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	STATE PROGRAM TITLE
	2006 

Total Funds
	Federal

Share
	Match

	23
	Planning and Administration
	$96,000
	$48,000
	$48,000

	31
	State Advisory Group Allocation
	$30,000
	$30,000
	

	22
	American Indian Tribes Passthrough Amount
	$15,000
	$15,000
	

	06
	Compliance Monitoring
	$65,000
	$65,000
	

	09
	Delinquency Prevention 
	$180,000
	$180,000
	

	27
	School Programs (prevent truancy, suspension, expulsion)
	$30,000
	$30,000
	

	10
	Disproportionate Minority Contact
	$80,000
	$80,000
	

	02
	Alternatives to Detention
	$30,000
	$30,000
	

	19
	Systems Improvement 
	$122,000
	$122,000
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Totals
	$648,000
	$600,000
	$48,000


The planning and administrative costs cover:
1. The salaries of a full-time juvenile Justice Specialist, a full-time Compliance Monitor and a half-time administrative Assistant.

2. Travel costs of staff for the following:

To attend national and regional OJJDP and CJJ conferences and workshops, as appropriate; to attend local conferences and workshops, as appropriate and to monitor contract with providers throughout the state.

Program Narrative
Comprehensive 3-Year Plan Components
1. Description of System 
A. Structure and Function of Juvenile Justice System
State and municipal police and county sheriffs enforce Maine's laws.  All have general law enforcement duties, with county and state police sharing responsibility for Maine’s large rural areas.  

Maine has twenty-eight municipal police departments with lockups, and eight of the sixteen counties have jails that might hold juveniles for varying limited periods of time. With the completion of the combined Two Bridges Regional Jail in the fall of 2006 this number will fall to seven county jails. The new facility does not have an area for juveniles to be held and will not allow them in. The Maine Department of Corrections (MDOC) has responsibility for all juvenile detention, and currently operates two facilities, both of which hold both detained and committed juveniles.  Long Creek Youth Development Center is in the southern part of the state (South Portland), with an operating design capacity of 163 beds, 30 of which constitute detention space. Mountain View Youth Development Center in Charleston (central part of the state--serves northern Maine) has a design capacity of 140 with a 30-bed detention unit.  
The JJDP Act requires states to pass funds through to federally recognize native communities.  The amount based on the proportion of Native American juveniles to the total juvenile population in the state, is provided to the state administrative agency by the grantor agency.  Each year’s pass through requirement is an amount insufficient to support any initiative, and the JJAG regularly adds to the allocation for Indian Juvenile justice activities.

Like many Indian reservations, Maine reservations are plagued by unemployment and poverty.  Youth residing on native lands have been found to have higher rates of delinquent behaviors. 

Transitioning from middle school to high school tends to be a difficult time for many Native children, many of whom choose to leave school before graduation. Dropping out of school leaves youth with large quantities of idle time, directly contributing to higher rates of delinquency. More importantly, school dropout rates directly affect the rates of substance abuse among youth. In a study by Swain and others, data was analyzed on self-reported substance abuse among majority and minority populations and concluded that all ethnic groups have similar prevalence rates, but the rates of substance abuse are highest among school dropouts when compared with students remaining in school.  Within this context, the high school dropout rates for the native children are particularly problematic.  Native youth drop out rate ranges from 25% to 60% (St. Germain, 1995 Ledlow, 1992), and is well above Maine’s statewide average of only 3.3%.

In addition, Juvenile justice systems in tribal communities are chronically under funded and lack comprehensive programs that focus on preventing juvenile delinquency, providing intervention services, and imposing appropriate sanctions. Law enforcement and justice personnel in American Indian communities receive insufficient and inadequate training.

When juveniles are arrested for allegedly committing a delinquent act and  continued detention is requested by the law enforcement agency, the case is immediately referred to a Juvenile Community Corrections Officer (JCCO) who must determine whether or not detention is warranted, and if not, the JCCO may order conditional or unconditional release.  The Maine Juvenile Code states; “Detention, if ordered must be in the least restrictive residential setting that will serve the purposes of the Maine Juvenile Code...”  If the juvenile is detained, the official who ordered detention “shall petition the Juvenile Court for a review of the detention in time for the detention hearing to take place within 48 hours following the detention…”

Subsequent to a preliminary investigation, the JCCO might decide that ongoing supervision is not required either in the interests of the public or of the juvenile, or that both will best be served by providing services voluntarily accepted by the juvenile.  In that case, the JCCO might not request that a petition be filed.  Informal adjustment or a sole sanction, such as restitution and/or community service, might be found appropriate.

If the JCCO finds that the facts are sufficient, that JCCO “shall request the prosecuting attorney to file a petition.”  Juvenile cases are heard in District Courts.  Thirty-three judges hold court in thirteen districts in thirty-one locations around the state. Judges are nominated by the Governor to serve seven-year terms and confirmed by the legislature.  Maine's highest court, the Supreme Judicial Court, has general administrative and supervisory authority over the Judicial Branch. Its head, the Chief Justice, designates a Superior Court Chief Justice and District Court Chief Judge and Administrative Court Chief Judge to oversee the day-to-day administrative operations of those courts, and also appoints the State Court Administrator.  Juvenile Drug Treatment Courts operate in seven locations with ongoing evaluation.  Juveniles at high risk for further delinquent behavior, with a history of chronic substance abuse where that substance abuse has been a major factor in the delinquent behavior may be referred to that program. 

Local non-profit agencies are contracted by the MDOC to provide juvenile detention alternative services and attendant care at locations across the state.  It is noted that the attendant care sites though not operating at this time will do so in the third quarter of the year. These services are available to juveniles referred by Juvenile Community Corrections Officers in lieu of detention, before adjudication, or for a period of time after detention.  A day reporting program continues to serve juveniles and their families in the Lewiston/Auburn area, Maine’s 2nd largest population center of about 60,000.  

The Maine Juvenile Code prohibits secure detention of status offenders and non-offenders.  The parents of truants may be subject to sanctions; runaways may be taken into “interim care” by a law enforcement officer, but “under no circumstances… be held involuntarily for more than 6 hours.”  The statute (Chapter 15, section 3501) expressly prohibits placement of such juveniles in a jail or other secure facility.  Other similar behavior, such as possession or transportation of liquor may result in a referral to the JCCO, summons to court and fines or community service, but youth are not securely detained for status offenses in Maine.

Most services for juveniles are provided through contracts with community service providers and by providers of service under the Maine Medicaid program.  Because providers report on the number of children served for the specific purpose of each contract, the number served by service type is unduplicated.  Many children receive more than one type of service, however, so the service types cannot be added together to yield the total number of children served.

In the past few years, the Department of Corrections and Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) have made significant progress in the development and implementation of a plan to assure that all youth who come to the attention of the Division of Juvenile Services will be screened and evaluated for any mental health issues and linked to appropriate treatment.  This is not fully operational throughout the state at this point, however the Juvenile Justice Advisory Group is funding a pilot of the Massachusetts Youth Screening Instrument (MAYSI-2) in three counties –Kennebec, Piscataquis and Penobscot. The pilot will integrate comprehensive health screening, using the MAYSI-2, with case planning and referral linkages for juveniles referred to the division of Juvenile Services. This project will provide information and guidance to the State Forensic Service evaluators who will be completing more, and more timely, court-ordered evaluations as a as a part of this program. 

Mental health professionals, employees of the Children’s Services Division of DHHS working at the facilities, oversee the behavioral health program at Long Creek and Mountain View and serve both committed and detained youth.  A mental health screening protocol has been developed and screening tools identified.  All youth committed are screened resulting in individualized intervention plans.  

Mental health program coordinators in each of the four regions coordinate mental health services for youth under supervision in the community.  Although they work for DHHS, they are located in the Department of Corrections Juvenile Division’s Regional offices and participate in joint training to assure that employees of both Departments understand the roles and responsibilities of each other as well as the needs of the youth in the system.  

Other services provided youth in the juvenile justice system through collaboration with DHHS/Office of Substance Abuse (OSA) include a Juvenile Substance Abuse Treatment Network and the six Drug Treatment Courts.  Youth accepted into the drug court (in any of six locations around the state) are assigned a case manager by the court, and are required to participate in random urinalysis testing, regular check-ins and intensive treatment and weekly court appearances. The Substance Abuse Treatment Network provides screening and treatment services for youth in the community as well as those in correctional facilities.

The Departments of Corrections and HHS have identified standard assessment and treatment specifically for youth who sexually offend—our Long Creek and Mountain View Youth Development Centers.  The Juvenile Sex Offender Assessment Protocol-II (J-SOAP-II) is being used as part of a comprehensive risk assessment in a systematic review of risk factors that have been identified in the professional literature as being associated with sexual and criminal offending. 

Data collection capacity, while improving, remains challenging in Maine.  The courts remain in the process of computerizing disposition information; the State Bureau of Identification is computerizing current information, but previously collected data is still accessible only by hand search.  Positive changes are being made, however.  The Department of Corrections Juvenile Division has developed a computerized system that will facilitate consistent data collection across its four regions and two facilities, although data entry is not complete.  The department wide integrated Corrections Information System (CORIS) is providing more accurate data and management information to all users.  Training is ongoing for users. Information sharing between the state-level agencies that serve Maine’s youth is also improving.  
Application for and implementation of the “Coming Home:  Serious and Violent Offender Reentry Initiative” brought together several state departments and other agencies, including DOC, Education, Labor, DHHS, local service providers and faith-based organizations.  Their work together for program design, implementation and reporting builds relationships that will certainly facilitate collaboration in other areas.  Another initiative undertaken by representatives of those agencies and organizations will result in a common definition of prevention and a statewide prevention plan to be published later this year.

While PL 790, “An Act to Improve the Mental Health Services to Children,” was passed in 1998 with the intent of developing comprehensive children’s mental health service delivery system in Maine, many children involved in the juvenile justice system lack access to appropriate mental health services.  Waiting lists for psychiatric and psychological services are often several months long.  It is speculated that some children become further involved in the juvenile justice system due to lack of appropriate mental health assessment and treatment.  Often a juvenile offender’s mental health needs are not adequately addressed before commitment to one of Maine’s two secure juvenile correctional facilities where they are screened for mental health problems and individualized intervention plans are developed.  Over the past two years, the State Forensic Services has contracted with the Kennebec County Juvenile Court to provide “brief”/focused psychological evaluations for juveniles identified as in need of mental health services. Such evaluations are available to the Juvenile Court within 30 days at approximately 50% of the cost of a more extensive evaluation, but nevertheless assist the Court in determining immediate needs of the juvenile and imposing appropriate dispositions.   The brief evaluation pilot will expand to Piscataquis and Penobscot counties. Inherent in the process of providing comprehensive mental health evaluations and treatment, is the requirement that universal mental health screening be available at the first possible contact with an alleged juvenile offender as well a the process being voluntary, and linked to the issues related to disposition and treatment.

In 1998, the 118th Legislature passed PL 790, “An Act to Improve the Delivery of Mental Health Services to Children.”  That law made the Department Mental Health, Mental Retardation and Substance Abuse Services, now the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS), responsible for development of a comprehensive children’s mental health services system in Maine.  

2. System Flow
 


[image: image1]
C. Service Network 
· Memorandum of Agreement with the Office of Substance Abuse, Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS), for the Substance Abuse Treatment Network to provide substance abuse treatment in DOC juvenile facilities and the Juvenile Drug Courts

· Memorandum of Agreement with the Children’s Behavioral Health Services, Department of Health and Human Services, to provide mental health coordinators in our juvenile facilities in Community Correctional Region offices to consult with DOC staff on the mental health needs of our juveniles and to assist with mental health access for those juveniles.
· The Bureau of Child and Family Services (BCFS) have out-station staff in our juvenile facilities to coordinate serves for juveniles in DHHS custody and to act as a liaison for BCFS case workers.
· Memorandum of Agreement with DHHS to collaborate with DOC on out-of-home placement for the purpose of reducing the number of DOC juveniles seeking to receive services. 
· Memorandum of Agreement with the Department of Education for “Project Impact,” a program to share educational and other information vital to a juveniles success in and out of a DOC facility. Project Impact aids in reentry to an educational institution. 
· Maine’s Children's Cabinet, a group of commissioners and senior staff from the Departments of Education, Corrections, Health and Human Services and Public Safety, has launched initiatives consistent with the Guiding Principles in PL 785, the Cabinet’s vision that children’s needs are best met within the context of relationships in the family and community, and its mission to actively collaborate to create and promote coordinated policies and service delivery systems supportive of children, families and communities. Their initiatives are:

Maine Youth Suicide Prevention – To implement the comprehensive, statewide approach to prevention of adolescent suicide in accordance with the Governor’s Task Force on Adolescent Suicide
Communities for Children & Youth - To measurably improve the well-being of children in every community and to increase educational attainment and achievement levels of all Maine children
Coordinated School Health Program — "Healthy kids make better students and better students make healthy communities".

Homeless Children & Youth: - Provide intensive case management and other services for any homeless youth.

Keeping Maine's Children and Youth Connected - An Integrated Approach to Help Children and Youth Who Experience School Disruption Due To: Homelessness, Foster Care Placement, Correctional Facility Placement, In-Patient Psychiatric Care.

Family Systems Team  -To provide Maine families and children with access to services that are planned for, managed, and delivered in a holistic and integrated manner in order to improve their self-sufficiency, safety, economic stability, health, and quality of life
LCRC - Local Case Resolution Committees - are regionally coordinate case review committees that are overseen by the Regional Children’s Cabinet that respond to and process individual and group family cases with Pooled Flexible Funds  where there is an identified barrier to service. The goal of the LCRCs is to find an immediate solution for the family whose child is in immediate need, but where the service is not reimbursable.

Maine Mentoring Partnership - The Maine Mentoring Partnership emerged from the Governor’s Committee on Mentoring Youth as a diverse group of people representing both the private and public sector. The mission of the Maine Mentoring Partnership is to advocate for, support, and foster youth mentoring programs in Maine. A May 2004 survey revealed there are 6,375 children and youth who have a mentor whether it me adult to youth mentoring, peer mentoring or group mentoring.
Task Force on Early Childhood - Maine is one of nine states to be awarded a two-year planning grant from the Maternal and Child Health (MCH) Bureau of the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, which gives Maine an exciting opportunity to foster and sustain humane, family-centered, community-rooted, culturally proficient, and strength-based systems to promote the health and safety of all young children and families.  
Family Strengthening Through Home Visits - Home visitation to universal and voluntary participation regardless of age, income, education and number of children using three models: Healthy Families America, Parents as Teachers, and Parents Are Teachers, Too.
Science-based prevention programming directed at communities, families, youth (ages 12 -17) and schools and funded through the Department of Health and Human Services Office of Substance Abuse impact the communities all over Maine.
http://oneme.org/coalitions/communities_served.htm 
Community coalitions made up of parents, school personnel, law enforcement, businesses and all other stakeholders meet regularly in this OSA project. 
A comprehensive prevention state system is nearing completion. This long-range prevention program system is to ensure that all State prevention resources fill identified gaps in prevention services targeting youth ages 12-17 throughout the State with prevention programs.
For those juveniles who enter the custody of DHHS through the juvenile criminal court, the full array of services is available through the child welfare system.  This includes foster care placement, group and residential placement, and other types of placements matching the youth’s needs for support and supervision.  Drug and alcohol treatment services are available, both in-patient and out-patient, psychiatric and psychological counseling services, rehabilitation services, and a number of other needed support services for both the juvenile and their family.  Educational support services, job training and other employment support services are available.  Juveniles may be referred to other State Department services such as Vocational Rehabilitation and mental health services.  If a juvenile is committed to state custody by the juvenile court, they will receive any necessary support services paid out of child welfare.

2. Analysis of Juvenile Crime Problems and Juvenile Justice Needs 
	Geographic area
	Total Population
	Under 5 years
	5 to 13 years
	14 to 17 years
	Total 

<17 

	.Maine
	1,317,253
	67,628
	139,916
	74,585
	282,129


(U.S. Census estimate)
Top of Form

Race by County in Maine, 2004
	Selecting: 
	 


	Race = 
	Black, American Indian, Asian

	Age = 
	0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17


	

	

	Count 

Black
American Indian
Asian
Total
All Counties 
4,281 
2,448 
3,259 
9,988 
Androscoggin County 
703 
97 
223 
1,023 
Aroostook County 
130 
413 
98 
641 
Cumberland County 
1,604 
230 
1,451 
3,285 
Franklin County 
59 
32 
33 
124 
Hancock County 
77 
88 
86 
251 
Kennebec County 
248 
165 
221 
634 
Knox County 
61 
23 
51 
135 
Lincoln County 
44 
30 
45 
119 
Oxford County 
87 
41 
61 
189 
Penobscot County 
366 
401 
269 
1,036 
Piscataquis County 
24 
18 
10 
52 
Sagadahoc County 
186 
50 
71 
307 
Somerset County 
81 
88 
78 
247 
Waldo County 
65 
48 
27 
140 
Washington County 
39 
566 
27 
632 
York County 
507 
158 
508 
1,173 



Top of Form

Maine: Race by Ethnicity Population Estimates, 2004
Bottom of Form

	Selecting: 
	 


	Age = 
	0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17


	

	

	Count 

Non Hispanic
Hispanic
Total
White
268,708 
3,433 
272,141 
Black
3,992 
289 
4,281 
American Indian
2,358 
90 
2,448 
Asian
3,171 
88 
3,259 
Total
278,229 
3,900 
282,129 



Top of Form

York County, Maine: Race by Ethnicity Population Estimates, 2004
Bottom of Form

	Selecting: 
	 


	Age = 
	0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17


	

	

	Count 

Non Hispanic
Hispanic
Total
White
43,151 
532 
43,683 
Black
471 
36 
507 
American Indian
153 
5 
158 
Asian
501 
7 
508 
Total
44,276 
580 
44,856 



Top of Form

Cumberland County, Maine: Race by Ethnicity Population Estimates, 2004
Bottom of Form

	Selecting: 
	 


	Age = 
	0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17


	

	

	Count 

Non Hispanic
Hispanic
Total
White
55,196 
928 
56,124 
Black
1,506 
98 
1,604 
American Indian
203 
27 
230 
Asian
1,416 
35 
1,451 
Total
58,321 
1,088 
59,409 



Top of Form

Top of Form

Penobscot County, Maine: Race by Ethnicity Population Estimates, 2004
Bottom of Form

	Selecting: 
	 


	Age = 
	0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17


	

	

	Count 

Non Hispanic
Hispanic
Total
White
29,096 
302 
29,398 
Black
335 
31 
366 
American Indian
391 
10 
401 
Asian
260 
9 
269 
Total
30,082 
352 
30,434 



http://ojjdp.ncjrs.org/ojstatbb/ezapop/ 

A. Analysis of Juvenile Crime Problems 
Maine is unable to conduct an analysis of current juvenile crime problems (including juvenile gangs that commit crimes), including those geographic areas in which tribes perform law enforcement functions.
F

· An assessment of MDOC’s new CORIS information system for juvenile DMC reveals that the quality of the data are currently insufficient for reliable analysis of DMC (e.g. diversion and petition to court) and other purposes. SAC research staff decided to compare the CORIS data to hand-produced monthly statistical reports completed by each region and compiled by MDOC central office. 

· A large proportion of 2004 data, estimated at 20%, were not entered into CORIS as of March 2005.  

· Of the records entered into CORIS, many are incomplete. For example, a review of some records reveals that the ‘referral’ status has not been updated in over 30 days. 

· The high number of incomplete records makes it impossible to accurately measure diversions, such as Informal Adjudications and Sole Sanctions, from the juvenile justice system. 

· It is currently impossible to accurately gauge petitions to the court. 

· The ethnic data field completion seems particularly weak. Ethnicity is entered as a separate field from race. When ethnicity is not entered, the ethnicity field defaults to ‘non-Hispanic.’ This practice has the effect of underestimating the number of juveniles who pass through corrections and identify themselves as Hispanic. 
· Our two tribes having law enforcement function are sovereign nations and are not obligated to provide juvenile justice data. Having said that we are well on our way to working this situation out with the newly formed American Indian Committee.

Juveniles account for the lowest share of all arrests in the last ten years. As the chart below shows, juvenile arrests as a share of all arrests peaked in the mid-1990s before falling to its lowest level in a decade in 2003 (16.7 percent). The state trends mirror juvenile crime trends across the United States.

Over the last ten years the number of arrests for juveniles declined 17.5 percent, with the number of violent crime arrests falling 32.5 percent between 1994 and 2003. In 2003, juvenile arrests increased slightly over the past year, by 0.2 percent.
	
	Total Number Juvenile Female Arrests
	Total Number of Juvenile Male Arrests
	Total Number of Arrests

	2001
	2,756
	7,192
	9,948

	2002
	2,511
	6,775
	9,286

	2003
	2,572
	6,733
	9,305


(2004 Crime & Justice Data Book, Maine Statistical Analysis Center http://muskie.usm.maine.edu/justiceresearch)

Juvenile arrests for drug and alcohol violations more than doubled in the last ten years. The only major categories of juvenile crime that grew between 1994 and 2003 were related to drug and alcohol offenses. Drug offenses climbed 105 percent between 1994 and 2003, while liquor law violations climbed 128 percent over the ten-year period. 

Between 1994 and 2003, the number of juvenile arrests for violent crime dropped 35 percent from 178 to 115. Arrests for the following non-violent offenses were also down: juvenile burglary down 49 percent, larceny down 35 percent, and auto theft declined by 53 percent. As a share of crime, Index offenses accounted for 30.4 percent of juvenile arrests, down from 43.1 percent in 1995.

	Juvenile Arrests In Maine

	
	Number of Arrests
	Percent Change

	
	1994
	1999
	2003
	1999– 2003
	1994- 2003

	Murder
	1
	1
	-
	-100%
	

	Rape
	18
	13
	19
	46%
	6%

	Robbery
	50
	41
	18
	-56%
	-64%

	Aggravated Assault
	109
	103
	78
	-24%
	-28%

	Violent Offenses
	178
	158
	115
	-27%
	-35%

	Other Offenses

	Burglary
	903
	753
	459
	-39%
	-49%

	Larceny
	3,173
	2,518
	2,071
	-18%
	-35%

	Auto Theft
	306
	236
	144
	-39%
	-53%

	Other Assaults
	1,201
	1,173
	1,107
	-6%
	-8%

	Liquor Law Violations
	443
	776
	1,009
	30%
	128%

	Drug Offenses
	403
	675
	828
	23%
	105%

	All Offenses
	10,538
	10,779
	9,307
	-14%
	-12%

	Maine Department of Public Safety
	
	
	
	
	


(2004 Crime & Justice Data Book, Maine Statistical Analysis Center http://muskie.usm.maine.edu/justiceresearch)
Drug arrests for juveniles reveal that the type of drug juveniles are arrested for has not changed since 1995. In 1995, arrests for marijuana accounted for nearly 90 percent of all juvenile drug arrests (86.5). In 2003, marijuana arrests accounted for 82.4 percent. Although the share is slightly lower in 2003, marijuana still remains the dominant type of drug for juvenile drug arrests. The only drug category that showed a major increase among juvenile arrests was for the category, “other dangerous non-narcotics,” which include the drugs Ecstasy and Methamphetamine. The number of arrests for this category of drugs increased from 40 in 1995 to 97 in 2003, or 142 percent.
Female juvenile arrests have steadily increased over the last ten years. One trend that this report has chronicled in previous years is the increase in the number of girls entering the juvenile justice system. The number of girls arrested has dramatically increased in Maine over the last ten years. Since 1994, female juvenile arrests have increased 7.5 percent, while male juvenile arrests declined 17.3 percent over the same time period. Girls now account for nearly 28 percent of all juvenile arrests in Maine, up from 23 percent in

1994. Girls comprise a greater share of juvenile arrest totals than women do of adult arrest totals. Since 1994, drug offense and liquor law violation arrests have both increased more than 150 percent for girls. Arrests for other crimes such as the general category “all other offenses (except traffic)” have also increased dramatically. 
Juvenile Drug Treatment Courts are providing opportunities for defendants to recover from substance abuse while holding them accountable for their criminal behavior. Maine currently supports six in the counties of York, Cumberland, Kennebec, Androscoggin, Penobscot and Washington. These Courts were established in recognition that many crimes would not be committed if not for the offender’s substance abuse problem. After careful screening, participants must admit or plead guilty to the charges against them, and enter into an agreement that provides that the sentence, which is delayed during the program, will be lighter if the defendant successfully completes the program. Participants undergo intensive supervision including frequent meetings with case managers and treatment providers, attendance at Alcoholics or Narcotics Anonymous, random drug testing and periodic judicial review by a District Court Judge. (2004 Crime & Justice Data Book, Maine Statistical Analysis Center http://muskie.usm.maine.edu/justiceresearch)

The Part II: Outcome Evaluation of Maine’s Statewide Juvenile Drug Treatment Court Program, by Donald F. Anspach Ph.D. and Andrew S. Ferguson of the Department of Sociology at the University of Southern Maine concluded that Maine’s Juvenile Drug Court program is reducing crime. The study showed the rate of successful program completion to be higher than the national average and this group had lower rates of recidivism. Dr. Anspach writes, “As documented throughout this report, the drug court experience can be an effective intervention to reduce recidivism among substance abusing offenders.” He cautions however that “mere participation in the drug court experience will reduce crime.” Rather it is the graduates who will most likely benefit.
School Expulsion and Suspension Data

Data from Maine Safe and Drug-Free Schools Data Collection Project 2003–2004
· Personal Offenses were the most commonly reported types of offenses to result in students’ removal from school for both regular and special education students (37% and 42% respectively).

· Drug-Related Acts (29%) and Other Policy Violations (17%) also resulted in a significant number of removals.

· Lower proportions of Drug-Related Acts were reported among special education students (23%) than among regular education students (33%).

· Overall, alternative placement made up the highest percentage of removals — (43%) of the total removals — followed by long-term suspensions (39%) and expulsions (19%).
· At the elementary school level, alternative placement was by far the most common type of removal (87%).

· Personal Offense has remained the most commonly reported reason for removal. 

· Reported Drug-Related removals reached a high of 29% in 2003-04 and Weapon-Related removals have fluctuated between 6% and 11% over the six-year period.

Offenses Resulting in Removal 1998-1999 to 2003-2004

	Type of Offense
	1998-1999
	1999-2000
	2000-2001
	2001-2002
	2002-2003
	2003-2004

	Personal Offense
	48%
	37%
	46%
	42%
	42%
	39%

	Other Policy Violation
	22%
	21%
	25%
	26%
	21%
	17%

	Drug-Related Act
	18%
	26%
	19%
	20%
	26%
	29%

	Weapon-Related Act
	9%
	11%
	6%
	9%
	6%
	8%

	Other Reportable Acts
	3%
	4%
	4%
	3%
	5%
	6%

	Number of Schools Reporting
	570
	674
	644
	658
	669
	661


Percentage of Removals
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Total Removals

Percentage of Removals

 Personal Offense

 Other Policy Violations

 Drug-Related Acts

 Weapon-Related Acts

 Other Reportable Acts


Incidents Resulting in Students’ Removal from School

	Act
	Total Offenses

	 Personal Offense
	392
	39%

	 Other Policy Violations
	176
	17%

	 Drug-Related Acts
	294
	29%

	 Weapon-Related Acts
	85
	8%

	 Other Reportable Acts
	61
	6%

	Total
	1,008
	100%


	Act
	Act Name
	Total

	Drug-Related
	Alcohol Possession/Distribution
	10

	
	Alcohol use
	22

	
	Marijuana distribution
	25

	
	Marijuana possession
	65

	
	Marijuana use
	30

	
	Other drug distribution 
	27

	
	Other drug possession
	42

	
	Other drug use
	30

	
	Tobacco possession/distribution
	14

	
	Tobacco use
	29

	Personal Offense
	Aggravated assault / Battery / Simple assault
	45

	
	Fighting/Pushing
	142

	
	Gang Fight
	5

	
	Harassment : Other
	56

	
	Harassment: Sexual
	31

	
	Physical attack/Other personal offense
	42

	
	Threat/Intimidation
	71

	Weapon- Related
	Assault with firearm
	0

	
	Assault with other weapon
	6

	
	Bomb threat
	23

	
	Bomb-related offense
	0

	
	Other weapon assault/offense
	13

	
	Possession of a firearm
	4

	
	Possession of other weapon
	38

	
	Sale/Transfer of a weapon
	1

	Other Criminal Acts
	Arson
	12

	
	Burglary/Breaking & Entering
	6

	
	Hate crimes/bias
	2

	
	Larceny/Theft/Other property offense
	15

	
	Robbery
	8

	
	Vandalism (criminal mischief)
	18

	Other Policy Violations
	Disorderly conduct
	106

	
	Fireworks offense
	1

	
	Sexual offense (non -forcible)
	5

	
	Skipping school
	30

	
	Trespassing
	2

	
	Truancy
	32

	Grand Total
	
	1,008


Types of Removals 1998/99 to 2003/04

	Regular Education Students


		1998/99

	1999/00

	2000/01

	2001/02

	2002/03

	2003/04


	Expulsion

	212

	297

	309

	275

	297

	143


	Alternative Placement

	282

	322

	664

	261

	163

	267


	Long-Term Suspension

	238

	419

	350

	268

	331

	236


	Special Education Students

		1998/99

	1999/00

	2000/01

	2001/02

	2002/03

	2003/04


	Expulsion

	51

	34

	49

	44

	42

	44


	Alternative Placement

	254

	236

	189

	156

	135

	165


	Long-Term Suspension

	109

	193

	182

	112

	183

	153



	


Maine Safe and Drug-Free Schools Data Collection Project 2003–2004
The Maine Youth Drug and Alcohol Use Survey (MYDAUS) is administered every other year by the Office of Substance Abuse (OSA).

The following are excerpts from the MYDAUS Technical Report 2004.  The entire report, including survey methodology and margins of error can be found at www.maineosa.org/data/mydaus/mydaus2004.htm.

Prevention Successes

In the past nine years, Maine has been successful in reducing the use of tobacco, alcohol, and certain other substances among students in grades 6 through 12:

· The prevalence of cigarette smoking during the 30-days prior to the survey (30-day use) has decreased among 6-12th graders from 25% in 1995 to 15% in 2002 and 2004.  The greatest change in smoking prevalence occurred among 9th graders, which went from 32% in 1995 to 16% in 2004.

· Less than half (49%) of 12th graders reported drinking alcohol in the 30 days prior to the survey (down from 61% in 1995), and alcohol use among 8th graders decreased from 36% to 22%.  However, there has been little change since 1999.

· Since 1995, there also has been a significant decrease in the use of psychedelics (4.2% to 2.2%), and there has been a drop in the use of the “club drug”, ecstasy, from 2.6% in 2002 when first asked on the MYDAUS, to 1.4% in 2004.

Other areas of improvement include perceptions of drug availability:

· The proportion of students at risk because of the perceived availability of drugs has gone down from 48% in 1999 to 40% in 2004.

Warning Signs

· The prevalence of 30-day marijuana use is the same as the prevalence of cigarette smoking, 15%, and continues to be a serious problem among Maine students; in 2004, 27% of Maine’s 12th graders had used marijuana during the previous 30 days versus 20% among US 12th graders.

· Past month Inhalant use, which had dropped significantly between 1995 and 2000, is again increasing, especially among 8th graders (6.8% in 2002 to 7.6% in 2004), and 9th graders (4.4% to 5.7%)

· Illegal use of prescription drugs remains high; 12% of Maine’s 11th graders reported 30-day use of prescription drugs not prescribed for them by a physician. 

Risk Factors

The greatest proportion (40.0% or more) of Maine students in the 6th, 8th, 10th, and 12th grades are at risk due to the following factors:

· Low school commitment (49.6%)

· Attitudes favorable to antisocial behavior (47.6%)

· Sensation seeking (46.8%)

· Lower academic achievement (45.8%)

· Parental attitudes favor antisocial behavior (45.8%)

· Laws and norms favorable to drugs (43.9%)

· Rewards for antisocial involvement (43.4%)

· Poor family management (42.9%)
· Antisocial peers (42.7%)

· Intentions to use drugs (40.5%)

Students show more moderate levels of risk (30.0% to 39.9% “at risk”) for the following risk factors:

· Perceived availability of drugs (39.9%)

· Rebelliousness (39.9%)

· Perceived risk of drug use (39.2%)

· Family history of antisocial behavior (35.3%)

· Attitudes favorable to drug use (35.2%)

· Peers’ drug use (35.1%)

· Parental attitudes favor drug use (32.5%)

Maine students are lowest on the following risk factors (less than 30.0% “at risk”):

· Early initiation of drug use (29.5%)

· Perceived availability of handguns (25.2%)

Protective Factors
The greatest proportion (60.0% or more) of Maine students in the 6th, 8th, 10th, and 12th grades are protected due to the following factors (see Table 13):

· School opportunities for involvement (64.3%)

· Social skills (61.8%)

· Belief in the moral order (61.7%)

Students show more moderate levels of protection (50.0% to 59.9% “protected”) for the following protective factors:

· School rewards for pro-social involvement (59.2%)

· Family rewards for involvement (58.5%)

· Family opportunities for involvement (57.1%)

· Family attachment (53.6%)

Maine students are lowest on the following protective factors (less than 50.0% “protected”):

· Community opportunities for involvement (45.9%)

· Community rewards for involvement (43.0%)

B. List of State’s Priority Juvenile Justice Needs/Problem Statements 
1. Compared to national standards, Maine has a relatively low occurrence of juvenile crime. Nevertheless, there continue to be serious violent juvenile offenses that result in great emotional damage to members of the community, and frequent property crimes that result in great financial costs to the citizens of Maine.  Juvenile crime has an impact on all citizens of a community, but perhaps the deepest impact on victims, the family of the juvenile offender and, of course, the juvenile him or herself.  There are areas of the State in which there may be insufficient community resources and opportunities for young people involved in or at risk of becoming involved in the juvenile justice system.  

 Members of the JJAG agree that juvenile justice is a community issue and that the entire community needs accurate knowledge and skills in order to develop appropriate prevention and intervention programs.  Not all social service or youth and family serving agencies and providers have up-to-date and accurate information regarding the causes and consequences of juvenile crime.   By improving knowledge and understanding through trainings and support for evidence-based practices that encourage effective programs, the incidence of juvenile crime should be reduced and communities become healthier. 

2. Students involved in the juvenile justice system and at risk of becoming involved in the juvenile justice system may be facing expulsion and suspension from school more frequently than necessary.  It has been difficult to discern exact ratios of suspended and expelled students due to differences in data collections among schools and School Administrative Districts.   The JJAG recognizes that suspended and/or expelled students are at a high risk for engaging in criminal behavior and subsequent involvement in the juvenile justice system.

In 2003, the JJAG contracted with the Muskie School of Public Policy, Institute for Public Sector Innovation to research school suspension and expulsion rates, which youth were being expelled, for what reasons, and what was happening to youth who were suspended and/or expelled.  Based upon the responses to surveys, there appear to be a wide range of attitudes among school administrators regarding suspension and expulsion.  While some schools appear to implement policies designed to keep all students in school except in the most dangerous circumstances, others have adopted “Zero tolerance” policies that result in suspension or expulsion for even relatively minor infractions of school rules. 

The JJAG is committed to supporting programs that reduce the incidence of school suspensions and expulsions and will encourage schools to adopt appropriate alternatives proven to result improved academic performance for students while satisfying school administrators that appropriate action is taken in response to misbehavior in school.

3. Not all youth involved with or at risk of becoming involved with the juvenile justice system are receiving appropriate comprehensive mental health, substance abuse and/or family support services.  Obstacles to service delivery include everything from lack of treatment providers, lack of financial resources to receive services to lack of transportation to and from providers who may be a significant distance from the juvenile and his or her family.

While in some locations it is common for juveniles to receive mental health screening and evaluation early in the juvenile justice process, in other locations screening and evaluation are almost never utilized.  The JJAG is committed to assisting the development of appropriate intervention and prevention services throughout the entire State and will continue to support efforts to expand resources for juveniles and their families.

4. Many of the programs currently offered to juveniles and juvenile offenders have not been proven to be effective prevention and intervention programs.  The JJAG will continue to support only evidenced-based practices and program assessments that have solid research backing their efficacy.   

Historically juveniles have been referred to programs, whether they be diversion programs or intervention programs, regardless of whether the juvenile is determined to be low, medium or high risk of reoffending.  The Maine Department of Corrections has implemented and consistently utilizes the YOLSI (Youthful Offender Level of Service Inventory).  The YOLSI is a tool for determining risk of reoffending.  Current research suggests that low and high risk offenders should not be placed in the same program and that “over treating” low risk offenders may actually increase recidivism.  

 In addition to ensuring that programs offered to juveniles involved in or at risk of becoming involved in the juvenile justice system are proven to be effective at reducing recidivism, the JJAG will continue to encourage that only the appropriate level of service be given to each offender.

5. Many juvenile justice professionals, legislators and the general public are not accurately informed about “what works” for juvenile offenders and those at risk of becoming involved with the juvenile justice system.  

Over the past several years there has been a great deal of research regarding what methods are most effective at preventing and intervening in juvenile crime.  Despite solid research, many providers and families are willing to accept unproven services because they appear to be appropriate or because only unproven services are available.  The JJAG will continue to provide legislators, juvenile justice professionals and the general public with training and reliable information regarding “what works” so that scarce and diminishing financial resources are spent only on the most effective services.

6. Insufficient data make it difficult, if not impossible, to determine whether minority youth are over-represented in Maine’s juvenile justice system.  The JJAG has contracted with the Muskie School of Public Service, University of Southern Maine to research how best to collect relevant data and improve the State’s capacity to report accurate information regarding disproportionate minority contacts (DMC).   

Over the next two years, the Muskie School’s Statistical Analysis Center (SAC) will develop a training guide for Maine DOC employees regarding best practices collecting accurate race and ethnicity information.   As a result of research and programs developed by the SAC, the JJAG will suggest systemic changes within Maine’s Department of Corrections and Department of Public Safety as well as within the courts to improve collection of data regarding.

 If as a result of collecting accurate data it appears that minority youth in Maine are overrepresented in the juvenile justice system (i.e. more arrests, detentions and commitments and/or fewer diversion from court), the JJAG will work with law enforcement and DOC officials to determine the cause of such overrepresentation and, if necessary, implement measures to reduce the overrepresentation of minorities.

3. Plans for Compliance With the First Three Core Requirements of the JJDP Act and the State’s Plan for Compliance 
A. Plan for Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders (Removal of Status Offenders and Nonoffenders from Secure Detention and Correctional Facilities) 
Maine has removed all Status Offenses from the Juvenile Code.

This has been the case since the early 1970’s. The Compliance Monitor continues to ensure that this is followed by conducting site visits and reviewing monthly reports sent in to this department by detention facilities. Continued technical assistance and education will ensure compliance.
B. Plan for Separation of Juveniles from Adult Offenders (Separation) 
Maine’s Juvenile Code prohibits juvenile and adult offenders from        having any contact. Sight and sound separation are required, as stated in the OJJDP Act, in all cases. (Title 15 Section 3203-A-7).

Maine does not have any collated facilities.

New legislation was enacted in 2005 to bring Maine into compliance     with the OJJDP Act requiring a juvenile waived or transferred to a          criminal court will be transferred to an adult facility six months after    reaching the State’s age of full criminal responsibility. (Title 15 Section 3102-4-E-2).
C. Plan for Removal of Juveniles from Adult Jails and Lockups (Jail Removal) 
Maine Department of Corrections has legislative authority over all state, county and municipal secure detention facilities. Included in this authority are requirements for accurate monthly reports, to this department, of all juveniles placed in secure detention, authority to conduct on site inspection and authority to have any violations corrected. (34-A M.R.S.A. Section 1208). These reports are sent to and reviewed by the Compliance Monitor, who works under the Department of Corrections. Any discrepancies will prompt a phone call or a site visit. The Compliance Monitor conducts site visits at these facilities at least twice a year and more often if needed.
Maine utilizes the six hour hold exception and the rural removal exception, where authorized. The language in the Juvenile Code is the        same as Section 223(a)(13)(A) and 223(a)(13)(B) of the OJJDP Act. 
D. Plan for Compliance Monitoring for the First Three Core Requirements of the JJDP Act 
 (1) Identification of the monitoring universe: The Department of Corrections has the legislative authority over all state, county and local facilities that may securely detain juveniles. The Department of Health and Humane Services is the licensing agency for shelters, foster homes and attendant care sites. These are all facilities in this state that may hold juveniles pursuant to public authority. 

(2) Classification of facilities: There are two juvenile detention facilities, 16 county jails and 28 local lockups that may hold juveniles. These have all been classified as secure facilities by the Compliance Monitor. There are also shelters and attendant care sites that are under contract with the Department of Corrections that have been classified as non-secure due to site visits.

Other sites are licensed and inspected annually by DHHS. Communication between these two agencies continues to assure that they are non-secure.
(3) Inspection of facilities: All facilities classified as secure are inspected at least twice a year by the Compliance Monitor. Non-secure facilities under contract with DOC are also inspected annually.
(4) Data collection and verification: All secure facilities in the state that are authorized by law to hold juveniles are required to file monthly reports to the DOC which are reviewed by the Compliance Monitor. These reports are used on site inspections and compared to booking/holding documents.

Pursuant to 34-A M. R. S. A. Section 1208 the Maine Department of Corrections has authority to set standards for all secure facilities. These standards and the Juvenile Code Title 15 contain the same language as the OJJDP Act requiring sight and sound separation and removal of juveniles from adult facilities. These standards also give the Department authority to conduct on site inspections and require corrective action if any violations are found. The Compliance Monitor works under the Department and has the same authority. Should any of these conditions change OJJDP will be notified.

4. Plan for Compliance with the Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC) Core Requirement 
A. Updated DMC Identification Spreadsheets 
See Attachment #3 spreadsheets on GMS. 
B. DMC Data Discussions: 
(1) Quantifiable documentation is unavailable or incomplete to determine whether DMC exists. The following is Maine’s plan of action for developing and implementing a system for the routine data collection needed to track progress in DMC reduction and demonstrate consistent improvement in this area:

· March 2006 - The JJAG entered into a cooperative agreement with the Maine Statistical Analysis Center at the Edmund S. Muskie School of Public Service to improve the state’s capacity to report accurate information about juvenile DMC. The scope and major objective are:

· April to August 2006 - Develop and disseminate instructions for uniform best practice procedures among corrections administrators and staff in collecting race and ethnicity information from individual juveniles.

· April to August 2006 - Develop a user-friendly DVD and training guide to MDOC.

· August 2006 to December 2007 – Deliver DVD training to Maine Department of Corrections Juvenile Community Corrections and youth development centers.

· August 2006 to December 2007 - Assess the DVD training impact on training participants.

· August 2006 to December 2007 - Evaluate post intervention changes in the quality of race and ethnicity data .

· June 2008 - Collect and analyze juvenile DMC data in 2007 to identify minority overrepresentation at key decision points in the juvenile justice system. To comply with the OJJDP requirements a special focus will be place on assessing DMC in Maine counties with the highest proportion of minority populations, such as York, Cumberland and/or Penobscot counties.

(2) We are unable to discuss the Relative Rates Indexes (RRIs) as the data is unreliable. As seen by the DMC plan this very much will guide the state’s FY 2006–2008 DMC Compliance plan. 

C. Progress Made in FY 2005 
The Maine Phase I approach included phase specific capacity assessment and capacity building activities as essential components:

1. While focusing on the determination of whether (and where) DMC exists in the juvenile justice system, the Identification phase included an evaluation of the quality of the race/ethnicity data as an integral part.

2. To meet DMC needs, data quality improvement strategies were developed. 

3. An initial (preliminary) assessment of the overall state DMC capability has been provided at this phase. The systems improvement capacity will be reassessed at each subsequent phase of the DMC initiative (Assessment, Intervention, Evaluation, and Monitor phases).
The following are results:

1. Maine Department of Public Safety (MDPS) Data 

· Although MDPS collects and enters race data on UCR report forms, the data is not entered into an automated system and is not available for analysis without an extensive hand search of paper records. 

· MDPS does report juvenile demographics, such as age, gender, county and crime on an annual basis. 

· The MDPS annual report does not include the race or ethnicity of juveniles or adults who were arrested that year. 

· MDPS does not currently collect data on arrested or detained juveniles’ ethnicity (i.e. Hispanic/non-Hispanic).

· MDPS, due to UCR report requirements imposed by the FBI, scores only one offense per offender. The UCR report hierarchy determines that more serious crimes override any lesser offenses.  Local statistics, such as those that appear in the MDPS annual report, only count the total number of persons arrested, not the number of offenses for which they were arrested.
 

2. MDOC Data 
· An assessment of MDOC’s new CORIS information system for juvenile DMC reveals that the quality of the data are currently insufficient for reliable analysis of DMC (e.g. diversion and petition to court) and other purposes. SAC research staff decided to compare the CORIS data to hand-produced monthly statistical reports completed by each region and compiled by MDOC central office. 

· A large proportion of 2004 data, estimated at 20%, were not entered into CORIS as of March 2005.  

· Of the records entered into CORIS, many are incomplete. For example, a review of some records reveals that the ‘referral’ status has not been updated in over 30 days. 

· The high number of incomplete records makes it impossible to accurately measure diversions, such as Informal Adjudications and Sole Sanctions, from the juvenile justice system. 

· It is currently impossible to accurately gauge petitions to the court. 

· The ethnic data field completion seems particularly weak. Ethnicity is entered as a separate field from race. When ethnicity is not entered, the ethnicity field defaults to ‘non-Hispanic.’ This practice has the effect of underestimating the number of juveniles who pass through corrections and identify themselves as Hispanic. 

Similar to the MDPS information system and process, it is questionable whether race data is being collected accurately or consistently. According to OJJDP policy, subjects should first be asked whether they are ‘Hispanic or Latino’, and then whether they are one of five races, given in order as White, Black or African-American, Asian, American Indian or Alaska Native, and Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
.  It is not clear if this policy has been put into practice among all law enforcement agencies. 

3.   Judicial Branch
Court data would be useful as a stand-alone source and as a source for comparison with data from CORIS for several key decision points. Unfortunately, the Maine Judicial Information System (MEJIS) is unable to yield data on juveniles brought before the courts in 2004.
 

An analysis of 2004 DMC datasets revealed a number of limitations regarding collected data. The varying compatibility between datasets, incomplete records, missing data, a lack of uniformity in racial/ethnic categorization, and a limited number of cases – all these limitations may raise questions about the validity of the data.  Only arrest data has sufficient quality for analysis and this data is shown below.
Black or African American  

· Black and African American juveniles were over 3 times more likely to be arrested or referred than white juveniles. 

Asian

· Asian juveniles were 50% less likely to be arrested and referred than white juveniles.
American Indian or Alaskan

· American Indian juveniles were 42% less likely to be arrested than were white juveniles.

Hispanic or Latino

· No data is available to make initial findings.

Interpretation Caution. Though arrest data for the MDPS was collected methodically, the MDPS did not collect data on arrested or detained juveniles’ ethnicity (i.e. Hispanic/non-Hispanic). The use of the US Census race/ethnicity categorization for data collection and reporting will provide more uniform and accurate assessment of minority contact with the legal system, comparable with the national data.     
D. DMC-reduction Plan for FY 2006-2008 
The following is Maine’s plan of action for developing and implementing a system for the routine data collection needed to track progress in DMC reduction and demonstrate consistent improvement in this area:

· March 2006 - The JJAG will enter into a cooperative agreement with the Maine Statistical Analysis Center at the Edmund S. Muskie School of Public Service to improve the state’s capacity to report accurate information about juvenile DMC. The scope and major objectives are:

· April to August 2006 - Develop and disseminate instructions for uniform best practice procedures among corrections administrators and staff in collecting race and ethnicity information from individual juveniles statewide.

· April to August 2006 – Develop a user-friendly DVD and training guide to MDOC. 
· April to August 2006 - Explore disproportionality of Black and African American juveniles arrested or referred with a literature/best practice review and design a strategy.
· August 2006 to December 2007 - Assess the DVD training impact on training participants and follow closely the collection of data.
· August 2006 to December 2007 - Evaluate post intervention changes in the quality of race and ethnicity data.

· August 2006 to December 2007 – Implementation of best practice for disproportionality of Black and African American juveniles arrested or referred
· June 2008 - Collect and analyze juvenile DMC data in 2007 to identify minority overrepresentation at key decision points in the juvenile justice system. To comply with the OJJDP requirements a special focus will be place on assessing DMC in Maine counties with the highest proportion of minority populations, such as York, Cumberland and/or Penobscot counties.
5. Coordination of Child Abuse and Neglect and Delinquency Programs 
A. Reducing the Caseload of Probation Officers
The Maine Department of Corrections uses general funds for the Juvenile Detention Alternative Program (JDAP) to provide case management thereby reducing the load of the JCCO. This program is administered by private agencies under contract to MDOC. Youth are diverted to JDAP by police officers and JCCOs .
B. Sharing Public Child Welfare Records With the Courts in the Juvenile Justice System 
Pursuant to Section 223(a)(26) of the JJDP Act, the state is working with the legislature and consulting with the Child Welfare League of America to implement a system to ensure that if a juvenile is before a court in the juvenile justice system, that juvenile’s public child welfare records (including child protective services records) for the geographical area under the jurisdiction of that court will be made known to the court. 

C. Establishing Policies and Systems To Incorporate Relevant Child Protective Services Records Into Juvenile Justice Records 
Pursuant to Section 223(a)(27) of the JJDP Act, the state shall establish policies and systems to incorporate relevant child protective services records into juvenile justice records for purposes of establishing and implementing treatment plans for juvenile 

offenders. 

Pursuant to Section 223(a)(28) of the JJDP Act, juvenile offenders whose placement is funded through Section 472 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 672) receive the protections specified in Section 471 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 671), including a case plan and case plan review as defined in Section 475 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 675). 

6. Program Descriptions 
Alternatives to Detention
A. Program Area Code and Title: Alternatives to Detention -02

B. Problem Statement: According to Maine Statute Title 15, Ch. 505, §3202-A, 4. C., detention, if ordered, must be in the least restrictive residential setting that will serve the purposes of the Maine Juvenile Code as provided in Section 3002 and one of the following purposes of detention: (1) To ensure the presence of the juvenile at subsequent court proceedings; (2) To provide physical care for a juvenile who can not return home because there is no parent or other suitable person willing and able to supervise and care for the juvenile adequately; (3) To prevent the juvenile from harming or intimidating any witness or otherwise threatening the orderly progress of the court proceedings;   (4) To prevent the juvenile from inflicting bodily harm on others; or  (5) To protect the juvenile from an immediate threat of bodily harm. [1999, c. 624, Pt. B, §5 (amd).]   

In 2002, the JJAG commissioned a study of detention practices. Based on the perceptions of the respondents, the most frequent criteria for why youth are placed in secure detention was “no adequate supervision”.  The respondents indicated that they believed the needs of approximately 48% of the youth in secure detention could be met through alternatives to secure confinement.  The two most frequently cited problems were the 1) lack of treatment resources and 2) lack of alternatives to secure detention.

Research tells us that keeping youth detained for over thirty days negatively influences their ability to adjust upon their return home.  Additionally, the time the young offender spends in detention is not supported by structured programming.  

This initiative seeks to eliminate the inappropriate or unnecessary use of secure detention by increasing the number of alternatives and enhancing the effectiveness of already existing alternatives to secure detention, so that youth are not securely detained for a lack of viable options.  
The State of Maine has initiated the Jurisdictional Planning Assistance (JPA) process in three Counties. Through an OJJDP funded project, NJDA's Center for Research and Professional Development located at Michigan State University provides Jurisdictional Planning Assistance to selected jurisdictions nationally.  This planning model applies research on effective practices, operations, and systems in juvenile justice jurisdictions in both juvenile detention and corrections.  The NJDA/Youth Law Center curriculum is applied through intensive strategic planning involving core jurisdictional team members, promoting the reduction of the use of juvenile confinement as the focal point for the local juvenile justice system to evaluate its goals, objectives, and practices. The approach is a logical extension of the concepts and principles promoted through the A .E. Casey Foundation efforts at juvenile detention reform.  The purpose of this initiative is to collect and analyze data relating to detention practice, identify pathways in and out of secure detention, and assess the array of alternatives to physically secure detention placements.  A Statewide Steering Committee oversees this work which is implemented through the work of three Core Groups, one in each participating county.  These groups are representative of a broad range of stakeholders, including the Judiciary, Prosecutors, Defense Counsel, the Department of Corrections, the Department of Education and a variety of services providers and others.   Work focuses in the area of diverting juveniles with mental health needs from secure detention to the extent possible.  Other work includes the implementation of a “bench book” outlining best practice for detention decisions to be used by the Judiciary.  Work includes the engagement of schools, timely assessment, collaborative team planning, and the development of a broad array of resources and alternatives.   A new program entitled the Juvenile Detention Alternative Program (JDAP) has been funded by the Department of Corrections through a competitive contracting process and it is now available, statewide. This program is based on detention best practice as defined though Jurisdictional Assistance Planning.  The numbers of juveniles who are securely detained are dropping, and the length of stay is being reduced.  However, not all counties participate in this process. Improvements continue to be necessary.   The state is initiating a process to expand JPA to the remaining 13 Counties with support from the stakeholders listed above. 

C. Program goal: 
Appropriate comprehensive services for all youth who are at risk to become or who are involved in Maine’s juvenile justice system
D. Program objectives: 
· Increase organizational capacity
· Improve planning and development 
· Improve program quality

· Improve program activities

· Reduce delinquency
·  Improve system effectiveness

· Increase Accountability

· Increase program support

E. Activities and services planned: 
Activities might include cultural or gender appropriate diversion or treatment program, day reporting, therapeutic foster care, youth focused community policing, community resolution activities, community service and restitution, validation and implementation of risk assessment tools, research, compilation of data regarding what works, and support for training of personnel working with youth at risk.

F. Performance measures: 
Output
· FG funds awarded for services

· Number of program youth served
· Number of program slots available
· Number and percent of program staff trained
Outcome 
· Number and percent of program youth who offend or re-offend
· Number and percent of program families satisfied with program
· Number and percent of program youth completing the program requirements
· Number and percent of program staff with increased knowledge of program area

G. Budget
	FY
	JJDP Funds
	State/Local/Private Funds

	2006
	$30,000
	0

	2007
	$30,000
	0

	2008
	$30,000
	0


Compliance Monitoring

A. Program Area Code and Title: Compliance Monitoring -06
B. Problem Statement:
Section 223(a)(15) of the JJDP Act requires that the plan provide for an adequate system of monitoring jails, detention facilities, and non-secure facilities to insure that the requirements of separation, deinstitutionalization, and jail removal are met.  It also requires that an annual report of the results of such monitoring be submitted to the Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 

Maine Juvenile Justice Advisory Group met its compliance monitoring goals in 2005 The Compliance Monitor will continue in a rigorous manner compliance checks outlined here. The JJAG is committed to monitoring our juvenile holding facilities. Also the Compliance Monitor will identify and inspect shelters and homes that DOC and DHHS provide services to ensure they are non-secure.

Utilizing the new Correctional Information System (CORIS) the Compliance Monitor will review all Valid Court Orders (VCO) and Violating Conditions of Release (VCR) to ensure that the underlying offense is not a status offense if secure detention is a result of a violation. 

Legislation to keep status offenders from being securely detained and to separate juveniles from adults in adult-serving facilities went into effect in the early 70s.  Maine has been in compliance with both these requirements since the passage of the Act.  Compliance with Section 223(a)(13), removal of juveniles from adult-serving jails and lockups has improved greatly over the past few years and is near the 100% goal for compliance.  

C. Program Goal:   

Maintain compliance with the core requirements of the JJDP Act and monitor the

performance of JJAG sub-grantees.

D. Program Objectives:
· Improve monitoring of compliance

· Increase compliance with Core Requirements

· Increase program support

E. Activities and Services Planned:
The Compliance Monitor will update the list of licensed juvenile residential facilities in conjunction with the Maine Department of Health and Human Services (which licenses these facilities annually) according to the definitions in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. The Compliance Monitor will collect data on the secure detention of juvenile offenders. Technical assistance will be provided to adult jails and lockups and to sub-grantees as needed. On site inspections will be held as detailed in the 2006 compliance monitoring plan. 
F.  Performance Measures:
Output
· Funds allocated to adhere to Section 223 (a) (14) of the JJDP Act of 2002
· Number of activities that address compliance with Section 223 (a) (14) of the JJDP Act of 2002

· Number of facilities receiving TA
Outcome 
· Submission of Annual Monitoring Report to OJJDP Annual on-site inspection of all adult jails
· Number and percent of program staff with increased knowledge of program area

G. Budget:
	FY
	JJDP Funds
	State/Local/Private Funds

	2006
	$65,000
	0

	2007
	$65,000
	0

	2008
	$65,000
	0


Delinquency Prevention

A. Program Area Code and Title: Delinquency Prevention - 09
B. Problem Statement: 
The Maine Department of Corrections Division of Juvenile Services is responsible for processing youth referred from local law enforcement agencies for the commission of juvenile offenses. These referrals consists of the wide range of cases from first time offenders referred for relatively minor infractions to repeat offenders referred for more serious offense. The Division of Juvenile services must focus its resources on the more high risk offenders to promote public safety and impact recidivism rates.  However the Division of Juvenile Services continues to receive a significant number of referrals on youth categorizes as low risk offenders that must still be assessed and processed by departmental staff.  Many of these referrals come to the Department because there are limited or no effective community based diversion programs in many communities throughout the state.

In an effort to effectively divert these low risk offenders from the system we need  to encourage and support the development of a range of  programs and services aimed at identifying  and addressing the factors that are leading to their initial involvement in the juvenile justice system.  These community based program should be available to local  law enforcement agencies and the DOC as a diversion alterative focused on preventing further penetration of first time/low risk juvenile offenders into the juvenile justice system. Effective diversion programs must focus on assessing and building on the Developmental Assets of both individual youth and the communities they in which they live. Effective programs would employ the strategies identified by the Search Institute to educate and mobilize communities around the concept of assessing and improving the range of positive External Developmental assets within the community. Effective programs would also work with individual young people and families around the development of positive Internal Developmental assets that help young people make thoughtful and positive choices when faced with challenges or negative influences in their lives. Program will be based on evidence based practices that have a proven track record of producing positive outcomes for youth and families through a strategy of asset development.

C. Program goals: 
To reduce delinquency and youth violence by supporting communities in providing their children, families, neighborhoods, and institutions with the knowledge, skills and opportunities necessary to foster a healthy and nurturing environment which supports the growth and development of productive and responsible citizens building on their strengths.
D. Program objectives: 
· Number of program youth served

· Number of parents served

· Average length of stay in program

· Improve program activities 
· Improve program quality 
· Improve planning and development 
· Increase organizational capacity
· Improve pro-social behaviors
· Increase accountability 
· Increase program support
E. Activities and services planned: 
Types of activities to be supported will vary, depending on the specific goals and assessment outcomes of funded communities, but is expected to include:

	Ÿ Mentoring
	Ÿ Anti-bullying programs

	Ÿ Conflict Management
	Ÿ Family capacity Building

	Ÿ Community Service Learning
	Ÿ Intergenerational Relationship Building

	Ÿ Recreation
	Ÿ Cultural Awareness Building

	Ÿ Crisis intervention for youth 

exposed to family violence
	Ÿ Alternative education services to prevent expulsions


Evaluation of prevention programs will also be supported, to determine effectiveness as a basis for advocating for wider implementation of prevention strategies.
The Department of Corrections has entered into a contract with Dr. Ross Greene, author of The Explosive Child and founder of the Collaborative Problem Solving Institute based at the Department of Psychiatry at Massachusetts General Hospital to implement the Collaborative Problem Solving (CPS) approach at both Long Creek and Mountain View Youth Development Centers.
Dr. Green is now providing ongoing case supervision at both Centers. CPS has a demonstrated history of successful outcomes for youth committed to child and adolescent psychiatric hospitals. Given the similarity of profiles of the youth incarcerated in Maine’s correctional facilities to those committed to psychiatric hospitals (in fact about 25% of committed juveniles have a prior history of psychiatric hospitalization), we expect and are getting a similar level of success in Maine.

CPS is rooted in Social Learning Theory and provides a structured cognitive-behavioral approach designed to identify functional thinking skills related to problematical, antisocial and explosive behaviors. CPS is organized around five cognitive “pathways” designed to train skills proximally to points of performance while helping staff and residents to develop skills proximally to points of performance while helping staff and residents to develop skills to resolve issues of disagreement proactively and collaboratively.
This approach, which challenges traditional beliefs supporting less effective intervention strategies, helps to focus on interventions designed to maintain order, security and adult authority while simultaneously teaching juveniles the lacking thinking skills needed to grow and prosper. This approach transcends traditional therapy and traditional sanction-based behavioral management systems. As such, it moves intervention strategies at Maine’s juvenile correctional facilities to a higher level based on the identified individual cognitive needs of each juvenile; it is responsive to the concerns and needs of both the staff and the resident and it prepares the child for transition and continuing growth.

The JJAG is working to expand Collaborative Problem solving into the community by developing a plan to include state government agencies, schools, hospitals, community-based programs, etc. In effect any organization who works with our children.
F. Performance measures: 
Output 
· FG funds awarded for services
· Number of program slots available

· Number and percent of program staff trained

· Number of program youth served

Outcome 
· Number and percent of program youth exhibiting desired change in targeted behaviors 

· Number and percent of youth completing program requirements

· Number and percent of program families satisfied with program

· Number and percent of program staff with increased knowledge of program area

G. Budget:
	FY
	JJDP Funds
	State/Local/Private Funds

	2006
	$180,000
	0

	2007
	$180,000
	0

	2008
	$180,000
	0


Disproportionate Minority Contact
A. Program Area Code and Title: Disproportionate Minority Contact - 10
B. Problem Statement: 

Maine recognizes the DMC initiative as an integrated, multi–phased, sustained effort that may require systems improvement over many years to build a juvenile justice system that is more sensitive to cultural differences and that makes decisions about youth and their crimes in a more consistent manner.  

Keeping this system perspective in mind, the Maine Phase I approach includes phase specific capacity assessment and capacity building activities as essential components:

1. While focusing on the determination of whether (and where) DMC exists in the juvenile justice system, the ID phase will include an evaluation of the quality of the race/ethnicity data as an integral part.

2. To meet DMC needs, data quality improvement strategies will be developed, if needed. 

3. An initial (preliminary) assessment of the overall state DMC capability will be provided at this phase. The systems improvement capacity will be reassessed at each subsequent phase of the DMC initiative (Assessment, Intervention, Evaluation, and Monitor phases).
The initial (preliminary) assessment shows that Maine has the following capability for launching DMC initiatives: 

Collaboration  For over 21 years, under JJAG leadership, the state has developed broad-based multilevel collaboration with national, state, and local organizations, researchers, legislators, practitioners, juvenile justice administrators and policymakers (ADD ORGANIZATIONS) that could be used and enhanced in DMC projects. 

Communication capability The state has sufficient resources in the form of a newly developed Web sites and sustained collaborative relationships with local newspapers (ADD NEWSPAPERS), for effective media outreach to discuss issues of youth, crime and race to increase cultural sensitivity and cultural competency and public awareness of the DMC issues. 

Addressing issues of racial stereotyping and cultural insensitivity JJAG initiatives include supporting conferences promoting cultural competence in the juvenile justice system and providing training in cultural competence with corrections personnel and juvenile justice administrators. The Maine SAC has staff trained in cross cultural psychology and experienced in providing therapeutic interventions and focus groups with multicultural/multiracial populations. 
Research capability The JJAG collaborates with the Department of Psychiatry at Massachusetts General Hospital (Dr. Green) in the areas of juvenile justice program development and evaluation. This partnership could be fruitful in addressing a variety of DMC issues.  The Maine SAC staff expertise in research and program evaluation, including contributions to research projects at the national, state, and local levels and conducting cross cultural studies, could be utilized in implementing the DMC initiative, particularly in assessing factors contributing to overrepresentation and evaluating corrections strategies.      

Programmatic Capability The JJAG’s extensive experience in the development and implementation of a broad range (over 20) of best practice, research-based juvenile justice programs may be particularly helpful for DMC projects at the Intervention phase to launch correction programs to reduce minority overrepresentation.  

Data Collection/Reporting In 2004, the JJAG initiated a comprehensive approach to build its capacity to report DMC statistics on a state-wide basis. Collaborations with the Maine Department of Public Safety (MDPS), Maine Department of Corrections (MDOC), Maine Criminal Justice Academy, Maine Statistical Analysis Center (SAC) and other partners are assisting the JJAG to build Maine’s capacity to provide accurate DMC reports to determine if minority youth are overrepresented in Maine’s juvenile justice system. 
SAC research staff analyzed Maine’s ability to report juvenile justice flow data for DMC. Three different departments or divisions in two branches of government in Maine are responsible to report data on juveniles at key decision points in the juvenile justice system
. This section identifies the key decision points and outlines the process by which data from these decision points is collected and recorded.

1. Maine Department of Public Safety (MDPS)
Key Decision Points

· Arrest

· Detention

· Referral

Process 

· Arrest – state, county, and other local law enforcement units submit monthly Unified Crime Report (UCR) data sheets to MDPS central office headquarters. UCR data include the gender, age, race/ethnicity and type of crime for which juveniles were arrested for that month. Most, but not all of the information contained on the UCR reports is entered into a data spreadsheet and is reported annually on the DPS web site.   

· Detention – state, county, and other local law enforcement units submit hard copy monthly reports of juveniles detained in certified state and local detention facilities. These data sheets are sent to MDOC where central office staff enters them into an Access database.

2. Maine Department of Corrections (MDOC)
Key Decision Points

· Diversion

· Petition to court

Process:  In November, 2003, MDOC introduced a new and comprehensive management information system, the Correctional Information System (CORIS). CORIS is an electronic database that also serves as a case management system for juvenile and adult corrections officers. The CORIS implementation transition period in the Juvenile Services Division is taking approximately two years; thus the 2004 juvenile DMC data set is currently incomplete. CORIS has the capacity to record all juvenile referrals, petitions to court, diversions, probations, adjudications and commitments. MDOC also keeps an Access database for juvenile detentions (see MDPS section above).

3. Maine Judicial Branch (Courts) 
Key Decision Points

· Adjudication

· Probation

· Commitment

Process:  The Maine Judicial Information System (MEJIS) is the court information management system. Although information is entered into MEJIS, presently the Court system does not have the capacity to report data on the number of juveniles, or the demographics of juveniles who have been presented before the courts. 

Findings from Capacity Assessment

1. MDPS Data 

· Although MDPS collects and enters race data on UCR report forms, the data is not entered into an automated system and is not available for analysis without an extensive hand search of paper records. 

· MDPS does report juvenile demographics, such as age, gender, county and crime on an annual basis. 

· The MDPS annual report does not include the race or ethnicity of juveniles or adults who were arrested that year. 

· MDPS does not currently collect data on arrested or detained juveniles’ ethnicity (i.e. Hispanic/non-Hispanic).

· MDPS, due to UCR report requirements imposed by the FBI, scores only one offense per offender. The UCR report hierarchy determines that more serious crimes override any lesser offenses.  Local statistics, such as those that appear in the MDPS annual report, only count the total number of persons arrested, not the number of offenses for which they were arrested.
 

2. MDOC Data 
· An assessment of MDOC’s new CORIS information system for juvenile DMC reveals that the quality of the data are currently insufficient for reliable analysis of DMC (e.g. diversion and petition to court) and other purposes. SAC research staff decided to compare the CORIS data to hand-produced monthly statistical reports completed by each region and compiled by MDOC central office. 

· A large proportion of 2004 data, estimated at 20%, were not entered into CORIS as of March 2005.  

· Of the records entered into CORIS, many are incomplete. For example, a review of some records reveals that the ‘referral’ status has not been updated in over 30 days. 

· The high number of incomplete records makes it impossible to accurately measure diversions, such as Informal Adjudications and Sole Sanctions, from the juvenile justice system. 

· It is currently impossible to accurately gauge petitions to the court. 

· The ethnic data field completion seems particularly weak. Ethnicity is entered as a separate field from race. When ethnicity is not entered, the ethnicity field defaults to ‘non-Hispanic.’ This practice has the effect of underestimating the number of juveniles who pass through corrections and identify themselves as Hispanic. 

Similar to the MDPS information system and process, it is questionable whether race data is being collected accurately or consistently. According to OJJDP policy, subjects should first be asked whether they are ‘Hispanic or Latino’, and then whether they are one of five races, given in order as White, Black or African-American, Asian, American Indian or Alaska Native, and Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
.  It is not clear if this policy has been put into practice among all law enforcement agencies 

3.   Judicial Branch
Court data would be useful as a stand-alone source and as a source for comparison with data from CORIS for several key decision points. Unfortunately, the MEJIS system is unable to yield data on juveniles brought before the courts in 2004.
 

An analysis of 2004 DMC datasets revealed a number of limitations regarding collected data. The varying compatibility between datasets, incomplete records, missing data, a lack of uniformity in racial/ethnic categorization, and a limited number of cases – all these limitations may raise questions about the validity of the data.  Only arrest data has sufficient quality for analysis and this data is shown below.
Black or African American 
· Black and African American juveniles were over 3 times more likely to be arrested or referred than white juveniles. 

Asian

· Asian juveniles were 50% less likely to be arrested and referred than white juveniles.
American Indian or Alaskan
· American Indian juveniles were 42% less likely to be arrested than were white juveniles.

Hispanic or Latino
· No data is available to make initial findings.

Interpretation Caution. Though arrest data for the MDPS was collected methodically, the MDPS did not collect data on arrested or detained juveniles’ ethnicity (i.e. Hispanic/non-Hispanic). The use of the US Census race/ethnicity categorization for data collection and reporting will provide more uniform and accurate assessment of minority contact with the legal system, comparable with the national data.     
C. Program goal: 
To improve the state’s capacity to report accurate information about juvenile DMC.

D. Program objectives: 
· Increase organizational/system capacity

· Improve planning and development

· Improve system effectiveness

E. Activities and services planned: 
The JJAG will enter into a cooperative agreement with the Maine Statistical Analysis Center at the Edmund S. Muskie School of Public Service to improve the state’s capacity to report accurate information about juvenile DMC. The scope and major objective are:

· Develop and disseminate instructions for uniform best practice procedures among corrections administrators and staff in collecting race and ethnicity information from individual juveniles.

· Develop a user-friendly DVD and training guide to MDOC.

· Assess the DVD training impact on training participants.

· Evaluate post intervention changes in the quality of race and ethnicity data .

· Collect and analyze juvenile DMC data in 2007 to identify minority overrepresentation at key decision points in the juvenile justice system. To comply with the OJJDP requirements a special focus will be place on assessing DMC in Maine counties with the highest proportion of minority populations, such as Washington, Cumberland and/or Penobscot counties.

F. Performance measures: 
Outputs

· FG funds awarded for DMC at the state and local levels

· Number of FTEs funded with FG funds

· Number and percent of program staff trained

· Number of hours of program staff training provided

Outcomes

· Number of agencies with improved data collection systems

· Number of state agencies reporting improved data collection systems

· Number and percent of staff with increased knowledge of program area

H. Budget:
	FY
	JJDP Funds
	State/Local/Private Funds

	2006
	$80,000
	0

	2007
	$80,000
	0

	2008
	$80,000
	0


Systems Improvement
A. Program Area Code and Title: Systems Improvement - 19
B. Problem Statement: 
Access to Mental Health Screening

While PL 790, “An Act to Improve the Mental Health Services to Children,” was passed in 1998 with the intent of developing a comprehensive child’s mental health service delivery system in Maine, many children involved in the juvenile justice system lack access to appropriate mental health services.  Waiting lists for psychiatric and psychological services are often several months long.  It is speculated that some children become further involved in the juvenile justice system due to lack of appropriate mental health assessment and treatment.  Often a juvenile offender’s mental health needs are not adequately addressed before commitment to one of Maine’s two secure juvenile correctional facilities when they are screened for mental health problems and individualized intervention plans are developed.  Over the past year, the State Forensic Services has contracted with the Kennebec County Juvenile Court to provide “brief” psychological evaluations for juveniles identified as in need of mental health services. Such evaluations are available to the Juvenile Court within 30 days at approximately 50% of the cost of a more extensive evaluation, but nevertheless assist the Court in determining immediate needs of the juvenile and imposing appropriate dispositions.

   

The JJAG will support the expansion of this project to Penobscot and Piscataquis Counties.  Inherent in the process of providing comprehensive mental health evaluations and treatment, is the requirement that universal mental health screening (such as the MAYSI-2) be available at the first possible contact with an alleged juvenile offender.  The process must be voluntary, and linked to the issues related to disposition and treatment. The JJAG has determined that the use of the Massachusetts Youth Screening instrument 2nd Version (MAYSI-2) will provide an effective and empirically based juvenile mental health screening tool.

The JJAG has designated a juvenile Mental Health Steering Committee to work closely with the Department of Corrections to examine the most effective approach to identifying and evaluating juveniles who are ‘flagged’ as a result of the MAYSI-2 screening when it is employed by the JCCO’s in their first contacts.

As part of an on-going effort to address mental health concerns related to pre-adjudicated and adjudicated minors, the mental health steering committee proposes the JJAG work with the Kennebec, Penobscot, and Piscataquis County Judges by providing funding for 'brief' mental health assessments and to work with the Mountain View and Long Creek detention facilities to provide MAYSI-2 mental health assessments.  
Training and Support for Attorneys and Community Members

In 2003, the JJAG, in conjunction with the American Bar Association and the New England Juvenile Defender Center, funded “An Assessment of Access to Counsel and Quality of Representation in Delinquency Proceedings” in Maine.  That study identified a number of significant problems:

· a lack of training for juvenile defenders, resulting in a wide disparity in the quality of defender services available to children

· the lack of a statewide support system to increase the professional caliber of juvenile defenders

· the lack of a state system to assure quality representation through training and certification

· a lack of services and resources for juveniles, and the lack of a statewide list of existing services, how they are accessed and funded

Information Technology

In an age of evidence based practice and increased oversight and accountability demands, the JJAG recognize that Maine’s information/technology infrastructure is often lacking. The development of our information/technology infrastructure to aid data collection in areas such as disproportionate minority contact, the analysis of such data and the input of such on response and system planning efforts is essential. The JJAG with its limited funds has little ability to significantly impact the states information/technology infrastructure; however, the JJAG will put forth opinions on the development of such in order to advance the overall goals of the JJAG.

C. Program goals: 
Mental Health

a. To provide judges 'brief' assessments of the mental health needs of minors brought before them prior to arraignment.  Brief assessments can be accomplished, according to the Maine State Forensic Service, within 30 days vs. traditional assessments that can take up to 90 days. Traditional mental health assessments have often come in after adjudication.  Brief Assessments, with their relative rapid turnaround, can be provided to judges to assist them in developing proper dispositions because they will have the mental health assessment in hand prior to ultimate disposition. 
b. Standardize the use of the MAYSI -2 by JCCO’s across Kennebec, Penobscot and Piscataquis Counties.
c. Provide training to Juvenile Program Workers and Clinical staff in the use of the MAYSI-2 in the two youth facilities at Long Creek and Mountain View.

d. Organize and provide a statewide conference on the use and results of the pilot sites experience with the training of JCCO’s, the effectiveness 

      of the  MAYSI-2, brief forensic evaluations, and sentencing decisions.
Training and Support for Attorneys and Community Members
a. Attorneys specializing in juvenile representation and those charged with assuring that they come into the system will have access to support and training through the development of the capacity to provide, on an ongoing basis, a combination of educational programs and materials, coalition building, networking and mentoring, and the creation of a process to share information about juvenile justice issues.
Information Technology

a. Increase ability to efficiently/effectively gather, analyze and utilize data.
D. Program objectives:
· Increase organizational capacity

· Improve planning and development

· Improve program activities

· Improve program efficiency

· Improve system effectiveness

· Increase system capacity

E. Activities and services planned: 
· Support the mental health screening and assessment 'pilot' program in place in Kennebec County and expand the program to Penobscot, and Piscataquis Counties.
· Engage an outside researcher to assess and evaluate the effectiveness of the MAYSI-2 pre-screening instrument and the use of brief mental health assessments compared to traditional mental health assessments in assisting judges in rendering sentencing decisions.
· Subcontract with the SAC or other entity to:  1) collect data on relevant topics for legislative committees and other policy makers; 2) research and/or compile data regarding what works; 3) support attendance for training of personnel working with youth at risk or involved in the juvenile justice system.

· Create a workshop for the judges, district attorneys, defense counselors, JCCO officers and other officials of the court to educate them about the advantages of the MAYSI-2 pre-screening and the use of brief assessments, what types of assessments are available, and their benefits.

· Discuss with State Forensic Services and the Administrative Office of the Courts what the anticipated cost of providing “brief juvenile evaluations” in selected counties.
· Working with the Maine State Bar Association, the JJAG will provide funding for a state-wide series of education programs targeted at juvenile defenders.  Programs will be held in the larger metropolitan areas and in the outlying areas with smaller juvenile populations.  Program content will include presentations of national research and practice as well as local issues. Local participants in the juvenile justice process, including state agencies, the district attorney, and service providers, will participate in the planning and presentation of the programs.  Major parts of the presentations will be videotaped for distribution to attorneys who are unable to attend.  Transportation costs will be subsidized to encourage counsel to attend the programs. 

The first program will take place in Portland, the largest city in the state, in April 2006.  The program will include a nationally recognized expert in the issues of competence to stand trial, confessions, and search and seizure, all in the context of the juvenile process.  A panel representing service providers, the district attorney, the Department of Corrections, the bench, and the Department of Health and Human Services will discuss the range of services available to juveniles, how to identify specific programs, and how to secure funding.  A separate panel will discuss ethical issues in juvenile law.  There will be structured and unstructured opportunities for defenders to discuss issues of local significance, and share strategies for providing a thorough defense for a juvenile.  

A second program will be held in Augusta in September 2006, and a third in Bangor in the Spring of 2007.  Each will follow the Portland format, with such modifications as seem appropriate.  Using videotapes of the presentations at these programs, and the materials generated, programs will be presented in five of the smaller jurisdictions in the state in late 2007 and early 2008.  

A portion of the funding has been set aside to support project ideas which come out of these trainings.  

· Engage representatives of Maine Department of Corrections and other state government agencies to address the need for information technology development.
· Train members of the legislature as to the need for IT development

F. Performance measures: 
Output 
· FG funds awarded (for JJ system improvement)

· Number of MOUs developed

· Number of system improvement initiatives

· Number of programs implemented

· Number of hours of program staff training provided 

· Number funded programs evaluated

· Number of program youth served

Outcome 

· Number and percent of programs evaluated as effective
· Number of agencies sharing automated data
G. Budget:
	FY
	JJDP Funds
	State/Local/Private Funds

	2006
	$122,000
	0

	2007
	$122,000
	0

	2008
	$122,000
	0


American Indian Programs

A. Program Area Code and Title: American Indian Programs – 22

B. Problem Statement:
The JJDP Act requires states to pass funds through to federally recognize native communities.  The amount based on the proportion of Native American juveniles to the total juvenile population in the state, is provided to the state administrative agency by the grantor agency.  Each year’s pass through requirement is an amount insufficient to support any initiative, and the JJAG regularly adds to the allocation for Indian Juvenile justice activities.

Like many Indian reservations, Maine reservations are plagued by unemployment and poverty.  Youth residing on native lands have been found to have higher rates of delinquent behaviors. 

Transitioning from middle school to high school tends to be a difficult time for many Native children, many of whom choose to leave school before graduation. Dropping out of school leaves youth with large quantities of idle time, directly contributing to higher rates of delinquency. More importantly, school dropout rates directly affect the rates of substance abuse among youth. In a study by Swain and others, data was analyzed on self-reported substance abuse among majority and minority populations and concluded that all ethnic groups have similar prevalence rates, but the rates of substance abuse are highest among school dropouts when compared with students remaining in school.  Within this context, the high school dropout rates for the native children are particularly problematic.  Native youth drop out rate ranges from 25% to 60% (St. Germain, 1995 Ledlow, 1992), and is well above Maine’s statewide average of only 3.3%.

In addition, Juvenile justice systems in tribal communities are chronically under funded and lack comprehensive programs that focus on preventing juvenile delinquency, providing intervention services, and imposing appropriate sanctions. Law enforcement and justice personnel in American Indian communities receive insufficient and inadequate training.

C. Program Goal:
Appropriate comprehensive services for all Native youth who are at risk becoming or who are involved with the Tribal Court juvenile justice system.

D. Program Objectives:
· Adequate services that address specific and comprehensive needs of Tribal youth who are at risk becoming or who are involved in Tribal Courts juvenile justice system and their families.

E. Activities and services planned:

Types of activities to be supported will vary, depending on the specific goals and assessment outcome of funded communities.  Evaluation and prevention programs will also be supported, to determine effectiveness as a basis for advocating for wider implementation of prevention strategies.

The long-term goal is to reduce juvenile recidivism rate among tribal youth offenders, while establishing and maintaining accountability-based programs designed to reduce recidivism rates among juveniles who are referred by law enforcement personnel or agencies.


Juvenile Intake & Assessment Project- The Juvenile Intake Officer and Juvenile Court Coordinator will review each complaint and decide how each case should be handled.  At this time comprehensive information is gathered from the youth to determine whether the youth should be diverted from the Juvenile Justice System or determine what services are appropriate.  This position will work with the youth offender, parent/guardians and victims to determine the best solution whether an informal or formal adjustment is appropriate.   Accurate initial assessment is crucial in order for preventable measures for at risk youth to be implemented.  Assessment information would include: 

· The conduct resulting in the current law enforcement contact

· Physical and mental health status

· Education background and needs

· Substance use or abuse history

· Prior and current contact with social services

· Offense history or prior police contact

· Abuse or neglect history

· Economic situation or job status

· Demographic information

Youth Out Reach Project- The youth advocate will act as the primary contact to work with court-involved youth, to encourage them to complete their disciplinary programs, and deter negative behavior through their participation.  The Youth Out Reach Project consists of a two-phase program geared towards: 1.) educating the youth about the dangers of criminal actions and delinquency and 2.) assisting them in preventing future involvement in criminal or delinquent acts.  The estimated length of the program is 6-8 weeks reserved for phase one and 4-6 weeks reserved for phase two.  However, the program’s projected time period may be affected by a number of many factors, such as: the youth’s participation (i.e. not attending scheduled appointments or refusing to complete activities, etc.); a court-ordered decision (i.e. the judge may order the youth to complete a specific number of service hours that cannot be completed in the allotted 6-8 week period, etc.) Upon completion of the program, the youth will be given the opportunity to remain a part of the Youth Out Reach Project, at which time his/her involvement will be explicitly voluntary.  Should a youth volunteer to remain, they will be afforded the opportunity to assist and support other youth participating in the program.

Cultural sensitivity. Researchers must understand and be sensitive to local

customs, traditions, values, and history. Researchers should officially recognize the principle of tribal sovereignty and the government-to-government relationship embodied in Federal grants to conduct research in Indian country.

F. Performance Measures

Output 

· FG funds awarded for services
· Number of program slots available
· Number and percent of program staff trained
· Number of program youth served

· Average length of stay in program

Outcome 

· Number and percent of program youth who offend or reoffend
· Number and percent of program youth exhibiting desired change in targeted behaviors

· Number and percent of youth completing program requirements

· Number and percent of program staff with increased knowledge of program area
G. Budget

	FY
	JJDP Funds
	State/Local/Private Funds

	2006
	$15,000
	0

	2007
	$15,000
	0

	2008
	$15,000
	0


Planning and Administration
A. Program Area Code and Title: Planning and Administration -23
B. Problem Statement:
The Maine Department of Corrections is designated by the Governor as the sole agency responsible for supervising the State Advisory Group (JJAG) in the preparation and administration of the state plan within the meaning of the JJDP Act. Administration of the program is supported by federal funds with State general fund appropriation as match.  A full time juvenile justice specialist staffs the program with support of a full time Compliance Monitor and half time administrative help. Certain administrative tasks are assigned to other central office staff.
C. Program Goal
To improve JJ systems by increasing compliance with the Core Requirements and increasing the availability and types of prevention and intervention programs
D. Program Objectives

To support both state and local prevention and intervention efforts and the JJ system improvements
E. Activities and services planned:
Preparation of Three-year plan, annual updates and other grant related reports required by OJJDP; Grant administration, from solicitation of proposals and coordination of review process through award; Fund management; Periodic data collection to closeout; Compliance monitoring
F. Performance Measures

Output

· FG funds awarded to P & A

· Number of planning activities conducted

· Number of subgrants awarded

· Number and percent of programs funded using best practice models

Outcome

· Number and percent of programs funded directly in line with the 3-year Plan

· Number and percent of FG programs evaluated

· Average time from receipt of subgrant application to date of award
G. Budget
	FY
	JJDP Funds
	State/Local/Private Funds

	2006
	$48,000
	$48,000

	2007
	$48,000
	$48,000

	2008
	$48,000
	$48,000


School Programs—Alternatives to Suspension and Expulsion

A. Program Area and Title: School Programs - 27
B. Problem Statement:

Local school boards are responsible for adopting policies and procedures for addressing the issue of dealing with students who are disruptive and/or dangerous to others.  All too often the response by the education system is to mete out suspensions that result in students being sent home.  For many students, getting sent home or sent out of school, is not punish  Removing a student for inappropriate behavior (suspension or expulsion) should be avoided whenever possible and must be reserved for only the most serious offenses.  The goal must be to retain students in school where they can be offered programs designed to promote academic success and restore the damage done by the inappropriate behavior.   

Numbers are elusive due to differences in data collection, but research done this past year indicates there are a large number of students per year who are suspended or expelled from school prior to gaining a high school diploma.  It is very difficult to impress upon these at risk students, many of whom have never experienced any success in school, that remaining in school is critical to their future.

Suspended and/or expelled students are at a high risk for engaging in criminal behavior and subsequent involvement with the juvenile justice system. Programs of work/study, solid vocational programs supported by basic skills programs, meaningful pre-vocational offerings and part-time work programs with school assistance in locating them, are essential to hold these at risk student in school. 

C. Program  Goal: 

To reduce the incidence of "suspensions" and "expulsions"
D. Program Objectives:
· Increase organizational capacity 
· Improve planning and development

· Improve program quality

· Improve program activities

· Reduce delinquency
· Improve pro-social behavior

· Increase accountability

· Increase program support

· Improve School Climate
E. Activities and services planned:
This project proposes to reduce the incidence of suspensions and expulsions.  It is proposed that students exhibiting a high number of at risk behaviors be identified and offered a variety of programs centered on assessing and addressing the root causes of the behavior, provide skill training to address the behaviors, create a referral mechanism for services, plan effective educational programming including but not limited to improving basic skills in reading, math and writing; prevocational and vocational assessment and training; career and personal counseling; peer mediation and emphasis on opening or strengthening lines of communication among the student, his/her home, school and law enforcement.  Where appropriate, attempts will be made to integrate part-time job placement and substantive meaningful community service into the program. 
The Department of Corrections has implemented the Collaborative Problem Solving (CPS) approach at both Long Creek and Mountain View Youth Development Centers. CPS was developed by Dr. Ross Greene, author of The Explosive Child and founder of the Collaborative Problem Solving Institute based at the Department of Psychiatry at Massachusetts General Hospital.

CPS is rooted in Social Learning Theory and provides a structured cognitive-behavioral approach designed to identify functional thinking skills related to problematical, antisocial and explosive behaviors. CPS is organized around five cognitive “pathways” designed to train skills proximally to points of performance while helping staff and children develop skills to resolve issues of disagreement proactively and collaboratively.

This approach, which challenges traditional beliefs supporting less effective intervention strategies, helps to focus on teaching juveniles lacking thinking skills needed to grow and prosper while simultaneously using interventions designed to maintain order, security and adult authority. This approach transcends traditional therapy and traditional sanction-based behavioral management systems. As such, it moves intervention strategies to a higher level based on the identified individual cognitive needs of each child; it is responsive to the concerns and needs of both the staff and the child and it prepares the child for transition and continuing growth.

The JJAG is working to expand Collaborative Problem solving into the community by developing a plan to include state government agencies, schools, hospitals, community-based programs, etc; in effect any organization who works with our children. 
F. Performance Measures:
Output
· FG funds awarded for services
· Number of program slots available
· Number and percent of program staff trained
· Number of program youth served
· Average length of stay in program
Outcome
· Number and percent of program youth suspended from school

· Number and percent of program youth exhibiting desired change in targeted behaviors

· Substance use

· School attendance

· GPA

· Social competencies

· Number and percent of program youth completing the program requirements
· knowledge of program area

· Percent change in school-related discipline incidents

G. Budget:   

	FY
	JJDP Funds
	State/Local/Private Funds

	2006
	$30,000
	0

	2007
	$30,000
	0

	2008
	$30,000
	0


State Advisory Group Allocation
A. Program Area Code and Title: State Advisory Group Allocation -31
B. Problem Statement:
The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDP Act) requires that states receiving JJDP funds maintain a State Advisory Group (SAG), with members appointed by the governor, and meeting certain membership criteria, to oversee preparation of a state JJDP plan and management of the JJDP formula grant program.  Funds are provided under the Act to enable the SAG to carry out its responsibilities.  

The Juvenile Justice Advisory Group (JJAG) is Maine's State Advisory Group.  Its makeup and operations are codified in statute (34-A MRSA Sec. 1209).  The JJAG's enabling law is modeled after the requirements stipulated in the Act.  

Redefining its role and taking a visible leadership role in the State, the JJAG has added five new members, who, with previously appointed members, represent a diverse range of agencies, groups, and individuals actively involved and interested in juvenile justice issues in the State. The JJAG has five youth members. Through training, networking and discussions, the JJAG is working toward more effective program planning and increased attention to juvenile justice issues.

C. Program Goal:
To promote effective system level responses that furthers the goals of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act

D. Program Objectives:
· Improve planning and development 
· Improve program quality
· Improve the management of the state’s JJDP Program

· Increase Program support
E. Activities and Services Planned: 

Meetings and training sessions will be scheduled to provide opportunities for JJAG members to review, study, and discuss issues related to juvenile justice in Maine. Meetings will be planned to address juvenile justice issues with various agencies, individuals, the Legislature, and the Governor.

Criminal Justice Statistical Analysis Center will be utilized and possibly subcontracted with to collect data on requested topics and to develop training protocol and materials which will be used to provide information and training to specific target populations (e.g. legislators, judges, defense attorneys, prosecutors, juvenile community corrections officers, law enforcement officers, school personnel, regional multi-jurisdictional agencies, etc.)
F. Performance Measures:
Output 

· Number of grants funded with Formula Grants funds

· Number of grant applications reviewed and commented on

· Annual Report submitted to the Governor

· Number of SAG committee meetings held

· Number of SAG sub-committee meetings held

· Number and percent of programs using best practice model
Outcome 

· Number and percent of Plan recommendations implemented

· Number of FG-funded programs sustained after 3 years
· Number and percent of SAG members show increased knowledge of their program areas
G. Budget:
The SAG allocation supports member travel and training, JJ Specialist travel out of state, and Juvenile Justice Coalition membership.  The planned allocation of SAG funds is:

	FY 
	JJDP Funds
	State/Local/Private Funds

	2006
	$30,000
	0

	2007
	$30,000
	0

	2008
	$30,000
	0


7. Subgrant Award Assurances 
A. Subaward Selection: Pursuant to Section 223(a)(21)(A) and (B) of the JJDP Act, Maine shall, to the extent practicable, give priority in funding to evidence-based programs and activities. Further, under Section 223(a)(21)©) of the JJDP Act, Maine shall not continue to fund a program if the subgrant recipient who carried out that program during the preceding 2-year period fails to demonstrate that the program achieved substantial success in meeting the goals specified in the original subgrant application. 

To assure the implementation of the above two requirements of the subgrant award process the JJAG Request for Proposals specifies that evidenced based program and activities will receive priority. JJAG grant reviewers are trained in evidence-based programming selection. 
Subgrantees are monitored by the Juvenile Justice Specialist and the Compliance Monitor for both evidence of success and the need for technical assistance. 
In the grant review process past recipients of JJAG funding are reviewed for evidence of past success. 
B. Geographic Information: 
Future rounds of Requests for Proposals will include a requirement for a map and street location with the service area(s) clearly depicted. Applicants will mark the map with information identifying the federal formula/block award number it is tied to, including state name, and subgrantee contact name and phone number as well as a written description of streets bounding the service area.

8. SAG Membership 
SAG Membership

	Name*
	Represents**
	F/T Govt
	Youth
	Appointed
	Residence

	Vestal, Paul, Chair
	F,E,H
	 
	 
	3/11/02
	Bangor

	Boger, Mark
	B,C,E,H
	X
	 
	1/4/03
	Waterville

	Brennan, Travis
	G
	 
	X
	1/4/03
	Portland

	Brown, Richard
	E,H,D
	
	
	2/24/05
	Dover-Foxcroft

	Chatfield, Leslie Anne
	D,E,H
	 
	 
	8/28/02
	Augusta

	Chester, Edwin
	B,E,H
	 
	 
	1/25/03
	Portland

	DeLong, Barry
	A,B
	X
	 
	1/4/03
	Skowhegan

	Fearon, Carla
	D,H
	 
	 
	6/21/04
	Indian Island

	Frazier, Linda
	C
	X
	
	Ex-officio
	Augusta

	Foss, James
	B
	X
	 
	1/21/00
	Houlton

	Giles, Denise
	C
	X
	 
	3/2/01
	Augusta

	Hamilton, Dana
	B
	X
	 
	1/4/03
	Skowhegan

	Hammond, Alan
	B
	X
	 
	Ex-officio
	Frankfort

	Johnson, Jamie
	E,D
	
	X
	4/1/05
	Fayette

	LaVerdiere, Charles
	B
	X
	
	1/15/06
	Skowhegan

	Longsworth, Margaret
	D,E,H
	 
	 
	3/05/01
	Orland

	McDonald, Joan
	D
	 
	 
	1/4/03
	Biddeford

	Martin, Carole
	D
	
	
	1/1/06
	Rockland

	McLoy-Ashland, Cathy
	     D,E
	 
	 
	12/02/02
	Waterville

	McLoy, Philippe
	E,G
	
	X
	1/17/05
	Gardiner

	Minkowsky, James
	B


	
	
	9/10/04
	Lewiston

	Morse, James Sr.
	C,G,H
	X
	 
	8/28/02
	Oakland

	Muller, Marcy
	E
	 
	X
	01/25/03
	Portland

	Petrini, Breanne
	E,F
	
	X
	11/1/05
	Waterville

	Reed, Shelley
	C
	X
	 
	Ex-officio
	Augusta

	Sipowicz, Hugh
	C,H
	X
	 
	Ex officio
	Augusta

	Stoodley, Barry
	B,E,H
	X
	 
	Ex officio
	Unity

	Thibeault, Christine
	B,E,H
	X
	 
	8/28/02
	Portland


   *The State Advisory Group is the State Supervisory Board.
**A -Locally elected official representing general purpose local government.

    B - Representatives of law enforcement and juvenile justice agencies

C -Representatives of public agencies concerned with delinquency prevention or treatment.

D -Representatives of private nonprofit organizations.

E -Volunteers who work with juvenile justice.

F -Youth workers involved with programs that are alternatives to confinement.

G -Persons with special experience and competence in addressing problems related to school violence and vandalism and alternatives to suspension and expulsion.

H -Persons with special experience and competence in addressing problems related to learning disabilities, emotional difficulties, child abuse and neglect and youth violence/

9. Staff of the JJDP Formula Grants Program 
· The organizational chart of the agency designated to implement the Formula Grants Program.
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· A list of the other programs administered by the agency or division administering the Formula Grants Program.
	Service Provider
	Program / Service

	
	

	Bangor YMCA  
	Jumpstart

	BHSI
	Training & CCJ

	Carleton Project 
	Alternative Education

	Catholic Charities/St. Mike's
	FFT

	Community Mediation
	FST Facilitation

	Day One
	Residential

	Dr. Sue Righthand
	SBT consultation & Research

	Elan
	Residential

	Youth Alternatives Roads
	Residential

	Ingraham/Maine Stay
	Residential

	MVMHC/MST
	MST

	New Beginnings
	Shelter

	Northern York YMCA
	

	Portland West
	Community Service Coordination

	Portland West
	Educational

	Project Atrium
	Residential

	Spurwink
	Juvenile Risk Reduction

	Day One
	James Harold Treatment Center

	Catholic Charities
	Christopher Home

	Center for Collaborative Problem Solving
	Research & Training

	Spurwink
	Evaluations

	Youth Alternatives
	Multi-dimensional Treatment Foster Care

	Sweetser
	MST

	Sweetser
	MH Case Management

	Univ. of Maine
	Evaluations

	USM - Muskie School
	Recidivism Project

	VOA JIP
	

	VOA – Day Reporting
	

	Work Opportunity
	Case Management

	Y & FS Halcyon House
	Shelter

	Back on Track
	

	Youth Alternatives/VOA
	Detention Alternative

	Community School
	Education/Vocation Alternative

	KVMH
	MST

	Shaw House
	Residential Treatment

	Good Will - Hinckley
	Residential

	Youth Alternatives Bass House
	Residential

	Youth Alternatives Girls Transition
	Shelter

	Youth Alternatives Heritage House
	Residential

	Youth Alternatives Reardon's
	Shelter


The staffing and management plan for the state agency/division implementing the Formula Grants Program: 

The primary staff for the JJDP Formula Grant Program is the State’s Juvenile Justice Specialist.  The JJDP program is located in the central office of the Department of Corrections.  This location facilitates supervision, coordination of program efforts with other departments, such as the Division of Juvenile Services, the Division of Policy in the Legislature, Information Services, the Division of Quality Assurance, and the Division of Financial Services, all of which provide staff time to the JJDP program.

The central office staff assigned to work on the JJDP Formula Grant Program during the FY05 program year are:


Name



Title



% Time Devoted

Kathryn McGloin

Juvenile Justice Specialist



100%

Norma Loud


Clerk Typist II





50%

David Brown


Compliance Monitor




100%

Barry Stoodley
Associate Commissioner Division of Juvenile Services     
11%

Dyana White

Division of Juvenile Services Secretary


6%

Gail McKenney

Senior Staff Accountant



3%

Maureen Warner


Clerk Typist II




3%

Mark McCarthy


Office Manager



3%

Descriptions of the duties for the Juvenile Justice Specialist and Compliance Monitor:

The Juvenile Justice Compliance Monitor monitors, evaluates, and reports on the statewide level of compliance with regards to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 and the Maine Juvenile Code Title 15. This involves the deinstitutionalization of status offenders, removal of juveniles from adult serving facilities, sight and sound separation of juveniles from adult offenders and reporting mandates related to the JJDP Act.


The Juvenile Justice Compliance Monitor reports to the Juvenile Justice Specialist. The Juvenile Justice Compliance Monitor also works in conjunction with the Juvenile Justice Advisory Group (JJAG).


The Compliance Monitor’s responsibilities include, but are not limited to, the following:

Compile and verify juvenile lockup data that is submitted on a monthly basis from law enforcement agencies that maintain an approved secure detention cell. Per Maine Law Title 15 chapter 375 34-A M.R.S.A. section 1208 the Department of Corrections has the responsibility to inspect and approve all detention facilities.

Compile, verify and prepare the statistical data submitted for the purpose of preparing the Departments annual report based on the requirements of the JJDP Act. Maine submits their report based on a calendar year and will forward it to the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention before March 31 of each year.

Identify municipal lockups and county jails that maintain a DOC approved secure/non-secure holding area for juveniles. On an annual basis, utilizing the monthly reports submitted, do an on site visitation to these facilities to verify the accuracy of the submitted data.

Utilizing the on site visit, verify the documentation required under Maine Title 15 and the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 

Assist these agencies whenever possible in updating their Policies and Procedures to bring them into compliance with Maine law and the JJDP Act.

Identify public agencies that have public authority to detain/arrest juveniles suspected of committing an adult crime. Verify through correspondence and on site visits that these facilities do not place juveniles in secure detention.

Assist in any efforts to establish more timely, accurate and comprehensive reporting systems to track juvenile detention in order to meet the requirements of the JJDP Act and Maine Title 15.

Assist the Juvenile Justice Specialist by providing confirmed lockup data to the members of the JJAG, as needed or requested.

Serve as liaison, in conjunction with the Juvenile Justice Specialist, with the Department of Health and Human Services who is the licensing agent for alternative housing for juveniles such as foster homes, group homes and attendant care facilities.

Identify the alternative to secure detention facilities and classify them as secure or non secure. Determine if they need to be added to the monitoring universe.

Revise and maintain the Juvenile Compliance Monitor’s Manual to reflect any changes in monitoring and reporting procedures that may be instituted by the OJJDP or the State.

Establish and maintain both formal and informal contacts throughout the state criminal justice system, for the purpose of gathering information related to the overall level of compliance with the provisions of the OJJDP Act, and any difficulties related to compliance on an ongoing basis.

Provide technical assistance to any related law enforcement agency, task force or service provider participating in alternative lockup programs for juvenile offenders, as needed.

In conjunction with the Juvenile Justice Specialist review/audit contracts issued to service providers by the JJAG.

Attend organizational meetings with public/private service providers and lend technical assistance and/or support as needed.

Attend the necessary training sessions, workshops and conferences related to juvenile justice compliance monitoring as determined by the Juvenile Justice Specialist and the JJAG.

Serve as a trainer/instructor to state and municipal law enforcement agencies with regard to juvenile lockup procedures, JJDP Act and the Maine Juvenile Code.

Record the information gathered while conducting on site visitations and generate a final report of compliance/noncompliance to the appropriate personnel within 10 days. This should include, but not limited to, identifying noncompliance areas, suggestion(s) on correction and a time frame to implement the corrective action. A follow-up visitation should be made after the corrective action has been completed.

Provide data to the JJAG or the Juvenile Justice Specialist concerning the level of compliance/noncompliance of agencies who apply for funding in order to determine that agencies level of compliance with the JJDP Act.

Juvenile Justice Specialist
This position is responsible for all technical management and developmental support for the JJAG, which is, in turn, responsible for managing federal funds provided under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, for ensuring state compliance with, and mandates and requirements of, the Act, and for advising the Governor and the Legislature on juvenile justice issues. In addition, the specialist may be assigned other duties by the Commissioner.

1. Federal requirements

· Annual Formula, Juvenile Accountability Block and Title V grants applications

· Annual comprehensive state JJ plan

· Annual performance reports

· Technical assistance requests

· Liaison with the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
· Ensure JJAG familiarity with the Act and with federal activities sufficient to enable them to perform their technical responsibilities.
· Requests for Proposals (RFPs)

· Draft Requests for Proposals (RFPs)

· Advertise and distribute RFPs

· Receive and screen applications

· Coordinate committee review of applications

· Draft contracts and coordinate approval

· Monitor and evaluate subgrantee activity

· Staff support for all functions of JJAG and committees

· Executive Committee


· Legislative Committee


· Jail Monitoring Committee

· Grants Committee

· Communications Committee

· DMC coordination
· Attend regional and national training events

2. Support for Chair and Vice Chair

3. Technical management

a. Office management

· Staff supervision and team development

· Data storage and retrieval system

· Ad hoc chores for DOC

b. Financial management

· Budget development (federal and state)

· Planning and control of expenditures

· Coordination with DOC business section

c. Grants management

· Coordinate quarterly cash payments

· Coordinate communication among subgrantees, DOC, JJAG and OJJDP
· Monitor performance under contracts
e. Supervision and support of subcontracts with TA and direction
f. Public Relations

· Public presentations
· Respond to requests for assistance
4. Supervision and support of JJAG staff: Clerk Typist II and Compliance Monitor




















































































File motion to end IA
























































Violation of Conditions of Release


*You may use graduated sanctions


*Keep all info documented to use in court


IF COURT ACTION


*Request warrant & have judge decide whether or not to detain


*Arrest: see DETAIN notes





PRELIM. INVEST. INTERVIEW Procedure


*Review report


*Send notice of interview with family questionnaire


*Explain purpose of it


*Read rights


*Discuss offense


*Make determination


*Begin gathering information for assessment





Re-assess prior to discharge





Initial Placement





Probation (continued)


*Complete paperwork: blue intake sheet; release of info (2 forms need parent’s witness); risk and needs assessment (re-assess every 90 days to termination, do summary, RCA review, update juv hx); refer to counselor for JASAE


*Add info to monthly stats


*Do case plan (Update/review every 30 days or as circumstances change) Focus on areas of concern plus 3 positive assets


*Fill out restitution sheet if applicable


*Copy blue intake for file


*Update juv hx


*File goes for update of Mastercard


*Put into database 





VIOLATION





Warning





Return to facility





Violation





Classification, review, and UTT Meetings;


Facility updated regularly from family, etc.)





Community reintegration planning begins at admission








Release to Aftercare


*Participate in plan development


*Give reporting schedule


*Complete re-assessment at 45 days








Re-assess every six months





Termination Summary





Graduated sanctions





Telephone Call from police who have arrested juvenile 





Post disposition report con’t.





Completion





Court Action





Summons:


*Get court date from clerk


*Fill out summons & motion to revoke


*Serve both to juv


*Copies to file, DA. Original to court





Arrest:


*File motion to revoke and petition to review of detention to court and DA.


*Copy of motion to juv.





TO COURT





No finding: 


probation continues





Found in violation





Send violation report to facility





Revise Case Plan 








Facility assesses youth and develops case plan





RCA Review





RCA review





Reassessment every 6 months





Warning:


*Verbal 


*Written (give copy to juv, original in file) 





*File motion to amend probation conditions


*Review w/juv, if agreement, SIGN. Give orig to court; copy to juv and file


*If disagreement, call clerk for court date; serve juv.








Continue for review





Hearing re: amendment





Judge denies





Judge allows





Partial revocation





Full revocation





Petition case to court





Release with conditions. Get  fax copy of conditional release 





Police have juvenile in custody (can hold 2 hours)


Wants us to consider detention


Review facts; detention worksheet


Detention Risk Assessment; make decision (HAVE UP TO 12 HOURS)


CONTACT PARENT/GUARDIAN








Review Release





Go to court (in 48 hrs)





Referral (new offense)





Youth summoned by law enforcement and referred to DJS 





No Further Action:


*File petition non-filing notice with a copy of police report to DA; send copy of notice to PD, victim





Sometimes cases are continued for:


*Completion of public service


*Payment of restitution


*Proof of counseling


*Proof of education


Then discharged (no penalty)





If you are required to give the parents the court summons:


*Call court clerk for date and fill out summons


*Serve parents


*Return to DA’s office


*Date your calendar


*May give copy to court clerk








RCA review





Termination summary





Modify conditions





IF CONDITION VIOLATION





Termination Summary





*Use assessment to determine case plan


* Rreview every 30 days. 





Preliminary Investigation Interview





Facts Require Immediate Action





PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATION





COURT REVIEWS DETENTION


*No detain; no conditions


*Release with conditions (juvenile must sign conditional release)


*Detained: Do initial placement


IF NEW OFFENSE, do PET REQ within 10 days!





Do not hold; Release without conditions





DETAIN





*Call clerk for date to review detention


*Contact holding  facility, transport, parent, DA


*File paperwork with court


*Check into placements if appropriate











Petition


*File petition request authorization and copy of police report with DA





PROSECUTION


First court date: arraignment/possible plea


Second: hearing or plea





No Prosecution: DA has chosen this. 





Not adjudicated: Juvenile trial. Found not guilty





ADJUDICATED





Committed to Mt View or Long Creek YDC *Call them


*Send initial placement form


*Do Juv Hx





Probation:


*Review probation conditions/sign. Return to clerk for attesting.


*Give copy to juv with report date 





File Post-Disposition Report in 10 DAYS (RCA review)





Informal Adjustment


*Get release of info forms signed (2)


*Prepare informal agreement (sign)


*Restitution form, if needed


Give report date


*Develop case plan.  Give to resource coordinator)





Case to DA. Tell DA youth’s progress under supervision 





RCA reviews








� Personal communication with Andrew Robitaille, Information Support Analyst, Lewiston Police Department


� from ‘Phase II DMC Report for New Hampshire’ by Eileen M. Dryden, PhD, Amada Barrett, Kavita Bhandary, M. Barton Laws, PhD (personal communication).


� Personal correspondence with Sherry Wilkins, Court Management Analyst, Maine Administrative Office of the Courts


� See Appendix I for the MDOC DJS case management flowchart


� Personal communication with Andrew Robitaille, Information Support Analyst, Lewiston Police Department


� from ‘Phase II DMC Report for New Hampshire’ by Eileen M. Dryden, PhD, Amada Barrett, Kavita Bhandary, M. Barton Laws, PhD (personal communication).


� Personal correspondence with Sherry Wilkins, Court Management Analyst, Maine Administrative Office of the Courts
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		Regular Education Students		Regular Education Students		Regular Education Students		Regular Education Students		Regular Education Students

		Special Education Students		Special Education Students		Special Education Students		Special Education Students		Special Education Students

		Total Removals		Total Removals		Total Removals		Total Removals		Total Removals



Personal Offense

Other Policy Violations

Drug-Related Acts

Weapon-Related Acts

Other Reportable Acts

Percentage of Removals

0.37

0.16

0.33

0.07

0.07

0.42

0.2

0.23

0.1

0.04

0.39

0.17

0.29

0.08

0.06
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				Regular Education Students		Special Education Students		Total Removals

		Personal Offense		37%		42%		39%

		Other Policy Violations		16%		20%		17%

		Drug-Related Acts		33%		23%		29%

		Weapon-Related Acts		7%		10%		8%

		Other Reportable Acts		7%		4%		6%

		Total		1		1		1
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