Juvenile Justice Oversight Council

Wednesday, November 8, 2017
Capitol Annex, Room 131


Members Present:  Senator Whitney Westerfield, Co-Chair; Deputy Secretary Jonathan Grate for Secretary John Tilley, Justice and Public Safety Cabinet (JPSC); Commissioner Carey Cockerell, Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ); Laurie Dudgeon, Director, Administrative Office of the Courts, Mr. Steven Gold, Henderson County Attorney, Commissioner Adria Johnson, CHFS Department for Community Based Services,  Damon Preston, Director, Department of Public Advocacy; Commissioner Wendy Morris, CHFS Department of Behavior Health, Development and Intellectual Disabilities; Dr. John Sivley, Behavior Health Service Provider; Paula Stafford, Montgomery County Public School and Ms. Christina Weeter, Kentucky Department of Education.

Members Absent:		Commissioner Adria Johnson, CHFS Department for Community Based Services and Judge Lisa Jones, Chief District Jones.

I. Welcome/Call to Order
Senator Westerfield who welcomed members, guest, and called for a motion to approve minutes from the October 2017 meeting called the meeting to order.  Senator Westerfield then made a motion to accept the minutes and Dr. John Sivley seconded the motion.  The minutes were approved as submitted.

Before the meeting began, Senator Westerfield welcomed First Lady Glenna Bevin.




II. Presentation by Pamela Lachman, Senior Associate
 Crime and Justice Institute
Ms. Lachman explained that she had spoken with Senator Westerfield on the plan, which CJI had developed in collaboration with the Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ) and Administration Office of the Courts (AOC) with the implementation of Senate Bill 200.  Ms. Lachman pointed out that funding CJI received from the Justice Department will be coming to a close in December (2017) and she has prepared a report to address the trends, questions and indicators, and performance measures.  Ms. Lachman believes this report will provide a path to additional data by asking the correct questions in order to obtain information, which will better the system.  According to Ms. Lachman, some issues may not be apparent in the high review of the data.  

Ms. Lachman walked through the data and explained certain trends in the system.  She began at the front end of the system with complaints that are filed with court-designated workers.  Public offense complaints are down, following the trend of the last five years.  Status complaints have increased and you are seeing those trends continue over the same time period.  She pointed out the importance of extracting information consistently.   By being consistent what you are actually seeing is a trend and not just a function of pulling data differently.

She discussed what is driving the increase or decrease in complaints, and pointed out if you examine the data differently, you could see a different trend.   She commented on a previous question regarding truancy and its relation to the data.  Ms. Lachman said habitual truancy drives the train for status complaints.  Public offenses are more complicated due to a change in juvenile court rules where contempt is no longer being handled as a complaint by the CDWs.   “Contempt “is handled differently in the court process.   Is the change in juvenile court rules the reason behind the decline?  You could ultimately look at that by looking only a misdemeanors and felony complaints.  That is what Slide 6 shows you.  For Kentucky, contempt is the best juvenile marker.   Ms. Lachman said she knew of no other crime data collection for this information, and she believes the best capture of juvenile incidents is through AOC’s data at the state level.

Ms. Lachman moved on to misdemeanor and felony complaints.  Pages 8 and 9 of your handout show a steady decline in both Class A and B Misdemeanors, especially in Class A Misdemeanors.  Felony complaints are a different story.  In Class C and D Felonies, there has been a significant increase during the past two years, which leads to two important questions, according to Ms. Lachman.   One, does this reflect the type of crime our youth are committing or is it a function of charging practices and how complaints are coming into the system; or second, is it a combination of the two.   Unfortunately, that question cannot be answered with this data.  The increase appears to be driven by property - receiving stolen property and theft.  Assaults and terroristic threatening are also included in this category.  Ms. Lachman noted there is a lot of discretion between the incident and what is actually being filed.  One important fact is receiving stolen property is a big driver of racial disparity.




Steve Gold asked Ms. Lachman to clarify felonies.  He said terrorist threatening III is an A Misdemeanor, and terrorist threatening II is a B Misdemeanor.   Is that what we are seeing an up-tick in?  Ms. Lachman noted it was Terrorist threatening II.   In fact, Terrorist Threatening was one of the most common D Felonies in schools. 

Senator Westerfield said he believed that people found a way to charge “outside” the scope of restrictions in SB 200.   The board discussed the bomb threat issue, with Steve Gold saying it could not remember Henderson County having any.  Laurie Dudgeon said Franklin County had five last year.   

Senator Westerfield asked Ms. Lachman if she had that information broken out by county.   She said that AOC did have that information, and Senator Westerfield said he wanted to know where these were coming from.  

The next question was how much of this was a variation in youth characteristics versus a variation in system decision-making, i.e.  Crime trends, felony-charging trends and changes in youth behavior or commitment decisions.  

Ms. Lachman continued with the topic of racial disparity (pages 11- 15) noting the complaint data over time has changed very little, in both public and status complaints.  There is a nine percent difference between Kentucky and national numbers based on racial population, according to Rachael Bingham.   Ms. Lachman said when you look at Public Complaints versus Status Complaints, School Related versus Non School Related there is a disparity.  However, there is little change in those numbers from last year.   Ms. Lachman said this is why consistency in reporting is so important, i.e. are the complaints eligible for conversion or are county attorneys pulling them out.   

If there is a change in the composition of complaints coming in, i.e. more status complaints are coming in and public complaints are lower, you will see disparity.  This is the result of the composition not the result of something being done in the system.  Ms. Lachman stressed the need to drill down on this data in order to have a better understanding of how disparity has changed throughout the juvenile justice system and not the initiation point of contact.

We also looked at the school-based complaints for both public and status offenses.  The number of public offenses have gone down the last few years in terms of the number of public offense complaints that are school related.  

However, the status offenses proportion has gone up, and that is largely a function of truancy.  These charges account for 71% of public offenses coming from schools.  It is a very common thing, which is driving the public offenses.  

Steve Gold explained terrorist threatening and the problem with the broad language of the statute.  Mr. Gold explained that any threat at school qualifies for a felony charge of terrorist threatening.  





You see a wide, local variation in racial disparity from school complaints versus non-school complaints.  According to Ms. Lachman, there is a higher proportion of black youth represented among non-school public offense complaints.   She continued by saying those numbers reflect the charges we talked about earlier, particularly receiving stolen property, which is largely related to stolen vehicles incidents.  That is a huge driver of this disparity.

In status offenses, you see the same thing in terms of school and non-school related status offenses having greater disparities.  This is largely a function of run-a-way charges.  Nothing here is very different from what you saw last year.  

Diversion and FAIR Team Referrals.

Ms. Lachman moved on to diversion and FAIR Team referrals, saying this is the first point where  we are seeing major policy changes with regard to SB 200 and how cases are handled in the system.  She stated there were really no change in how complaints came into the system (with the exception of contempt).   However, it is at this point you see major changes reflected in the data.






The first thing we look at is the proportion of complaints that received a diversion agreement. (Page 19).  Senate Bill 200, contains language regarding mandatory diversion for first time misdemeanors, then broader discretion is applied, and Juvenile Court Rules diversion eligible offenses and broadening eligibility.  Both of those things have an impact in terms of how many kids comes into the system versus have the opportunity to receive diversion, and you see that reflected in the data.  Those policies went into effect in July 2014, and you see in the three years beyond that, a steadily proportion of youth receiving diversion.  That is true for both public and status offenses.

Ms. Lachman said these racial disparity numbers are similar to what we have seen in the past.  There is a higher proportion of black youth who do not receive diversion agreement as opposed to those who do.  (Page 21).  There are two things behind that:  Are the complaints eligible for diversion and are the complaints that are eligible being overridden by either the county attorney or a judicial decision to pull that case into court.  Both of those points contribute to the disparity.

Ms. Lachman continued discussing the overrides of diversion (page 20).  This is a major point of discussion within agencies.  The way overrides are defined here is “any decision regarding any diversion eligible case.”  Therefore, it is not just mandatory diversion.  It is those eligible for diversion but could be brought into court.  According to Ms. Lachman, last year there was a substantial increase in the proportion of public and status complaints that were being overridden.   In our data, the FY 16 data does not tell that story.  That is a function of data cleanup and function of the language when a judge “shall,” return the youth back to the CDW for diversion.


Steve Gold asked if the numbers included youth who do not want diversion.  Ms. Lachman said no, that should be coded as child declined diversion.  

Laurie Dudgeon asked if this is consistent around the state or are there pockets of increase.  Ms. Lachman said there were pockets of increase.

Ms. Lachman said that when you look at the diversion success rate, you see the importance of being consistent across the state. (page 22)  When you look at how many youth come back within a year, it is one-third.  There is a higher rate of unsuccessful diversion in the black youth.  

Ms. Lachman talked about the importance of case status changes and success.  The most important point is consistency, and how they are defined.  We need to be diligent on how information is requested regardless of whom it comes from.  In some instances, the question is not defined by the data.  (Slide 23).  The only way to obtain correct data is to be consistent.

Rachel Bingham noted that AOC would address that issue, and try to better define the questions.

Ms. Lachman also spoke on another critical piece of data regarding the question of FAIR Team Referrals and FAIR Team Outcome (page 24).  This was a newly established process to support the CWD and enhance their diversion program.  


Ms. Lachman pointed out there are two ways for a youth to reach the FAIR Team.  One through statutory ways, i.e. failure to appear, unsuccessful diversion.  Second is high needs cases, which have more AOC discretion, i.e. if a youth scores high on a behavior health assessment that youth can be sent straight to the FAIR Team.  That policy can be used for both status and public offenses.  Initially, youth with high needs were the bulk of the cases now that number has dropped.  In some cases, 75% of a county’s cases are high needs while other counties are under 30%.  When you see that much variation, it is very important for the CDW to ensure consistency across the state.

Ms. Lachman said when your look at county data, the counties that have higher referrals for high needs also have, higher rates of success.  Is that an over servicing concern?  Are you using the FAIR Team for too many kids and kids who would have been fine had they attended the regular diversion?  Ms. Lachman said if you reduced the number of high needs cases and you removed easier to serve kids, you might see a higher number of court referrals.  You are actually doing the right thing in terms of prioritizing the FAIR Team resources but you would see a change in the success rate.   In our data, you can see that has not actually happened.  You have seen a reduction in high needs cases and a decline in the referral to court rate.  Ms. Lachman believes those are both positives.

Senator Westfield asked Laurie Dudgeon if AOC was putting any controls in place to make sure the application of discretion is uniform or as uniform as AOC could make it, particularly for the day when Rachael and Laurie have left the organization.     Laurie said that Rachel would speak on this issue during your presentation.


Ms. Lachman discussed the case numbers for DCBS data and how it has gone down with regard to the number of referrals.  There were 179 referrals since August 20, 2014.  Senator Westerfield said those number were consistent with what had been shared with him by DPPs.  Senator Westerfield said he was curious why that was not happening and he reminded them that is was DCBS that screamed when they were writing SB 200 that the sky would fall down.  Clearly, Senator Westerfield said, that is not the case.   However, he said that he wondered if they were utilizing a service and an agency, which was made for this as much as we could be.  

Steve Gold said it looked like the proportion went down for FAIR Team referrals but the raw number increased by 1300.  The actual number going toward DCBS actually went up from that standpoint.  

Ms. Lachman said there was 179 total over the past three years that the FAIR Teams had been functioning.  The number is the total FAIR Team referrals in each year but it still reflects exactly what Mr. Gold spoke about in terms of numbers.   From the data, we have access to, and a wealth of that data comes from AOC there is no relationship between the trends you see and the Juvenile Justice System.  Ms. Lachman said there is a consensus that despite no direct link between those two things, there is a still service gap that exists for particularly older adolescences who have perhaps have committed violent offenses (and for example may been deemed incompetent or are already in the child welfare system).  There is a larger need on how the system should respond to those youth.  

Commissioner Cockerell said there have been a couple meetings over the past month to address the concerns of Senate Bill 200 and its affect to DCBS.  It was a high-level meeting and we have talked about a number of issues, which Ms. Lachman raised.    We are looking at gaps in the system to include capacity, and, we are doing it across the agency, DJJ, DCBS, AOC, Behavioral Health, Public Health, and hopefully we will develop some strategies to address those types of issues.  

Ms. Lachman began talking about the truancy data found on page 5 of her handout.   She believes there are other things going on beyond the scope of the data that come to bear on those numbers.  She said that the increase in truancy could be due to raising the drop out age from 16 to 18, which we have not explored.  Ms. Lachman believes it will be important to track that data beyond 2017 because that is the point when that policy would no longer affect the truancy numbers.   Ms. Lachman said she believes there is a great deal of variation on how those numbers are being reported.  

Ms. Dudgeon said she would follow up on this issue, and added that she was curious if we are also seeing that reflected in our diversion success with truancy.  Ms. Dudgeon said she suspected a director collation in terms of the timing and how successful they are.

Rachel pointed out Jefferson County, and how effectively they have worked on the subject of truancy.  The tracking of truancy has to be consistent across the state.



Ms. Lachman said the next point in the system they reviewed was the data as it relates to specific policy changes because of SB 200 was probation and commitment.   She said they also looked at the number of out-of-home placements and how that has changed.  Ms. Lachman said this is the point where you see major changes to the system because of SB 200.   (Slide 29)

Ms. Lachman said there was a 34 % decline from July 14 to July 17.  She believes the up-tick in the past year is due to DJJ’s commitment restricts retroactively and many youth were released from custody because of those changes.  Those changes caused a massive decrease in the population.  Now, it is leveling off.  
 
Ms. Lachman said to understand the decline they took a close look at specific changes in which youth are commitment eligible and how long they stay in custody versus changes what happens at the front end of the system.  There has been a 28 % drop in last year and this is a result of front-end changes in terms of the number of youth going into diversion and the number ending up in court.   DJJ’s commitment continued to drop and that is an important thing when we saw the population level off.  

Ms. Lachman said she could not express the importance of consistency when it comes to reporting.






With regard to Slide 34, Ms. Lachman said the interesting issue was the type of commitments.  The types of felonies are changing and continue to change.  However, we are not seeing a decrease is D Felonies that we expected.  We are seeing a huge drop in misdemeanors and violations of probation.  Those changes are very specific levers related to SB 200.  There is no decline in D Felony commitments but an increase is A B and C Felonies.   Most of that is C Felonies are for “receipt of stolen property.”

Steve Gold spoke on the type of data his office receives.  He indicated he sees some data before court, or what goes on in the CDW’s office.  He said it was unfortunate that it is after court when he see the majority of the information.   He said that one thing he would like to see, if possible, is some way to look at amendments of charges and to see if there is a disparity there with regard to availability of amendments.   As a prosecutor, he said he wanted to know if they were doing a good job of being “good” filters.  If a youth has been over-charged (whether it be police or DJJ), are we doing a good job?  Unfortunately, we do not have that type of data.  He asked Ms. Lachman if there was a way to obtain that information from the data.  

Ms. Lachman explained that anything collected in court was not a part of the CDW’s case management system and was not collected outside of the context of risk assessment.  She referenced it to a black hole.  Ms. Lachman agreed with Ms. Gold in that the information is important to have but was not simple to obtain.   There are too many functions to provide that information.





Ms. Dudgeon indicated it was the case management system that our trial court clerk’s use in 120 counties, and indicated AOC were discussing it.  At present, our case, management system is about 25 years old, and we have layered on and layered on various changes over the years.  We are piloting the newest version of our case management system in Trimble County right now.   Hopefully, this will give us the perfect opportunity to look at these things and proceed from there.

Ms. Lachman spoke on Racial Disparities and DJJ Commitments and the Signifant increase in the proportion of black youth among DJJ commitments between 2012 to 2016.  The numbers are stable.  The primary disparity is why the numbers have changed have.  

Steve Gold asked about the balance between the weapon and sex charges, pointing out the huge decline in sex charges but an increase in weapons charges.  (160-95).  Ms. Lachman said there was nothing in the numbers which she could point out that caused that change other than the types of commitments coming in, such as using a weapon during a stolen property charge.  That explains the weapon increase as a proportion.  

Senator Westfield asked what group of offenses were the highest, and Ms. Lachman explained it was stolen property.  In Jefferson County, stolen property is huge.  





Ms. Lachman said the last piece of data speaks to a couple of areas for potential reform, or areas, which show less promising trends.  First, is detention for both public and status offenses.  Public offenses are leveling off while there has been an increase in status offenses.  This has had a ripple effect in driving overrides because we still have this practice, although it is no longer required anymore.  If a youth is detained, the question is will they show up in court.  This means, they do not have an opportunity for diversion, and that is the highest proportion of racial disparity. 

Senator Westerfield asked what offenses were occurring most, and who made up the largest block of this youth.  Ms. Lachman said receiving stolen property over $10,000.  In the case of a stolen car with five kids riding along would result in all five being charged.

Damon Preston asked Ms. Lachman to define “Youthful Offender Referral”.  Ms. Lachman said it is a case, which meets the criteria for review by a county attorney who determines if a youth would be given youthful offender status in the adult system.  Ms. Lachman said was what initiated the process.  Mr. Preston pointed out that it was essentially an eligibility issue.   He asked Ms. Lachman if she had a specific number of youth who had been transferred to Circuit Court.   She said she did not but, said believes as they become more consistent in hearings, transfer and outcome hearings reflected in court data (including everything happening in the courtroom) it will become available.  Right now, you are seeing about 10% of sentences in terms of eligibility.



Commissioner Cockerell said the eligibility of a referral is the “at risk “number for being confined as a youthful offender.   He added that only seeing about 10% (35 a year) are actually sentenced.  Again, Ms. Lachman pointed out that receiving stolen property is driving the train.

Steve Gold said he would like to see at least four decision points were involved before that case is sent from Juvenile Court to Circuit Court.  He recommended the County Attorney, Commonwealth Attorney, District Judge and finally the Grand Jury.

Senator Westerfield asked if there were any automatic reasons were youth would not go through the four-step process.  Mr. Gold said the county attorney is required to consult with the Commonwealth Attorney before a youth could be transferred. 

Ms. Lachman indicated that all cases go through the complaint process.  

In conclusion, Ms. Lachman said by this data, along with the things covered throughout the presentation, including what is driving the trends and what complaints are just now coming into the system were unquestionably valuable.  She said while we are still seeing the same trends, are there any unintended consequences because of Senate Bill 200?  On the FAIR Team side, we are seeing a positive direction indicator.  On the terms of racial disparity, we are still seeing the same numbers as we did last year.  




What are the ongoing issues, which have nothing to do with SB 200?  Those problems are still present.   Ms. Lachman noted that child welfare issues create a big challenge to the juvenile justice system.  That is important to keep in mind.

Ms. Lachman said that she only pointed out a few highlights of the study, but there was much more data available.  She stressed consistency, and its importance to the data.  In fact, it is critical.

Ms. Lachman recognized the problem with the way ethnicity is defined at different points in the system as well as the quality of data coming into DJJ and AOC.  There is so much data being collected:  court dispositions, detention post-adjudication and validated risk data.  However, the data must be submitted consequently across the board.  

Ms. Paula Stafford suggested we consider adding Day Treatment Programs to the list of unintended consequences.   She said she believed you would want to see an increase in the Day Treatment Programs, and I cannot see where we have addressed that data.  Ms. Lachman agreed.

Ms. Stafford also mentioned the data on runaways.  She said it was her understanding that if the child is not a runaway, they are being committed to a violation of the court.   Ms. Stafford asked if that information was broken out within the data.




Ms. Lachman said intake data showed most were runaways, and if you looked at detention and status offenders most were court ordered.

Ms. Stafford talked about the prison pipeline and how juveniles would be dealt with more effectively.   She pointed out that while it was not under the direct purview of this counsel, she would like to see the data we have for very young adults coming into the justice system (18-20).   She suggests that we examine that information and develop an effective change.  

Ms. Lachman said she had been asked when the recidivism data would be available.  She noted the full picture should show any action in the adult system and whether it was dismissed or a convicted offense.

Ms. Lachman indicated the question had separate issues; i.e. how many people are entering prison, and once you have that number comparing it to the rate of recidivism in the juvenile system.  

Steve Gold asked if there was the ability to gather statistics with regard to youthful offender confinements, and if so how many of those kids actually end up in DJJ, DOC or adult prison. Ms. Lachman said it was just DJJ confinements, and they only have records until they leave the system at 18.

Miranda Denney said that we could keep the youth until they are 18 years and five months, and then the decision becomes either release or on to DOC.  

Steve Gold asked if we keep statistics on 18-year-old’s hearing.  He would like to know how many of those kids end up in corrections as oppose to those being probated locally.

Miranda Denney said records are kept on any kid that DJJ has an active case on as a youthful offender, including what happens at the final sentencing of the court.

Commissioner Cockerell addressed the information on Page 35, and the difference on having a weapon in custody versus actually using the weapon in the crime.  2016 = 13% and 2017 = 27%.  

Senator Westerfield said the statute does not require the use of the weapon and noted that was something they attempted to change in SB 200.  

Ms. Lachman indicated stated the statute reads “weapon present”.

Commissioner Cockerell asked if that weapon clause was being used to enhance Class D. Felonies.  Ms. Lachman said the statute should be changed.

Commissioner Cockerell noted the JOCC was instrumental in getting SB 200 passed.  If I were to look at the effects of SB 200, Diversions are up (and the majority are successful), FAIR Teams are working, DJJ’s population is down, we are receiving more serious offenders which we wanted so that lower level offenders could be dealt with, complaints are down and the only serious issues we have is DMC.

Ms. Lachman said she is interested in two things.  She would like to know if any other issues or policy changes were being impacted.   And, second are there other issues occurring in the state of Kentucky, which has nothing, do to with juvenile justice, which are skewing the data.   Larger dynamics at the school level or the child welfare system that could potentially be concerning for the future.  

Laurie Dudgeon asked if Kentucky was the only state in the country where law enforcement officers actually determined the charge.   Ms. Dudgeon said that is an issue that AOC is looking at within adult reform.    She also recommended a larger law enforcement presence on JJOC.

Senator Westerfield thanked the agencies and everyone involved in the passage of Senate Bill 200 as well as the preparation of this report.  He noted that most agencies had done more with less due to the legislature’s continuous cuts to their budgets, and it was appreciated.   Senate Bill 200 has become a model for reform throughout the country and Kentucky should be proud of that.
  

Deputy Commissioner Miranda Denney began her presentation on the Sustainability of DJJ.  

DC Denney began her presentation on CJI and how it assisted DJJ in 2014.     She pointed out there are five main topics:  Performance Measures, Training, Case Management, Model Fidelity and Risk Assessment.  



Performance Measures & Data Capacity

DC Denney pointed out that Ms. Lachman had clearly shown through her data the capabilities that DJJ has to continue reporting to JJOC as we move forward.  She told the council that recidivism is the biggest issue.  She said significant strides have been made, although it is a work in progress.  

DC Denney said DJJ was attempting to reduce duplicate data within the system.   If we were able to push that information out before we send it over to AOC, it would be very helpful.  	Unfortunately, it is a time consuming process, and as we build new systems, we are hopeful they will capture some of the unique identifiers in a quicker timeframe.

DC Denny spoke on each bullet of Measure and Data Capacity, and provided some clarity on weapons data.  She pointed out that kids committed to DJJ, go through classification placement, which targets them for out-of-home placement.  We then break down that information into three categories; No Weapon, Involved a Weapon, or Used a Weapon.  Unfortunately, the programs are not sophisticated enough to include our entire population such as probate youth or committed youth that may never an out-of-home residential placement.  






Paula Stafford asked if that information was based on what the youth actually pled to and DC Denney said that was correct.  DC Denney said that everything DJJ monitors relates to the classification aspect in identifying (including the risk assessment tool) anything after adjudication.  That amended offense is what drives our system as far as classification and placing out of home youth.  It all has to do with the amended offense.

DC Denney continued by saying juvenile sexual offender data is maintained, which has been maintain for several years.  The length of total commitment by offense level (including A, B, C, and D felonies) is something we are building on with the passage of SB 200.  

We are also gathering validation (pre-validation) for The Risk and Criminogenic Needs Assessment and the risk levels contained within that assessment.  We know the real significance will come once the tool is validated.   DC Denney said she provided slides in your packet.

She said they continue to collected information regarding DMC, and are expanding the ability to collect more of that data.  With respect to the psychotropic medication, DJJ can determine who is on one, two or more medications.  DC Denney said fortunately, most of our youth are only on one medication.

With regard to training and the Principles of Effective Intervention, DC Denney said to date they have trained all of their staff who have direct contact with youth on PEI.   We are also using it at our Youth Academy.  Anyone working with our youth are required to complete the training before they can work with our youth. 

 We have six staff who are “Train the Trainer” certified to conduct the community portion of the training.   Five staff do a residential portion, which has also been include at the Academy along with one professional development staff.   DC Denney said as new hires come in they will start with the core foundation of PEI.

PEI has worked with us on the criminogenic needs questionnaire, which we call the “Needs-Q.” The 38 questionnaire looks at the dynamic criminogenic needs, which helps us, predict the highest recidivism areas.  We began using this tool in September and it is now a DJJ policy.  We complete this process during the court process, and if predisposition has been ordered we make sure the youth has been probated, committed or sentence.  It is what drives our case plan.  It is used to set goals, tasks and objectives in individual youth.    In obtaining that information, we are able to develop a case plan, which lowers recidivism.   We will validate this tool in the near future.

Effective Case Management is tying everything together, and developing the best-case plan.  We began this practice in September of 2017.

DC Denney also spoke on the Evidence-based Practices, Model Fidelity, and highlighted correctional program checklist.   

She noted that DJJ has four group facilitators in the ART and one deemed as a Certified ART, which can train the remainder of our staff.  The program is structured for kids with an aggressive history and focuses on social skill building, anger control and moral reasoning.  It has showed a very promising outcome.   

DC Denney completed her presentation by speaking on the Risk and Criminogenic Needs Assessment Instrument, which was created with CJI to identify the most predictable areas where Kentucky juvenile population reoffend.  According to DC Denney, DJJ anticipates having reached the 1,000 case mark by Summer 2018.  

Rachel Bingham presented the SB 200 Performance Measurement Data.

Ms. Bingham provided a handout, which showed the data obtained with the help of CJI.   She said there are many measurements, which are a work in progress, but in the end, it will validate our efforts.  Ms. Bingham said they were continuing the conversation around minorities and the ability to look at our contact points.  Ms. Bingham said she hoped Jefferson County office could come and present their action plans.  

Ms. Bingham announced AOC would be moving out of its downtown office and into four different neighborhood places across Jefferson County.  This move will allow AOC to have staff in the communities where our kids and families live.  

She noted that AOC employees were receiving training, and they are looking into diversion and how those plans can be improved.  AOC will eventually move into more of a case plan type of diversion, which will require a shift.  



Ms. Bingham also said AOC is looking into developing a Risk Screener statewide.   Within the next two years, we plan to revamp diversion and make sure we place that piece where it will work with all the community partners.  

[bookmark: _GoBack]At the conclusion of Ms. Bingham’s presentation, Senator Westerfield made a motion to adjourn the meeting, and Steve Gold seconded the motion.  Senator Westerfield noted that the next JJOC meeting is tentively scheduled for January 11 @ 1:00 p.m., based on the schedule of the 2018 General Assembly.



























 


















