Leadership Roundtable 6
April 3, 2008

Summary

Attendance: Judge Gray, Judge Kuhn, Judge Kline, Judge Saylor, Dan Varndell, John Shuttleworth, Mark Benedetto, Jay Hamilton, Rick Saylor, Kathy McConoghau, Rick Showers, Joanne Nene, Maryrose MCarthy, Marcia Earl, Jim Anderson, Ellen Whitedell, Sandy Moore, Angelo Santore, Elke Moyer, Ralph Hunsicker and automation staff

The meeting began with Justice Baer welcoming everyone to the 2nd meeting of Leadership Roundtable 6 (via video conferencing technology), recognizing the substantial foundational work of Andrea Hoffman Jelin, former OCFC Administrator, and introducing Sandy Moore, the new Administrator of Children & Families in the Court; Angelo Santore, Judicial Programs Analyst and Elke Moyer, Administrative Assistant.  

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. 

Justice Baer next discussed the Roundtable process, as there were several new members in the group.  The Justice 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 and Justice Baer 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.  

The OCFC is currently in the process of arranging a meeting with representatives from each of the practices and the Dept of Public Welfare/Office of Children & Families (DPW/OCYF) to discuss creation of a phased-in permanency initiative implementing all practice identified above & potentially funded by the Casey Foundation and others.  This phased-in initiative would be offered to 10-15 counties willing to implement (if not already involved with) the following activities:

· Family Finding

· Family Development Credentialing

· Family Group Decision Making

· Legal Service Initiative

· Active Children’s Roundtables

· Expedited Court Reviews 

Finally, Sandy and Justice Baer 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. 

Unfortunately, due to the staffing changes, the CIP experienced an interruption during the fall of 2007.  However, since Sandy and her team began in January, 2008, great progress has been made. Accordingly, Justice Baer emphasized that at this juncture, the time for implementing structure and launching the project is concluded, and we, as a state, are now focused on implementing the directives of the 2007 Statewide Leadership Meeting.  

Justice Baer then highlighted the importance of partnerships as we move forward.  He specifically recognized and thanked Richard Gold & DPW/OCYF staff for the support and collaboration which has occurred.  He then thanked Jim Anderson and other JCJC staff for joining this initiative and for the change in legislation which now allows JCJC to advocate for legislative changes regarding dependency matters.  

Justice Baer shared the enthusiasm of the Legislature regarding this initiative and the desire to eventually move into issues related to custody matters.  This will not occur until dependency is more solidly grounded but will eventually be a direction for the OCFC.  To this end, Justice Baer and Sandy will be meeting with Legislators.

Justice Baer next discussed the issue of Expedited Appeals.  The Appellate Court Rules Committee began to consider this issue, but, due to its complexity, decided to create a sub-committee comprised of two members of the following committees:  Appellate Rules Committee, Juvenile Rules Committee, Orphans Rules Committee and Domestic Relations Rules Committee.  This ad hoc group is exploring all rules impacting children, while reviewing the best system for Pennsylvania to expedite appeals in dependency cases. 

Finally, Justice Baer provided a foundation for the CPCMS dependency module presentation.  He shared that good business practice requires a business owner to know everything about his business, and the court system should operate with the same concept.  If we know our strengths and weaknesses, we will be in a position to improve efficiently 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.

The presentation generated much interest and the following specific comments/questions/suggestions:

· Concern was raised regarding who specifically in the county would be entering the data? While the initial thinking would be to minimize conflict, the Clerk of Courts should be entering data, it was clear that this would be a county by county decision.

· The group suggested the addition of a statewide FID number to the Dependency Data System. 

· Counties that have previously been using the CPCMS for delinquency cases, will have those cases accessible through the dependency module. Counties that have not been using CPCMS, will over time need to enter data of previous cases. 

· Judge Kline made an excellent observation asking that the federal government be aware and approve of all newly created forms to ensure no interruption in federal funding.  To this end, judicial automation is working very closely with OCYF/DPW as funding and audits of such flow through their department.

· All President Judges did receive a letter from Justice Baer informing them of the new dependency module. An email to Clerk of Courts is going out shortly. Justice Baer will also be presenting on the Court Improvement Initiative including CPCMS during the PACM conference.

· Have we considered making the C&Y Office a “Deputy Prothonotary” to enter the dependency information or just simply having a C&Y staff enter the information into the system – again this will be a county decision.

· Can Stenographer enter data into the system?

· Permanency Order (Section 16d.)
· Can we leave the 15 of 22 months blank and add the actual time in care?  Would it still meet the federal need?  Anne Marie will look into this and respond to Ralph, judicial automation.

· Can we have a blank to enter actual and also the 15 of 22 month language?
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.

Roundtable #6 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:

Mix:
· Counties did feel that they face similar issues as counties of varying sizes

· Have commonalities among most counties, except those very large

· Felt that group by size was as good a grouping as any

Location:
· Most counties felt that rotating to different counties would be good

· One county felt that for them, it would not be efficient to travel more than two hours; State College might be a good alternative
Size/Membership:
· Most felt it better to have different perspectives from disciplines

· Group felt that a maximum of 3 members would be helpful
Everyone agreed that it makes sense to group the Leadership Roundtable by size; although some also stated that they share programs with neighboring counties so geographic might work also.  Keeping the Roundtable to no more than three members from each county was also agreed to by consensus. There was no preference in location. Mechanicsburg or rotating location from various counties is acceptable. 
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:
· Frustration with the Interstate compact offices of other states
· Particularly with those states in close proximity.  Many agreed that it is easier to send a worker to do a home study than wait for ICPC process.  
· Difficulty with relatives needing to become foster parents.  This process makes placement more difficult and is less efficient  (including the  fingerprinting process)
· Lack of cooperation and coordination with other states
· Lack of monitoring and oversight with the receiving site, even after the ICPC process occurs  
· Harrisburg office gets information to other states; however follow up to what happens after that is questionable
· Suggestion: use Judge to Judge relationship
· Judge to judge contact may be able to expedite the other state’s processes to get more timely studies.  This would not occur as a means of circumventing the ICPC process.
· Suggestion:  The UCCJA provides for judges to interact with each other in custody matters.  Can this be translated to ICPC?

· More consistency between all states
· Medical coverage is an issue.  Before a child and be transferred to NY, even after a successful ICPC process, the sending state must assume medical coverage until the child turns 18  
· Challengoing states include: FL, NY, NJ, MD
Guiding Principles/Overarching OCFC Philosophy 
The next discussion topic explored possible philosophical ideas (analogues to BARJ) for OCFC.  Jim Anderson, JCJC, highlighted how their 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:
· The concept of Timeliness is missing

· Concept of looking at cases through the eyes of a child is very important  

· Coordination of Resources should be in the mix someplace
· Permanency does not look the same in every county or for every child
· Must look at the individuality of each child.  What will work for this child?  Child specific
· Necessity to provide services upfront (frontload) – Most likely to achieve permanency if services are provided immediately.

· Must do the right thing from the beginning

· Consistency

· Need to emphasize the importance of Judicial Leadership (even if certain initiatives/changes are not welcomed)
· Keep siblings together 
After these very productive discussions, Sandy presented a power point presentation which provided more detail the goals of the State Leadership Roundtable identified earlier in the day.  She shared efforts being made by the OCFC to collaborate with others, including the Office of Children, Youth & Families; the FGDM Statewide Leadership Team; and the Juvenile Court Judges Commission.  

Sandy highlighted the main goal of OCFC, to facilitate a cross-system, cross-jurisdiction process to move children in a timely and safe fashion into permanency.

Sandy then shared the following OCFC accomplishments:

· The established Roundtable structure

· 2007 FGDM Conference 

· Dependency Lunches during the State Trial Judges Conference

· Statutory Change enabling JCJC to advocate for dependency legislation, if needed

· CPCMS Dependency Court Management System 

Sandy further identified current OCFC priorities (as set by the Statewide Roundtable of June 2007).  These include:

· Implementation of Family Finding

· Implementation of Family Group Decision Making

· Implementation of Family Developing Credentialing

· Development of a Dependency Bench Book to include laws, regulation and a science piece related to child & family development, brain development and other issues needed by Dependency Judges.

· Exploration of an Expedited Appeals process for Pennsylvania

· Development of an Overarching Philosophy for the office & it’s work

· Planning for a 2009 Children’s Roundtable Plenary Session

· Creation of an Annual Dependency Conference

Counties then had the opportunity to share initiatives and innovative programs which have been developed since the last Leadership Roundtable meeting.  These included the following:

Successes (Practices/Initiatives)

Lycoming

· Intensive truancy program; working with School Districts to improve truancy issues through a SAP program. After three absences, workers perform house visits 

· SAP also coordinates with C&Y and MH

· Share one CYS worker in the schools (4 districts), 1 C&Y worker in each of the other 4 school districts (middle schools only)

· The school workers only provide early childhood interventions, no CPS investigations.

· Instead of calling in everything the schools now have a central contact person that they can discuss issues with. The program has resulted in reduced school referrals.  

Northumberland

· Research, school bases truancy program; includes integrated SAP teams from CYS, MH/MR and D&A

Lebanon

· Truancy Program; School Districts inform agency early of problems

· Judges have open communication with schools and superintendents.

· Combined goal change and termination hearings into one for certain cases 

Adams

· Working on having parents spend more visitation time with their children; mandated minimum is not enough time (some counties offer higher per diem rate to foster parents who supervise visitations in their home and provide parenting classes)

· Adams is contracting for intensive supervised visitation

· Services are provided in-home

· Provides reports to the courts

· Recently implemented

· Independent Living Program developed Supervised Independent Living Program.

· Jump Program involved representatives from Mental Health and Juvenile Probation to work with 10 youth over a six month period provide intensive services; so far shows outcome of $250 000 per year savings and reduction of out of home placements

Crawford

· CASA program for 12 years; recently changes in funding. In the past funding came through CYS - now funding goes through the courts (idea came from Richard Gold)

· Has initiated FGDM

· Children’s Roundtable meets 2x per year.

Mercer

· CASA program funded through the United Way

· Utilize the Communities That Care (CTC) program to initiate services for both CYS and JPO.  Very active CTC.

Discussion

· Concern was raised regarding kinship care training requirements and the need for immediate placement of children with close families willing to take them. The two suggestions shared were either requesting a waiver from DPW or utilizing the ER Caregiver Program.

· Children’s Roundtables:

· Northumberland meets on a quarterly basis, combines meeting with other related discussion groups (domestic violence, CASA)

· Lycoming includes this with the ABA meetings being held on a monthly basis

· Mercer runs meetings parallel to CTC meetings, which is on a monthly basis; both groups discuss children’s issues like truancy, prevention and intervention, etc.

· Crawford meets twice a year; Roundtable includes School Districts

· CAPS being implemented by most CYS agencies; focus is to make goals easily understandable to readers

· Concern raised: removing child from home living in one School District and  placing child in a home in another School District is a serious concern, which needs looked at closer; Richard Gold is aware of this problem and is discussing this with the Department of Education…Jim Anderson believes this may be a good topic to address legislatively.
· Three Month review:

· Adams County is considering 3 month reviews with certain kids

· Lycoming does 3 month reviews on a case by case basis as needed

· Northumberland also does reviews on a case by case basis, county also urges parents to be more involved and initiate review hearings if they feel like they have accomplished their goals

· Allegheny Study was shared with the group
The day concluded at approximately 2:30 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.
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