Leadership Roundtable 7,8,9,10

March 18, 2008

Attendance: Judge Hanna (Indiana), Judge Geary (Somerset), Judge Skerda (Warren), Judge Ling (Bedford), Judge Naus (Montour/Columbia), Judge Searer (Mifflin), Sandy Moore (OCFC), James Favero (Armstrong), Greg Porasky (Wyoming), Rose Weir (Snyder/Union), Lisa Freese (JCJC), Lisa Wilcox (Wyoming/Sullivan), Pam Cousins (Elk/Cameron), Lori Lower (Perry/Juniate), Natalie Hunt (Somerset), Jason Politowski (Pike), Daniel Wilson (Pike), Aressa Campbell (Pike), Anne Marie Ambrose (DPW), Mary Jackson (Tioga), Diana Robinson (Tioga), Christine Breakstone (Venango), David Schwille (Venango), Cindy Batzel (Wayne), Amy Bass (Wayne), Kevin Lundeen (Warren), Joe Mittleman (AOPC), Don Pegg (Columbia), Jennifer Dargenio (Pike), Chris Sabas (Union), Matthew Ernst (Union), Angelo Santore (OCFC), Elke Moyer (OCFC), Sallianne Newton (Carbon), Marianne Bachman (Carbon), Jeanne Miller (Carbon), Sheila Snyder (Clarion), Kay Rupert (Clarion), Paula McClure (Indiana), Pat Gardner (Mifflin), Debbie Higgins (Huntingdon), Michael Kipphan (Huntingdon), Jean Kozak (Huntingdon), Lisa Cairo (Bedford), Bonnie Bisbing (Bedford), Paula La Strapes (Armstrong), Ralph Hunsicker and staff (AOPC)

The meeting began with Sandy Moore, Administrator of the Office of Children & Families in the Courts, welcoming everyone to the 2nd meeting of Leadership Roundtables 7, 8, 9 & 10.  Sandy began the day by recognizing the substantial foundational work of Andrea Hoffman Jelin, former OCFC Administrator, and introducing the current OCFC staff; Angelo Santore, Judicial Programs Analyst and Elke Moyer, Administrative Assistant.  Sandy shared Justice Baer’s regrets as he was in session and unable to attend the Roundtable meeting.
Sandy then shared with the group her background and experience. She received her Bachelors Degree from Humboldt State University of California, and her Master of Social Work degree from the California State University of Fresno.  Since leaving school, Sandy has been in the Child Welfare, Mental Health, and Aging Systems for 18 years working with children, adults, and families in both California and Pennsylvania. Through this experience, Sandy has developed and practices a unique strength-based social work practice.  She has been in a leadership role in implementing the Family Group Decision Making Model in California and Pennsylvania.  For the past 6 years she served as Children & Youth Administrator for Dauphin County.  In addition, for the past 4 years she also held the position of Human Service Director for Dauphin County. 

Next Sandy discussed the Roundtable process, as there were several new members in the group.  Sandy explained the Roundtable meeting structure which allowed local Children’s Roundtables to meet as often as needed.  Two members from each local Roundtable then attend a Leadership Roundtable, which meets two times per year to discuss like issues/concerns/solutions.  There are currently ten Leadership Roundtables which group counties based on size (in that like-size counties have similar problems and successes and can best share with each other). From each Leadership Roundtable, two members are appointed to a Statewide Roundtable, where issues state-wide issues are discussed and state-wide policy is decided by this representative group).

Sandy further shared her observations regarding Pennsylvania’s unique structure for the Court Improvement Project (CIP).  Most states have a CIP structure overseen by a statewide board which is comprised of appointed persons representing various disciplines.  These groups come together periodically to discuss issues and make decisions regarding court system change.  Pennsylvania’s structure is very different, by design, as its three levels of involvement at a local, regional and state level allows for an efficient and effective process for sharing successes, solving concerns, and deciding on the best policies and practices. 

Sandy then gave the group an update on the Statewide Roundtable held in June of 2007, during which five initiatives were presented:

· Family Finding (FF)

· Family Group Decision Making  (FGDM)

· Family Development Credentialing (FDC)

· Seeds for Hope

· CASA

By consensus, the Statewide Roundtable decided to focus on the three strength-based family practices of Family Finding (finding family members to assist in the reunification process and/or be resources to youth), Family Group Decision Making (family involvement in child’s plan) and Family Development Credentialing (strength-based training to provider agencies and case workers that have not attended the “Charting the Course” Training through the Child Welfare Training Program).  They further shared the importance of collaboration.  

Sandy then advised that she has attended various meetings with representatives from Family Finding, Family Development Credentialing, Family Group Conference, SWAN, DPW and the Casey Foundation, all in an effort to be better informed, enhance working partnerships and develop a potential Permanency Initiative which will integrate these strength-based, inclusive practices and specific court changes including:  

· Family Finding

· Family Development Credentialing

· Family Group Decision Making
· Legal Service Initiative

· Active Children’s Roundtables

· Expedited Court Reviews 

Sandy shared information regarding the OCFC’s work regarding the development of a 2009 Plenary Session for members of the local Children’s Roundtables.  The hope is to provide an opportunity for each county to bring up to five representatives of their Children’s Roundtable.  Details will be forthcoming. 

Finally, Sandy provided a foundation for the CPCMS dependency module presentation as a foundation to tracking outcomes and shaping future initiatives.  The system will help us identify our strengths and weaknesses, and ultimately improve our system.  Toward that end, over the past year the court’s Judicial Automation Department (JAD) created a dependency module for the CPCMS system.  This module will be able to track children during court proceedings, and provide specific information deemed critical by various national studies.  As of the meeting date, three pilot counties (Washington, Northampton, Bucks) had been selected and were going live in March.  Representatives from the AOPC’s JAD will visit all counties and hopefully have everyone on line by the end of 2008. 

CPCMS

A comprehensive presentation on the CPCMS Dependency Module was next provided to the group.  Denise Aylward, AOPC Judicial Automation, explained the developmental process used.  This process was very comprehensive as AOPC Judicial Automation staff was initially unfamiliar with the dependency system.  As such, the development process included a review of the Juvenile Rules, pertinent regulations and federal ASFA language.  Staff next surveyed and visited a subset of counties.  Next a Judicial Automation Development (JAD) team was established and convened on several occasions.  The system was next presented to DWP/OCYF program & fiscal staff and JCJC staff.  Upon completion of the above steps, 3 pilot counties were trained and are currently implementing the system, with modifications being made as needed.  As this implementation proceeds the CPCMS Dependency Module is being presented to all ten Leadership Teams and additional counties are being scheduled for roll-out.  All recommended changes to the system are now being reviewed by the Juvenile Court Rules Committee and/or DPW/OCYF prior to changes being made.

Denise next provided an overview of the actual module beginning with the Case Wizard.  The Case Wizard is used to create new cases, multiple cases or copy cases (if a new petition on a sibling is filed).  Additionally, Denise demonstrated how findings and orders are created both for Hearing Officers/Masters and Dependency Judges.  Denise emphasized that the only orders included in the system were those needed to track the permanency measurements and that most counties will continue to use additional orders already in existence within their county court system if needed beyond the core system orders.  Finally Denise demonstrated the Court Case Management functionality of the system.  She emphasized that the overall module has two very important purposes:  1) to assist in tracking dependency cases to measure permanency for children under court jurisdiction; and 2) to assist local judicial districts in managing their juvenile dependency caseload.

Upon completion of the presentation, the group took a quick break to gather lunch.  While eating, it preceded with agenda items, including discussions regarding the Interstate Compact for the Placement of Children (ICPC), the advisability of altering the composition of the leadership roundtables and the overarching philosophical OCFC structure.

ICPC

Sandy next led a group discussion regarding ICPC, advising that the OCFC was gathering information for Pennsylvania’s response to a federal mandate regarding the effectiveness (or lack thereof) of the ICPC.  Sandy explained that the OCFC received many responses regarding the recently distributed ICPC survey and was able to compile a summary (a compilation of which was provided the group as a handout).  She further thanked those counties that were responsive and advised others that the OCFC is still accepting surveys.  

From these surveys, information will be used in the June ICPC report to the federal government.  The most common concern raised in survey responses was the lack of a timely response from other states on ICPC home study requests.  Most counties report difficulty in receiving timely responses from other states, depending on the particular state and/or jurisdiction within the state.  Roundtable members shared additional concerns and suggested potential solutions as listed below:

Roundtable 7:

Does the current system help or create barriers and what proposals for change would be suggested?  
Clarion County has had positive and negative experiences depending on the jurisdiction.  The State of Maryland was timely and cooperative.  The experience with the State of Tennessee was frustrating and long requiring the intervention of Secretary Gold and the Pennsylvania interstate office.  Clarion County spoke positively about the involvement of the Pennsylvania interstate office.

Indiana County has had few children placed out of State.  Indiana County suggests clear guidelines that set forth the procedures, as the process is confusing.  

Armstrong County agrees the process is too slow and that the receiving states often seem more concerned about denying the referral than working to accept the referral.

Forest and Warren counties, being borders counties with New York have had on balance positive experiences.  The medical coverage issue, however, is problematic as providers cannot be found to serve children.

Venango County suggests that national procedures be implemented and that these procedures could be developed through a roundtable procedure at a national conference.

Roundtable 8:

· Too long of a turnaround on placement requests
· Different states vary – need more uniformity
· Local office is not the hold up 

· Each state has different laws, which makes it very difficult

· Need to build relationships with other states

· Judges do utilize “Judge to Judge”, which is very helpful. Judges call each other to work things out. There should be a relationship like that for CYS staff to be able to work things out.

· Tioga County will not place a child unless they have seen the home/facility in which child will be placed. (unless it is court ordered)

Roundtable 9:

· Pike County has developed internal processes to speed things up on their end.  Since this is all the county has control over, this covers the county’s end of the process.

· Counties recommended contacting the other state agency and beginning the process before receiving the paperwork.  

· Counties felt that the state ICPC offices in PA, NJ and NY have improved over the years

· Approving families as foster families is burdensome and slows the process.

· The process is ineffective & often cumbersome
· The process is long and can affect permanency as a result
· The process is frustrating as there is little control over other states.  

· Difficulties getting other states to respond to home studies, etc.  

· Concerned about the child’s health care following them as they move to other states.  

Recommendations

· The counties felt that ACF should really step in to work on this process.  Hopefully these survey answers will assist.  

Roundtable 10:

· Bedford County has improved
· Somerset County is reporting and communication is consistent

· Confirmation of receipt of packet should be mandatory

· Need for established point of contact; “interstate liaison” to answer questions/address grievances

· FL is a serious concern
· Need for training caseworkers on ICSP

Roundtable Structure

Group members were asked questions regarding county mix, location of meetings and size/membership for Roundtable.

After some discussion the general consensus of the group was:

Roundtable 7:

Leadership Roundtable #7 is comprised of nine judicial districts and representatives from six judicial districts were present.  Among those present were five CYS Directors, one Guardian Ad Litem, two judges and one solicitor.  It was suggested that a transition age youth and a foster parent also be included in the composition of the Leadership Roundtable.  Overall, Leadership Roundtable 7 is satisfied with each judicial district having two participants.  It was suggested that an annual Leadership Roundtable occur in Hershey, Harrisburg or State College that would include the other Roundtables from the other smaller, rural jurisdictions and that a second Roundtable occur within Leadership Roundtable’s geographic region (Clarion or Jefferson County was suggested as a location.) 

Roundtable 8:

· Keep to two representatives from each County, smaller counties would not be able to send more than one or two staff; larger counties might be able to bring 4 or 5, which could possibly hamper equity.

· Danville or Bloomsburg are possible locations; maybe move location around each time? Since the meeting is only twice a year, traveling is not that much of a problem.

Roundtable 9:

· Overall the Roundtable felt that the current setup worked well for them.  It is good to be grouped with counties of like size and geographical location, but also helpful to hear from various counties of different sizes.  Would prefer breakout Roundtables to be in separate rooms to cut down on background noise. 

· The roundtable felt that should be 2-3 representatives from each local Children’s Roundtable.  

· The Roundtable felt that the Judge needs more guidance on who should attend Leadership Roundtable Meetings, so they can make more appropriate decisions on who should attend.  

· The Roundtable felt that the agenda could drive who attends from a particular county.

Roundtable 10:

· Geographical alignment makes more sense because of regular contact with bordering counties

· Alignment might depend on what goals of roundtables are

· Combine two round tables based on geographic alignment

Overarching Philosophy:

The next discussion topic explored possible philosophical ideas (analogues to BARJ) for OCFC.  Sandy highlighted how the JCJC concept was developed and why it is so important to PA’s delinquency reform effort.

Ideas from earlier Roundtables were shared with a request for the group to review and comment.  After some discussion and clarification, the following was provided by the group:
Roundtable 7:

Leadership Roundtable #7 had a lively discussion regarding the philosophy or mission of the Office of Children and Family in the Court.  Many words/concepts were discussed such as safety, caring, effective education, permanency, nurturing, and hope.  One of our members, building of the concept of “hope” suggested that hope could be an acronym for the office’s mission statement:  Healthy Opportunities toward Permanent Environment for all children and families.  It was also suggested that the “logo” be a house with a structural concept suggested by Justice Baer (i.e. a foundation of child safety, well-being and permanency) and that the house logo be referred to as “Hope’s House”.

Roundtable 8:

· BARJ has been a great help in guiding work with youth 

· More consistent definitions/explanation of ASFA language 

· More guidelines on concurrent planning 

· Funding requirements make it difficult

· Need to merge systems and work with families; doesn’t help kids if they go back into the same environment.

· Independent Living, get kids ready to be independent

· Create Mentoring programs for kids to have someone other than family or the “old” environment.

· Truancy is an issue

· Integration is needed in all systems
· Community based services are critical
· Expedited appeals need to be developed
Roundtable 9:

· The philosophy should relate to the strength and vision of the courts
· Should be encouragement for people to do the right thing for kids and families

· Timeliness seems to often be forgotten and should be integrated into everything
Roundtable 10:

· Education should be an integral part of each child’s plan

· Educators should be invited to participate in roundtables

Roundtable participants were then asked to share practice successes or any new initiatives since they last met in Spring 2006.  

Successes (Practices/Initiatives)

Snyder County: 

· Focusing on improving ASFA by ongoing communication with family about available services
· 6 month review with a strength based planning meeting 6-8 weeks prior to the hearing
· FGC at all stages focusing on high risk CYS kids to prevent placement; so far a 98% success rate. The challenge: not enough referrals from JPO.
· Relationship with Probation Officers, CYS workers and Courts has improved
· Children’s Trust Council changes its focus to a more integrated system
· Family Preservation Services have been brought in house
Union County:

· Weekend Trails Program for youth/teens failing to attend school (required to attend physical activity program Frid-Sun); this program enables PO’s to deal with the truancy issue. Challenge: cooperation of some School Districts

· Visiting Judges assists in case during busy schedules. Challenge: visiting Judge is unfamiliar with the case and takes longer to fill him in on the history; also, when visiting Judge takes on new cases, the County Judge is not familiar with the case when it ends up back in his courtroom.

Tioga County:

· Visitation Program recently reunified a family of seven
· Seeds of Hope assists CYS kids with various basic needs to remain healthy and safe. (example: give beds, bedding, diapers, food, clothing, financial assistance, etc. ) Agency has assisted other counties (Scranton, Bradford) to implement this program
· Relationship between CYS and JPO has greatly improved
· Rope Course for dependent kids, 5-6 kids at a time getting together once a week with Juvenile Probation Officer

· Victim/Witness Awareness Group started
· Wood Chopping program is for prisons (during the week) and kids (weekends) to use some of the community service time chopping wood. The agency than cells the wood with a profit, which gets distributed to the victims
· Caseworkers do monthly reviews; Judges does quarterly reviews. Judge does not allow continuances (with very few exceptions)

Columbia:

· Judge Naus believes behavior modifications works better than counseling
· Collaboration with local Family Center to facilitate skills training for kids to return home quicker. 

· 3-6 month permanency reviews heard by Master

· Blended is a program with at least one liaison located at every single School District to intercept and resolve any possible issues/concerns that may cause CYS to become involved. County contracts with a private provider, who employs liaisons.   

Mifflin:

· FICS

Huntingdon:

· Truancy Program

· FGC

· Youth Advocate Program

· Independent Family Services

Somerset:

· FGC

· Interested in a Truancy Court

· Permanency Reviews: sometimes once a month; this change has shown significant reduction in placement time
Wayne 
· Began Family Group Conferencing in September 2007.  Had 6 referrals and 4 conferences to this point
Pike 
· Began using Multi-systemic Therapy (MST).  Only used once thus far, but was very helpful for a youth with D&A issues and Behavioral health Issues.  Both CYS and JPO get 3 slots each for MST
· County is in the early stages of developing FGDM 

· Also reminded counties that Juvenile Defenders may be reimbursed up to 50% through the Needs Based Budget.  Pike will provide more information 

Leadership Roundtable 7 Initiatives

During the breakout session local successes and initiatives were discussed.  An issue was also brought to the Leadership Roundtable by a member from Clarion County.  Current law permits adolescents ages fourteen to seventeen committed to inpatient psychiatric treatment to petition for withdrawal or a modification of treatment.  Our Clarion County representative was concerned that the psychiatric facility in their county, which is for profit, is not advising children of this right in a meaningful way.  This issue was discussed further and several suggestions were made.

Warren and Forrest County report that their first Family Group Decision Making Conference occurred on March 17th.  It took approximately twenty-four months to launch the practice.  Forrest and Warren Counties are also completing the ABA Barriers to Permanency Project.  One initiative being used in this judicial district was the smoking cessation program for Mothers, (diapers are awarded for smoke free mothers).

Armstrong County is halfway through the ABA Barriers to Permanency program.  Armstrong County has been doing Family Group Decision Making for two years.

Venango County completed the ABA Barriers to Permanency program and has been doing Family Group Decision Making for three years.  Their Family Group Decision Making referrals have increased.  There is also a CASA program with twenty-one volunteers.  The County has an integrated crisis team which is engaged in many projects, among these a joint effort between CYS and JPO for a multidimensional treatment of foster children, an evaluation module through the Venango campus of Clarion University to award certifications for evaluation practices, forums and workshops through the community and professionals and the Seeds of Hope program.

Indiana County is attempting to launch Family Group Decision Making.  One problem is that agency workers are not making referrals.  The CYS Director in Venango County suggested incentives to Indiana County’s CYS Director.

Venango County also shared that they publish a data book, compiling public information about the state of the welfare of children in their county.

Discussion throughout the day was very lively and productive.  Sandy thanked all participants and encouraged new ideas be taken back to local Children’s Roundtables for further discussion and action, if appropriate.  

The day concluded at approximately 3:30 p.m. with participants remaining for some time to continue networking and all agreeing the exchange of information and relationships being forged would definitely aid their work and improve the lives of children.

