report.  The workgroup noted the following re-entry initiative recommendations to be in line with this workgroups goals and objectives: a standardized risk and needs assessment at sentencing, continuing at incarceration and community supervision; individual re-entry plan to include treatment and medical needs; availability of sufficient high quality treatment programming; and potentially, transferring through county correctional facilities. 
No reports on areas 4 -6. 

The meeting was adjourned and the next meeting will be the full Council meeting on April 18th, 2012.  All members of the workgroup are welcome to attend.   The next meeting of the Workgroup will be held in May, 2012, date and location TBD.
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