Minutes from Leadership Roundtable 5

March 17, 2011 (9:00am-3:45pm)
Attendance:

Blair 
Honorable Jolene Kopriva, President Judge

Maryanne Burger, Children & Youth Administrator (co-chair)
Cambria

Betzi White, Children & Youth Administrator

Michelle Rager, Children & Youth Assistant Administrator

Fayette 
Honorable Nancy Vernon, Judge

John Perrott, Parent Advocate

Dave Madison, Children & Youth Administrator

Franklin 
Honorable Carol Van Horn, Judge (co-chair)
Doug Amsley, Director of Children, Youth, and Family Services

Fulton

Honorable Carol Van Horn, Judge

Jean Snyder, Director of Children & Youth

Monroe 
Honorable Jonathan Mark, Judge

Adelaide Grace, Children & Youth Administrator 

DPW

Sandy Gallagher, Director, Division of Programs 
JCJC

Stephen Bishop, Deputy Director, CJJT&R
AOPC

Sandy Moore, Administrator, OCFC

Justine Taylor, Data Analyst

Elke Moyer, CIP Administrative Associate/Graphic Designer  

Stacy Snyder, Judicial Automation

Welcome

Everyone was welcomed to the meeting by Judge Van Horn.  Next, everyone took a moment to briefly introduce themselves.  Judge Van Horn then kicked off the meeting.
OCFC Update

Judicial Education:  Sandy Moore, Administrator for the Office of Children and Families in the Courts, began by providing the OCFC Update.  Sandy discussed the educational resources that are currently under way for legal professionals (judges, GALs & parent attorneys).  These include a Science Companion to the Bench Book, a graduated curriculum for judges, a GAL/Parent Attorney Core series and a GAL pre-service DVD.

More specifically, Sandy explained the Science Companion is under development and is scheduled for release in July 2011.   With the Bench Book and Science Companion as text, a graduated education curriculum is being developed for new and more experiences judges.  This will include a dependency session at the New Judges School.

Additionally a GAL/Parent Attorney Educational session is being developed.  A pilot for this session is being held March 21 & 22, 2011.  The pilot session will include about 65 GAL/parent attorneys from the current PPI counties.  Once finalized, the training will be rolled out statewide.  Additionally, a pre-service DVD will be developed from this core training as an option for local courts to be use prior to new GALs representing children (federal requirement).

Website: Sandy next highlighted updates/revisions to the OCFC website including videos related to specific topic areas, such as the fatherhood initiative and Family Group Decision Making, a section on the home page to spot light national, state and local activities occurring in dependency matters and section to provide court/agency activities associated with national “awareness” months.  The month of March highlighted social workers.  The month of April will help raise awareness about child abuse & neglect.  
Permanency Practice Initiative (PPI):  Phase 3 of the PPI has begun with five counties (Philadelphia, Union, Lycoming, Fayette and Beaver).  The go-live date for Phase 3 counties to have all practices in place was February 1, 2011.  

In addition, specific Phase 1 and 2 counties are participating in Family Finding Super User training with Kevin Campbell.  This is an advanced level of training for counties to assist counties in their implementation of the practice.   The counties participating in this training are Blair, Bucks, Chester, Cumberland, Dauphin, Lehigh, Northampton, and York.
Finally, OCFC has worked closely with CWTP to create a curriculum and pre-training requirements for non-PPI counties that want training in Family Finding.  These counties will have to meet a certain set of pre-requisites that are currently being developed before they can receive the training, however.  Nevertheless, OCYF Deputy Secretary Gold has made a commitment to bring Kevin Campbell back to support PPI counties and use CWTP training for non-PPI counties who meet the pre-training requirements. 
CPCMS Update

This update was provided by Stacy Snyder, Systems Trainer with AOPC’s Judicial Automation.  Stacy provided the following updates:

Dependency Enhancements

· Secure Electronic Signatures on Dependency Forms 

· The option to electronically sign dependency forms is now available for Master Recommendations on the Case Event Outcome Screen. 

· Orders and Recommendations Page Headers 

· The docket number and case caption now appear at the top of each page of multi-page dependency orders and recommendations. 

· Dependency Case Report (3900)

· This report can now be filtered by current placement type.

Future Enhancements

· Termination of Court Supervision Report (3901)

· The name of the report will be changed to “Dependency Disposition Report” to better reflect its use. The report will also provide the ability to search for “Child Dependent” dispositions.

· Dependency Allegations 

· As of Monday, March 14, 2011, the allegations of dependency have been added as available outcomes for the Adjudication Orders and Recommendations.
New Forms Released in 2010

· Shelter Care and Emergency Custody Applications

· Shelter Care Order

· Emergency Order

· Motion for Aggravated Circumstances 

· Aggravated Circumstances Order

· Permanency Review Order (Non-Placement)

· New Cover Page to allow for re-use of Petition

Recent Form Updates

· Changes were made to Adjudication, Dispositional and Permanency Orders to include determinations regarding the placement of siblings. 

Judge Kopriva commented that there is no place on this form to indicate the child has no siblings.  She requested something be added.  Counties were advised as the forms currently operate, if a check box is left blank it will not populate on the printed version of the order.  Stacy will look into this issue.   

Sandy next counties to share their business practices regarding the distribution of Orders (i.e., does the family leave the courtroom with a hard copy of the Order?).  Judge Kopriva noted that in Blair County, Masters like to include lengthy narratives that take some time write; therefore, the family usually cannot walk out of the court room with their Order.  Also, disseminating the Orders at the hearing might not work if the Judge has to accept the Master’s recommendation.  
Sandy next asked counties to share their business processes for putting data into CPCMS.  In Monroe County, the Agency drafts proposed Orders and the Clerk of Courts accepts them.  The same thing occurs in Fayette and Blair, though the Clerk of Courts also creates the initial case in CPCMS.  In Cambria, the Agency prepares the draft Orders, but a clerical person from the Clerk of Courts goes to court to make changes.  The Clerk of Courts also creates the case in CPCMS.
Judge Mark asked if it is possible to “copy and paste” certain aspects of one Order to another.  Stacy advised the group that this is currently possible in CPCMS and agreed to reach out to data person for Monroe County.  
Sandy then explained the OCFC has grant funds available this year if any counties need any equipment (i.e., computers, printers, etc.) for the courtroom to assist in getting orders to parties as quickly as possible.  If such is needed, Sandy requested the judge send her an email explaining the need.

Statistical Report Updates

Stacy then provided the group with a series of statistical reports that can be run through CPCMS.  Each county in the LRT received data specific to their county.  The following reports can currently be run by the county in CPCMS.  Statistical reports must be run overnight due to their complexity.
Dependency Case Inventory (#3920) – The Dependency Case Inventory report can be run for a selected time period and shows cases that were initiated, adjudicated and closed during that time period.  The report is divided into two sections: the Active Dependency Case Inventory and the Adjudicated Dependency Case Inventory. The Active Dependency Case Inventory shows cases that entered and left the Active status during the selected period; the Adjudicated Dependency Case Inventory shows cases that entered and left the Active/Adjudicated Dependent status during the selected period.  Active status are all cases for which a dependency case has begun but not yet been adjudicated.  Active/Adjudicated includes all cases where a child has been adjudicated with an order for such by the court.  Cases remain in this status until dependency is terminated by the court.
An additional comparison chart was provided by Judicial Automation.  This chart is based on the 3920 report and shows comparisons and rankings between each county and their LRT.  

Dependency End of Period Terminated Cases (# 3921) – This report can be run for any specified month or year. The report has two sections: a section detailing the age of cases terminated, and a section organizing terminated cases by age of the child at initiation. For each age range, the report provides segregated data for cases involving foster care and cases not involving foster care.

Dependency Pending Case Metrics report (#3922) – This report displays dependency case data broken down by age range, gender, race and ethnicity. The report begins with an inventory of Active and Active/Adjudicated cases, segregated by foster care involvement and grouped by age of the child.

The question was raised about the need to have these different reports, specifically if there is any funding tied in to the data.  There are multiple reasons for these reports.  All statistics will be provided to AOPC’s Research and Statistics Department.  In order to ensure that accurate information is being shared with the Research and Statistics Department, Stacy said that Judicial Automation will be contacting each county to do the necessary “clean up” of errors identified on the 3920.  She also noted that the changes will only be shown on the report after the 14th of each month due to the scheduling of data updates in CPCMS.  Also, while not currently provided, it is suspected that this data will be provided to the federal government in the future (the statistic reports are based on the nationally defined dependency court performance measures). In addition, CPCMS allows courts to have their own statistics independent of data collected about them from the Agency.  Finally, this information can be used by Children’s Roundtables to get a local picture of what is occurring and help guide reform efforts at a local level.  

A discussion of collecting appropriate race data was brought up.  It is important and should be a priority to properly collect race data.  JCJC has done much work on this issue and developed a guide for probation officers to elicit this information accurately from families.  Justine will contact Jim Anderson from JCJC to obtain a copy of the brochure which will then be shared with counties.

CPCMS User Groups

Sandy next shared an idea that originated in LRT 1 through a conversation with Jim Anderson, JCJC Executive Director.  Jim had shared information regarding the JCJC User Groups that help inform and guide their data system developments.  With a data system that is nearly 25 years old, these User Groups have been invaluable.  He had suggested we consider such for CPCMS Dependency Module as a means to provide better input into CPCMS development and enhancement.  Sandy suggested it might be beneficial to build change through such a User Group.  This “Users Workgroup” could provide feedback from the bottom up and ensure the system meets user’s needs.  This workgroup would be a subgroup to the State Roundtable.  

Steve Bishop from the JCJC shared some information about the User Group that currently exists for the Juvenile Case Management System (JCMS) to inform similar enhancements and change.  He stated that is a very well-attended group, and Doug Amsley, who is part of the Group, agreed.  

The counties agreed that it would be a good idea to start a Users Group for CPCMS.  

OCFC Statistical Reports

Next Justine provided the group with a handout which included a series of charts.  These charts are based on data from the CPCMS Management Reports (# AOPC #3900 and AOPC #3901).  The data was then provided in chart form by OCFC.   The purpose of this type of report is to provide the CPCMS information in a more user-friendly manner.  The data can provide a snapshot of a county’s dependency caseload.  

A second report presented was the draft “data dashboard” or county profile.  This data came from a variety of sources including CPCMS, AFCARs and Census.  
The counties in attendance made the following comments about the Dashboard:  For the CY28 statistics, data should be provided on how many cases transferred over from the previous year; the CY28 captures cases, whereas CPCMS captures individual children; the CY28 is based on a fiscal year, not a calendar year; while a “snapshot” of data is certainly useful, looking at longitudinal statistics (e.g., 2009 data vs. 2010 data) would also be helpful.
There was also some discussion about terms having different meanings depending on the venue that they are being used in.  For example, foster care and informal kinship placement vs. formal kinship placement have different meanings between the Agency and the Court.  As we move forward members hoped all systems could work together to address this concern.
County Initiatives/Success

Counties were next asked to share any new initiatives, successes or concerns they’d experienced since the November LRT.

Blair

Maryanne Burger shared the success of an initiative called Visit Coaching that they have implemented in their county.  This model, presented to them by Marty Byer, helps parents have a well-planned and purposeful visit with their placed children.  They believe it has dramatically improved the quality of visits, though they cannot say yet whether it has decreased the time to permanency.  Their goal is to use this model for all of their cases.

Blair County is also taking part in an initiative called Bridging the Gap.  In this model, a meeting is facilitated between foster and biological parents within seven days of the child being placed with the former.  The purpose of the meeting is for the two sets of parents to meet each other and discuss such things as when the child goes to bed/wakes up, what he/she likes to eat, when they can call each other, etc…with the overall goal of providing as much continuity for the child as possible.
Finally, Judge Kopriva noted that the 3-5-7 Model has expanded to other agencies, such as their school districts and adult and juvenile probation.  Dauphin County has really been instrumental in helping them.  They have also recently developed a related curriculum for Drug Court, and the first eight students have finished with great success.  Judge Kopriva noted that she could actually see a physical difference in the women who completed the program.

Cambria

Betzi White reported significant success with shared case responsibility, though they still have a few issues that need to be worked through (e.g., which entity has to fill out which paperwork).
Fayette   
Dave Madison and Judge Vernon shared some of the struggles they have encountered as a new Phase 3 PPI County, noting the process is very time consuming.  Nevertheless, they had Family Finding training this week and have been doing three month reviews on all cases.  Anecdotally, they shared a belief that relative placements have increased and that children are able to remain with someone who is related to them.   They also have a growing list of GALs, with more and more individuals wanting to take part in this very important work!
Monroe

Adelaide Grace and Judge Mark shared they have been doing some of permanency practice initiative work on their own “target populations,” even though they are not a PPI county.  These target populations include cases requesting a TPR, all children under the age of eight and their older siblings, children at home with a safety plan, and CPS investigations.  They also briefly discussed their truancy program.  Finally, Adelaide shared a touching e-mail from Judge Mark about six adoptions that had occurred right before Christmas.  It is now a practice in their county to send out similar e-mails once a month to “inspire” their staff.  Judge Mark was presented with a very large gold star for the e-mail and his ongoing support of children/families.

Franklin
Doug Amsley and Judge Van Horn shared that the county has implemented all PPI practices.  They received a grant to do FDC with Fulton and Adams counties.  A challenge for them is getting families to accept FGDM conferences.  Last year they only had 10 conferences, though they had hoped to have about 20 or 22.  They have a SWAN paralegal and that is working out very well for them.  They do three month reviews for all C&Y cases, as well as all probation cases.  They have convened a “school attendance” workgroup and currently have five school districts involved.   The workgroup has also involved the medical community, which has resulted in the group working together to draft a common medical excuse that doctors will use and schools will accept.  They have also applied for a time-limited family reunification grant to assist with visitations.  They are waiting to hear on whether they received it or not.  Finally they shared information about a county “dash board” still under revision.  Doug agreed to share the document with OCFC who will forward to other members of this LRT.
Fulton 
Jean Snyder and Judge Van Horn reported on the county’s implementation of all PPI practices.  They are currently in the midst of a three-year time-limited family reunification grant, and Jean anecdotally believes this has resulted in a 40-50% increase in reunifications.  Fulton County now has Juvenile Court once a week (versus once a month).  Their Grief and Loss Training was well-attended by their staff.  They do not currently have a truancy workgroup but would like to create one to help get everyone “on the same page”.  The county also now has two GALs.  
Judge Van Horn encouraged Fayette to hang in there because Franklin/Fulton was once in Fayette’s place, but eventually everything fell into place.  She also explained the structure of their Local Children’s Roundtable:  it is divided into subcommittees that meet frequently, with all subcommittees convening together once a quarter to report out their work.  
Additional County Ideas:
Judge Kopriva shared a story about visiting a young woman in a treatment facility and taking a gift along with her.  When Judge Kopriva presented the gift to the young woman, the young woman shared that her birthday was the next day and it was probably the only gift that she was going to receive.  Judge Kopriva thinks it would be a good idea to start some kind of a “birthday card campaign” so that children in placement are not forgotten about on their birthdays.  
Betzi White shared that their Cambria County Children & Youth Advisory Board has a list of all children in placement and when their birthdays are.  The Board is responsible for sending out birthday cards and $20 gift cards to Wal-Mart to the children.

Doug Amsley shared that in Franklin County, probation youth who are assigned to community service make contribution bear cut-outs, then those bear cut-outs are distributed to local businesses where the community can buy them.  All of the proceeds made by the business go back to C&Y, and the businesses usually donate extra money as well.  These funds help support specific needs of children in care.
OCYF Update

Sandy Gallagher provided the update for OCYF.  A summary of that presentation follows:

Budget

· County Child Welfare (NBPB)


· Decrease of $13.871 million in state dollars from actual FY 09-10 expenditures

· Special Grants


· Increase of $17.423 million in state dollars from actual FY 09-10 expenditures

· Title IV-E


· Decrease of $25.620 million from expected  FY 09-10 reimbursement (including additional SPLC Title IV-E revenue)

· TANF


· No change from current fiscal year’s amount

· Human Services Development Fund

· All state funds removed

· Community-Based Family Centers


· All state funds removed; federal Title IV-B funds remain. 

· Sandy noted that SWAN funds are not impacted by the proposed budget.  

Recently Enacted Registration

· House Bill 2258 (Act 115 of 2010)

· Signed November 23, 2010

· Reasonable efforts must be made to place siblings together unless it is contrary to safety or well-being

· When siblings are not placed together, visitation  must occur at least twice a month, unless it is contrary to safety or well-being

· Efforts must be made through out the life of the case 

· Matters must be determined at the initial time of placement, as well as each permanency hearing

· Effective in 60 days (January 22, 2011)

· Sandy Gallagher stated there is currently a campaign going on to recruit foster families that will place siblings together. 

· House Bill 2338 (Act 119 of 2010)

· The Children in Foster Care Act

· Signed November 24, 2010

· Provides basic protections to children in foster care

· Model grievance policies and procedures must be made available to all county and private agencies within 30 days of the effective date

· Each county or private agency must adopt the model grievance policies and procedures or revise its current policies and procedures within 45 days of the effective date

· Effective in 120 days (March 24, 2011)

Pennsylvania Safety Assessment and Management Model

· Currently Includes:

· In Home Safety Assessment – 

· Standard method to identify and control impending and present danger threats.

· Out of Home Safety Assessment – 

· Standard method to confirm the continued existence of a safe out of home setting by exploring Safety Indicators.

· Projected to Include:

· Congregate Care Settings

· Older Youth Assessments

· Comprehensive Information Gathering;

· 6 Domains

· Type of maltreatment

· Nature of the maltreatment

· Child Functioning

· Adult functioning

· General Parenting

· Parenting Discipline

Safety Assessment

· Child safety is paramount 

· Assessing safety has been a regulatory requirement

· Development of the initial standard protocol and format in 2000 

· Concerns regarding consistent implementation led to efforts to standardize the process and develop an accompanying worksheet through a local and national review of safety assessment instruments

· Continued efforts to refine the process including consultation from the National Resource Center for Child Protective Services (NRCCPS) led to the development of the current in-home and 

· out-of-home care safety assessment and management processes

· Underlying concerns exist within families that lead to safety threats to children

· Addresses underlying issues/root causes

· Safety and risk related information included on the Family Service Plan

· Measures progress based on change

· Out of home placements must be consistently safe and stable for children

Resulting Paradigm Shifts to Child Welfare Practice
· A shift from allegation-based investigation/assessment to an information-based, analytical approach; 

· A shift from compliance-based Family Service Plans to change-based, individualized, behaviorally-specific plans; 

· Understanding that safety is the responsibility of all staff regardless of their role and function. That is, safety concepts and practice provide the focus for all interventions; and 

· Understanding that CYS is an intrusive intervention, under state law and mandate, for children and families who cannot protect their children.

In-Home Safety Assessment and Management Process

· Assessment of present and impending danger threats;

· Identification of protective capacities that would offset threats when enhanced;

· Development of safety plans when necessary; and

· Analysis of information through informed decision making around the need for court involvement and potential placement of children

· Results in a safety decision and development of a safety plan if needed.

Finally Sandy shared some interesting statistics from OCYF

Did you know – Children with no established permanency goal
· There were 81 children in care on March 31, 2010 whose permanency goal had not been established.

· 40.7% had been in care less than 30 days;

· 22.2% had been in care between 31-60 days;

· 13.6% had been in care between 61-90 days;

· 17.3% had been in care between 91-180 days; and

· 6.2% had been in care longer than 180 days.

Did you know – Placement Goals

· On average children have 1.44 permanency goals during their time in placement

· With the following number of goals by discharge type:

· Emancipation 
2.24

· Adoption 

2.10

· Guardianship 
1.95

· Relatives 

1.35

· Reunification 
1.09

Did you know – Discharge Goals
· Of the 12,839 children discharged to reunification, relatives, adoption guardianship or emancipation in FFY 2010 that 17% were discharged to a setting other than their permanency goal 

Did you know – Children in Care 15 of Last 22 Months
· Of the 15,900 children in placement on March 31, 2010

·  55% were in care 15 of the most recent 22 months 

· 40% did not have a goal of adoption 

· 12% of these children had their goal changed in the next six months

· 2,447 children had a goal of adoption

· 38% were adopted in the next 6 months

· 2.4% had their goal changed in the next 6 months

Continuous Quality Improvement (CQI)

· A locally-driven improvement process

· A state system designed to support and enhance an agency’s (private or public) ability to improve child and family outcomes

· Phased implementation across the Commonwealth began in October of 2010

· Each phase will last 1 year

· Upon completion of phase, each county will internally drive all 5 phases of CQI, including an internally leading a QSR each year

· Child/Youth and Family Status Indicators

· 1a. Safety: Exposure to Threats of Harm

· 1b. Safety: Risk to Self/Others

· 2. Stability

· 3. Living Arrangement

· 4. Permanency

· 5. Physical Health

· 6. Emotional Well-being

· 7. Learning & Development

· 8. Pathway to Independence

· 9. Caregiver Functioning

· Core Practice Functions

· 1a. Engagement Efforts

· 1b. Role and Voice

· 2. Teaming

· 3. Cultural Awareness & Responsiveness

· 4. Assessment & Understanding

· 5. Long-Term View

· 6. Child/Youth and Family Planning Process

· 7. Planning for Transitions and Life Adjustments

· 8. Efforts for Timely Permanence

· 9. Intervention Adequacy/Resource Availability

· 10. Maintaining Family Connections

· 11. Tracking & Adjusting
Act 101 of 2010

During Sandy’s Gallagher’s OCYF Update, there was a rich discussion about Act 101.  Act 101 provides for voluntary post-adoption contact agreements between the biological family and the adopted child.  There are several advantages provided by the Act.  Obviously the Act provides for continued parent, sibling and extended family contact.  The Act also provides maintenance of Social History Information and medical information and allows avenues for the adoptee and others to access this information.  Parents can sign an agreement saying they do not want to be contacted, but they can still provide non-identifying information (e.g., medical and social history).  
Sandy Gallagher encouraged counties to identify their “authorized representative” soon because there are limited training opportunities before the bill goes into effect (April 25, 2011).  It was noted that LSIs cannot be the “authorized representatives”.  LSIs can help do searches, but they cannot contact families.  Counties can, however, have service providers be the “authorized representative.”  

Sandy Gallagher asked counties to address how they are handling this legislation.  In Blair County, the court pulls the adoption case then contacts C&Y to help do the search.  Sandy Moore shared that in Montgomery County, the Court has the “authorized representative.”    Montgomery is one of very few counties who provide this service directly from the court.
A question was raised about whether Act 101 applies to just child welfare adoptions, or if it applies to private adoptions as well.  This legislation applies to ALL adoptions if the adoption was finalized or conducted in Pennsylvania.  If the adoption was conducted internationally and the parents are unknown, such must be noted in the adoption records.  Counties were concerned about how parties involved in private adoptions would be notified of this legislation/process.  
A discussion also occurred about what exactly the Court’s role should be as courts don’t typically search for parents.  The Court becomes involved because the adoption record is sealed and only a court order can open that record.  It was noted that one main responsibility for the Court is to ensure that notice of the option for a voluntary contact agreement occurs.

Sandy Gallagher also explained there is also a “refusal to search” section in the legislation.  If the county identifies a case where they believe revealing to the adoptee the requested information would be detrimental, they can refuse to do so and instead refer the request to the courts for a final determination.

Finally, there was some discussion about which process most benefited parents & children…changing the goal before the TRP to encourage the parents to cooperate or to terminate the parents’ rights then change the goal to adoption?  While there was a mixed response, most counties preferred combining the goal change and TPR.
JCJC Update

Next, Steve Bishop provided the JCJC update.  He shared a brief update of the Pennsylvania Juvenile Justice System Enhancement Strategy (JJSES) and described the statement of purpose.  The detail of the JJSES is provided in powerpoint.  

Steven also explained JCJC’s current work to gather recidivism data.  Once a baseline is established, recidivism rates will be tracked and analyzed.

Steve distributed and discussed a copy of the Shared Case Responsibility Policy and Procedures.  JCJC is working on a pilot project that will coordinate efforts of JPO and agencies.  Approximately six counties will be participating in the pilot.   

Steve also provided an update on several bills:

HB 2338 – The Children in Foster Care Act - This act provides for the rights of foster children.  The act is signed and currently in effect.  At this time there are still some concerns regarding the grievance policy.  Counties in the group acknowledged they are still awaiting guidance from DPW before developing their policies.  

SB 69 – (proposed) This bill provides changes to the Adoptions Act.  All of the changes involve amendments to §2511 – Grounds for Involuntary Termination.  

SB 411 – (proposed) This bill amends the Pennsylvania Consolidated statutes by adding § 6352.2 – Interagency information Sharing.  The bill allows for developing MOU agreements for information sharing across agencies.  

HB 861 – (proposed) This bill amends the Public Welfare Code.  The bill intends to clarify GAL and Legal Counsel for the child could be reimbursed by C&Y through the Needs Based Budget.  

Finally, there was some discussion regarding whether the counties have probation officers in their schools?  All counties do with some counties also having C&Y workers schools.  Counties reported this working well because the communication is enhanced between agencies, with schools and with families.

Psychotropic Medication 

Next, Sandy led a discussion regarding the use of psychotropic medication with children in the dependency system.  She stated this issue came up during the Summit, particularly the youth panels.  It is also part of the upcoming Science Companion to the Bench book.  She provided a list of some commonly prescribed psychotropic medications, as well as two reports on the subject.  
Sandy then asked counties to report on some discussion points: how many youth under the court’s jurisdiction are currently taking a psychotropic medication, how many are taking more than one medication, and is there a written policy/procedure regarding use and monitoring of psychotropic medications within the county?  Counties commented that in some cases, these medications are actually needed to assist the child.  One county in particular reported a large number of children coming into care already on significant medications.  When they attempt to reduce the medication some parents fight this as they want to continue collecting SSI benefits.  Some of these parents have their children repeatedly seen by psychiatrists, psychologists, medical doctors, etc. so that the family can collect SSI.  Many believe that the increased utilization of medication is a result of MCOs and HMOs.  Judge Kopriva suggested that perhaps a checklist of questions be developed that the court can use (e.g., have other treatment options been tried? Is the child receiving other treatment in addition to the medication?).  This would enhance accountability.

Fayette shared that they do have a mechanism in place to identify how many children were currently taking psychotropic medications.   
The group agreed that there needs to be collaboration with the medical community, but that it will certainly be a challenge because the courts/agency do not want to seem accusatory.  Most counties agreed that this is an issue worth looking into more in-depth.

Committee/Workgroup Updates 
Judge Van Horn gave a brief update regarding the Science Companion.  She described the process being used to develop the document and shared an anticipated release date of July 2011.  Next, Judge Kopriva discussed the upcoming 2011 Summit, aptly titled “Transformational Change,” to be held at Seven Springs September 19-21.  Planning is underway and several speakers have either committed to speaking at the event or have been contacted to do so.  

Sandy next updated the Roundtable regarding the Father Engagement Committee.  The best practice survey has been completed, training topics are being explored, materials are being developed to underscore the importance of fathers, protocols are being developed for the court/agency to locate/engage dads, and barriers/solutions to engaging fathers are being identified.  Finally, the OCFC is working with Judicial Automation about the feasibility of tracking the engagement of fathers at all stages of court proceedings.  

Following this, Maryanne Burger discussed the efforts of the Visitation Workgroup.  The group is looking at Allegheny’s protocol for visitation with incarcerated parents and a general guide for quality visitation.  

Next, John Perrot updated the Roundtable regarding the Legal Representation Workgroup, including the core pilot training scheduled to occur the following week.  Finally, Sandy touched briefly on the efforts of the Truancy Workgroup, including the Logo Contest that is currently in place with selected school districts within the 31 PPI Counties.  
Wrap-Up

Stacy Snyder answered some previous questions posed about CPCMS:  Counties should only focus on cleaning up data from their 2010 data reports, not 2009.  
In regards to what the two different rankings on the 3920 report mean:  the first ranking column ranks the raw number, the second ranking column ranks the county based on the percentage.  The second number is the more important of the two.

In regards to the timeframe for cleaning up the 3920 data:  Judicial Automation will run the report and send that to counties, probably within the next two months (once they finish the criminal data).  Once the county receives the report from Judicial Automation, they will have approximately two months to clean up their errors.  

A question was raised as to whether the composition of the Roundtables will change based on the Census results?  It all depends on the results.
Following this, Judge Van Horn thanked everyone for their attendance and participation.  The meeting was then adjourned.  

