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POSITION STATEMENT
The Connecticut Juvenile Justice Alliance believes that youth involved in the juvenile justice system who need out of home care are best served in small, regional facilities. Therefore, the Alliance feels that the children of Connecticut would be best served by closing the Connecticut Juvenile Training School (CJTS) and creating a regional model for secure treatment. However, the Alliance recognizes that CJTS is unlikely to close in the foreseeable future due to lack of funding and siting, and strongly supports efforts to ensure the best possible outcomes for youth currently at CJTS as well as those who will be treated there until a new option is available. This report reflects that position and philosophy.
SUMMARY

This document presents an overview of the Alliance's May 21, 2008 public forum on the future of the Connecticut Juvenile Training School (CJTS). It highlights two presentations, one by the Department of Children and Families on its draft plan for CJTS reform and one by Mark Steward of the Missouri Youth Services Institute on lessons learned and best practices from Missouri. The report synthesizes these best practices with others from around the country, and concludes with specific recommendations to DCF about continued CJTS reform– in general and specific to its draft plan. The recommendations, which the Alliance is pursuing as DCF moves forward with renovations, were generated through internal discussions and through significant feedback from a host of national experts.  As long as CJTS remains open we recommend continued and significant reform in the following areas: Intake / Assessment, Living Conditions, Programming Within the Facility, and Re-entry / Transition. The recommendations start with a reiteration of – and agreement with – the State’s Youth Futures Committee conclusions and recommendations for increasing the chances of all young people in Connecticut to grow up to be successful and independent adults.
I. BACKGROUND: HISTORY OF CJTS

CJTS opened August 28, 2001. From its inception it was controversial; child advocates across the state questioned its very design. Where was the data showing the need for 240 beds? Had anyone read the research showing that large, congregate care juvenile jails are ineffective and don’t serve public safety needs? Did the facility really need to be so high security, with locked / individual sleeping cells and surrounded by a MacDougal fence?
Serious problems within CJTS started almost as soon as it opened. Staff was upset over the lack of mission, understaffing, and staff safety. CJTS residents protested the conditions, which included poor programming, by acting up. A number of incidents included assaults on staff and on youth, and there was great concern over how staff responded physically to residents’ outbursts. Investigations by the Attorney General, Child Advocate and Department of Children and Families (DCF) concluded that conditions at CJTS were “unsatisfactory:” children and youth were improperly / inappropriately restrained and exposed to violence. Saying shortcomings were "painfully and expensively obvious," Governor Rell announced she was closing CJTS by 2008; planning to replace it with smaller community programs. Child advocates across the state, including the Connecticut Juvenile Justice Alliance, wholeheartedly agreed with the decision (the Alliance still believes CJTS should close).
In 2007, the age of juvenile jurisdiction was raised from 16 to 18 (with a delayed implementation date of January 1, 2010), which would place 16 and 17 year-olds within the juvenile justice system and require more secure beds. No funds were appropriated to create an alternative to CJTS and make its closure a reality. As a result, in 2008, the Governor announced that instead of closing, CJTS would remain open to accommodate the additional youth. Plans were drawn to further reform CJTS both physically and programmatically.
DCF has improved CJTS since 2001 (see below for details): programming has gotten better, and there is less use of restraints and seclusions. Now Connecticut has the opportunity and responsibility to make it even better. While the Alliance would still like to see CJTS close, it recognizes that no new facility is currently under construction or consideration. While continuing to work towards smaller, regional facilities, the immediate priority must be to ensure that the programming, care, treatment and environment of CJTS are as good as they can possibly be. Connecticut owes that to its youth as well as its communities: public safety is better served by facilities that rehabilitate. The Alliance produced the public forum in this spirit, and thanks everyone who participated in – and continues to participate in – the open dialogue that aims to improve services for our at-risk children and youth.
II. PUBLIC FORUM REPORT: CJTS: WHAT NOW?
The forum held on May 21, 2008 at Central Connecticut State University featured presentations by the Connecticut Department of Children and Families on its draft plan to reconfigure and further reform the Connecticut Juvenile Training School, and the Missouri Youth Services Institute on its model for successful juvenile facility philosophy and redesign.
A. PRESENTATION HIGHLIGHTS:

A1. Connecticut Juvenile Services Complex: A Vision for the Future
Presentation by Bureau of Juvenile Services, DCF:
Leo Arnone (Director) and Anne McIntyre-Lahner (Program Director)

When Leo Arnone joined DCF in 2007, he had one goal: to make CJTS the place referred to as “the once troubled facility.” Arnone believes that Connecticut’s decision to raise the age of juvenile jurisdiction on January 1, 2010 presents a great opportunity for system reform. His vision includes CJTS reform going hand-in-hand with continued improvement of community residential services. On any given day there are 90-100 residents at CJTS, and an additional 390-420 committed delinquents in DCF-funded community-based programs. CJTS is a piece of the puzzle, he says, but also warns against getting so facility-centric that the other placements for committed children and youth are neglected. If Connecticut doesn’t have good community programming it won’t make progress on delinquency prevention and reducing recidivism.

When presenting the DCF plan for CJTS reform, Arnone stressed that it was in draft form and expressed a willingness to see it as a starting point, welcoming different ideas for improvement – particularly over the summer and early fall of 2008. DCF is aiming to create a system and environment that is best for court-involved children and youth across the spectrum of juvenile justice involvement, including the 16 and 17 year-olds who will be at CJTS as of January 1, 2010. “If Connecticut can’t do this right,” Arnone announced, “shame on us.”
The CJTS reconfiguration according to DCF’s May 21, 2008 plan
The CJTS campus will be redesigned and reconfigured into three smaller, independent programs in order to provide secure treatment to discrete populations of committed children and youth based on age and developmental needs. The present facility will become the Connecticut Juvenile Services Complex (CJSC), a campus with three discrete programs. The vision is to prepare boys committed to DCF and placed in a secure facility for successful community re-entry through innovative educational and rehabilitative services.  DCF goals for CJTS include: creating and maintaining a therapeutic environment; developing a comprehensive strength- and need-driven re-entry system; fostering family partnerships and participation; making a commitment to continuous quality improvement / staff development and improving the facility’s cost effectiveness.

Part 1 of 3: Dedicated Facility for Younger Residents
A self-contained, 36-bed program for boys ages 12-15 will have a separate entrance and sight and sound separation from older residents. Boys will have treatment, education, meals, recreation and visitors separately from older youth, and all services will focus on the developmental needs of the younger adolescent (e.g., focus on education and getting back into a home school, as opposed to older youth who may graduate at CJSC and need to focus on vocational skills).
Part 2 of 3: Transition Units – Entry / Reception and Exit / Re-Entry
The following three programs will be housed in one unit that will operate independently and not generally mix with any other population on the complex:

· A reception and diagnostic program (18 beds) will assess (or compile / integrate existing assessments) and prepare comprehensive treatment plans for all newly committed youth (16 and over) to ensure the correct level of care and education while at the CJSC (this process will be replicated in a small unit in the 36-bed facility for younger boys). Youth will begin their commitment to CJTS in this unit (for up to 30 days) to determine a treatment plan and whether the youth can be better served elsewhere.  DCF is starting to work with the Judicial Branch to identify a common assessment that could start in Judicial (detention) and continue for adjudicated children and youth who end up in DCF placement(s).
· A respite program (15 beds) will provide short-term (maximum 14-day stay), intensive programming for boys in community settings who are at-risk of losing their community status.  Instead of a youth “failing” at a community-based program and being sent to CJSC for the rest of his commitment, he can return CJSC for a short term respite period and intensive programming to determine what went wrong with his treatment and how his treatment plan can be retooled. The program will assess areas of increased service need and work closely with boys and their families to ensure ongoing success in the community.
· A transitional program (15 beds) will work with boys within 30 days of discharge to prepare them to move to a less secure level of care in the community or through a contracted residential treatment facility. The program’s focus will be on skill development, as well as goals and strategies for a successful transition to a lower level of care.
Part 3 of 3: Youth Facility
The remainder of the programming will focus on boys over the age of 16 (60-110 beds). Programs will focus on education and treatment directed to the developmental, social, and educational needs of the older adolescent population, including mental health services. A strong vocational training program will be included to develop skills for older youth to obtain employment upon release.
DCF on other aspects of current and upcoming CJTS reform:
Monitoring and Evaluation

Arnone reported that monitoring is now a regular part of CJTS administration; in 2002 CJTS started movement to implement the Council of Juvenile Correctional Administrators’ self-improvement and accountability system (“Performance Based Standards” – see www.pbstandards.org) for youth correction and detention facilities. Through this tool, Arnone said, CJTS has shown steady improvements over time: between 2004 and 2007 there has been a drop in every “critical indicator,” including use of restraints, isolation / seclusion, intake screenings (suicide, mental health, physical health), and injuries and assaults between boys and staff (note: this was confirmed by the Deputy Director of the PS Learning Institute, technical advisor to facilities that are implementing the Performance Based Standards; the Alliance is awaiting back up data from DCF). In response to this progress, CJTS was recently invited to apply for a national award for a facility that has changed more dramatically than any other in the country. For the first five years of monitoring the focus has been on how services are delivered, rather than on the outcomes of that service delivery. Without quality service delivery, the theory goes, positive outcomes are impossible. Given the improvements in service delivery, DCF is now shifting its attention to outcomes.
Community Programming

The following is an overview of the presentation of DCF’s development of “sister” programming to the CJTS facility reform, pending sufficient funding. The vision of community programming is to improve the community service system in order to provide a high quality network and continuum of services, including improving re-entry services for those boys returning from residential and secure treatment. Quality in all programs must be addressed, as well as all geographic areas (e.g., rural parts of the state do not have as easy access to needed services):
· Residential treatment, including transitional living and group homes (78 youth/year), focused on independent living and life skills;
· Substance abuse treatment, including residential, short-term, in-home, outpatient, and family-based recovery support;
· STEP programs, with a focus on education, case management and advocacy;
· “Virtual learning academy,” an educational case management and computer-based program for those who don’t live close to a STEP program, for individualized / one-on-one learning;
· One-on-one mentoring, community life skills, work-to-learn and job coaching programs;
· Flex funding for families to meet unanticipated needs; and
· Parenting skills development and child care for teen parents.
A2. Best Practice: Lessons Learned From Missouri
Presentation by Missouri Youth Services Institute / Mark Steward, Director

and Review of Literature on Model for Facility Reform*
“These are kids, even though they’ve committed some very adult-like behaviors. Let’s find out how they got into this, and help them get out of it and lead productive lives.” –Tim Decker, Director, MO Division of Youth Services
Before starting the Missouri Youth Services Institute, Mark Steward was director of the Missouri Division of Youth Services (DYS) for 17 years, working prior to that within the system as a group counselor. As director of DYS, he oversaw the major reform of the Missouri juvenile justice system (see below for overview / description). The bottom line: if states reform youth offenders, they save money, communities are safer, and kids benefit through low recidivism.  Reform in Missouri was aimed at creating a safe, non-punitive environment where counselors help troubled kids turn around their lives. Steward noted that every state and location is different, and needs to find its own specific solutions; open dialogue is helpful to see what can be improved, since everything always can be.
Key elements of the Missouri model:

Patience and Commitment – The reality that deep reform does not happen overnight is crucial to understand in order to remain dedicated to long-term, positive change. Successful, lasting change is a more intensive process that is a result of steady, incremental changes and progress.
Caring, Nurturing Philosophy and Culture – The system invests in rehabilitation and positive change rather than confinement and punishment, creating a positive, therapeutic / treatment-oriented approach and community / “family” atmosphere. The constant presence of excellent, well-trained staff in a caring environment creates physical and emotional safety, which allows delinquent teens to open up about their troubled pasts – a process critical to reversing behavior problems.

Caring, Nurturing Physical Environment – Missouri’s DYS always places youth in the “least restrictive environment” they can succeed in, as their central philosophy is to create a safe, “warm” atmosphere with minimal restrictions. Residential centers are designed to be home-like / campus-like with dorm-style bedrooms (open rooms furnished with two-level bunk beds and dressers – in addition to fostering community, open rooms also allow for easier supervision – there have not been any suicides since the change). Dorms are part of a larger “pod” where residents spend most of their time, including a living room with couches / coffee tables / games, and a “treatment room” where groups meet for an hour each afternoon and youth talk about their personal history, future goals, and the roots of their delinquent behavior. Even when youth act out they’re almost never held in isolation. Neither youth nor staff wear uniforms, and staff psychologists, teachers and social workers are unarmed. There are no cells, no iron bars, few locked doors and buildings, with little security hardware of any type (just video cameras with monitors on a wall in the central office). The main lobby has couches / rugs, posters made by youth, an upright piano and a fountain constructed by youth that empties into an oval pond with goldfish. As Missouri Youth Services Institute’s Pili Robinson states, “You’re telling the kids you care about them and want to help them. They won’t believe you if they’re scared and uncomfortable.”
Talented, Caring Staff Focused on Building Youth Capacity – One-on-one relationships between youth and staff at all levels are developed (including the director, who knows all youth by name) and a strong emphasis is placed on staff training and development. Staff in the facilities are “youth specialists” (not corrections officers), trained in youth development. These specialists do not approach youth from a position of power. As Steward says, “I think a lot of these kids, for the first time in their life, people care about them… You develop a culture that works with the kids.” As a result of these efforts and the caring environment it creates, there are low rates of staff turnover and absenteeism.
Smaller is Better – CJTS groups youth into cohorts of up to 18 individuals; youth in Missouri are in smaller groups of no more than 10-12. Smaller cohorts are more effective than large ones because they give staff the time needed to create positive culture and stronger relationships with youth, which in turn leads to long-lasting rehabilitation when combined with the supportive programming described here. Larger cohort numbers can be overwhelming to limited staff, who are forced to act more like custodial corrections officers. 
Rehabilitative Individual and Group Programs – The program’s emphasis is placed on positive, individual / one-on-one relationships between youth and staff, specialized attention, and getting to know youth well. One “service coordinator” / youth development specialist is assigned to oversee each youth from the time they enter custody until discharge to ensure continuity for both the youth and the staff. Groups spend nearly all of their time together – eating, sleeping and studying – always under the supervision of two trained youth specialists (or 1 + teacher during the school day).
Missouri programs focus on treatment, constant counseling, case management, education, job placement, and group process alongside personal development. Group work is central to build camaraderie and trust (helps youth to understand they’re not alone, others have had same experiences / faced the same circumstances). There is also an emphasis on communication skills development: at least 5x/day the teams gather to talk about how they feel physically and emotionally. Staff or youth can call a “circle” at any time, interrupting education, exercise, cleanup, bathroom break, etc. to discuss concerns / complaints, or discuss behaviors, attitudes, and to enforce expectations re: safety, courtesy, respect. Youth each make a presentation to the group / peers about his life, including talking about key issues including family domestic abuse, violence, sexual victimization, family negligence, alcoholism, drug addiction, criminality, illiteracy – all to explore their trauma and the roots of their own behavior. “This is the toughest thing they’ve ever done,” says Steward regarding the presentations during which youth are processing their history and feelings, understanding and dealing with anger without resorting to violence, and understanding why their self esteem is low – all of which allows for real, lasting change.
The peer relationships in the small groups are key: “veteran” youth are trained to help deal with angry, scared and hostile newcomers, helping them understand the culture. There are no “guards;” when there is trouble between two youth, the other kids can be authorized to restrain their peers (they are trained to restrain an individual without hurting them; only once a staff person has authorized a restraint). This “peer control model” was started in the 1970s when the staff to youth ratio was 1: 24 and staff couldn’t manage conflict resolution alone. The Missouri leaders don’t necessarily uphold the peer control model as the ideal approach, but do stress that youth in their facilities have become skilled at de-escalating conflicts (note: other reforming facilities have adopted the peer control approach and have had success; believing that it teaches youth valuable conflict resolution skills).
Family / Community Involvement, Transition Support – Youth are placed in centers as close to their homes as is feasible, and family counseling is used when possible. Youth transition to community-based services for monitoring and support after they leave custody. They are often assigned a “tracker” (typically a college student or resident of the youth’s home community) who meets with them several times a week, monitors their progress and helps them find a job. “Progress within such settings is generally short lived, unless it is followed up, reinforced, and monitored in the community.” – David Altschuler, Johns Hopkins University.
Engagement of State Leaders – Every year youth testify before state legislators. The facilities have an open door policy and every year host “countless” tours for leaders and elected officials from Missouri and jurisdictions across the nation.

Missouri model issues specific to the DCF draft plan:

Reception / Intake / Assessment – Unlike what is proposed in the draft DCF reform plan, the Missouri system does not have a central reception center. Staff there found that putting all of the new kids together in the same space – all of whom were in transition and angry / scared / volatile – was a recipe for disaster, creating stress and many (avoidable) conflicts. Staff did not want to waste any time getting youth on the track to recovery; they go straight to a group with kids who have time invested in the program, allowing an easier acclimation to the rehabilitative culture. Risk and needs assessments are made while a youth is in detention and awaiting placement, before they arrive at the facility where they will serve their commitment.
Time of Stay and Re-entry – Most youth in Missouri receive indeterminate sentences. They are released from custody only when DYS staff is confident s/he is ready to succeed (rather than after a pre-determined sentence that expires and releases the child whether s/he is ready or not). To assist with re-entry, DYS pairs each youth with a tracker / mentor from their home community; often a college student, but it can be anyone the youth can relate to. If the youth is struggling in the community, they can come back in for a short time period (perhaps a weekend). There is no predetermined formula; it all depends on individual needs and facility availability.
Youth in Adult System – There are no automatic transfer laws in Missouri, regardless of type of offense. Judges have the discretion to send a youth to the adult system, but don’t use that power very often (when they do, the adult system has a juvenile offender section). More common are “blended sentences,” in which a youth may get a long sentence, but is kept in the DYS system until s/he is 21. When the youth turns 21, DYS makes a recommendation to the court about whether the youth should go on to serve the remainder of their sentence, or receive supervised probation. This system has been used in Missouri for 10 years. Every youth affected by this practice has been released and has not recidivated to the adult prison system. 
Staff, Staff, Staff – The importance of staffing cannot be overstated. What makes the model work is well-trained, caring staff who know how to – and want to – work with kids. The model is based on relationships, not power. Over time the leaders of reform had to retrain the old guard to focus on youth development, move out those who did not want to change and bring in new staff who believed in the rehabilitative and community-based approach.
Defining Recidivism – Missouri measures recidivism in two ways. (1) Former DYS youth in an adult system prison bed within 5 years of release from DYS; and (2) Youth returning to DYS system. For those who have been in DYS custody, the recidivism rate is 8% of boys per year in an adult prison bed (1% of girls) according to the first measure, and 20% (total) interacting with probation or some other part of the DYS system according to the second measure.
Areas for improvement – The Missouri model could benefit from incorporating more participation in family therapy, access to counseling with licensed therapists, and increased “independent living” programs (instead of forcing youth to return to chaotic / unhealthy homes).
“All we can do is give these kids a chance. We teach them to look at themselves. We put them in a safe and stable and supportive environment – some of them for the first time in their lives. We help them see opportunities and make choices about their futures, but in the end it’s still up to them. With us, they have an opportunity. Send them to a typical training school, where staff intimidates them and they have to fight to survive, and they’ve got no shot.” –Mark Steward
*Quotes and information taken from “Small is Beautiful: The Missouri Division of Youth Services,” Dick Mendel, Advocasey Editor; as well as www.StateLine.org, “States adopt Missouri youth justice model,” April 2008.
A3. Public Forum Question & Answer Session Highlights

(Note: Questions and answers that focused on details of the Missouri model and CJTS plan were incorporated into those parts of this report. Please see our website, www.ctjja.org, for a full reporting of all questions and answers)
How do you change the culture of an institution from a focus on punishment and incarceration to rehabilitation and relationships / community / caring? Is CJTS moving in that direction?
Steward: Allow for gradual / incremental change. Choose the right staff (not the ones interested in being the “guard in the tower,” “head thumpers” who intimidate kids) and provide ongoing training / support. Get the wrong staff out of the system or change them. Some problems can be cultural, resulting in good people doing bad things within a bad system that tolerates it. Cultural reform comes from the top; leadership should set the example about the right approach.
Arnone: CJTS staff have been systematically moved to get the right people in the right positions. In the past, “training” was done only via mentoring, though that is changing. The Bureau is hiring a full-time training director and trainers for the facility. Part of the training vision is to collaborate with CSSD academy trainers for staff with similar focus (e.g., DCF parole officers with CSSD probation officers; as facility-focused CSSD detention with CJTS staff). The new staff coming with raise the age offers a good opportunity to continue to shift the culture, building new programs starting with the right people in leadership positions.

The cultural piece is the cornerstone of any real, sustainable, change. Changing facility culture is a process that takes a few years. Administrators must be committed to do it, and work through training, modeling and persistence to make change. Additionally (and the most important part), they must press until the change takes root and becomes the norm. The traditional failures in this area are usually traced back to a belief that substantive change has taken place but in fact only a temporary respite from the old norm has been accomplished. The new philosophy is reinforced through training.

What is the time frame for the proposed changes with CJSC? 

Arnone: DCF’s goal is to have everything ready for July 2010. Since the Bureau did not receive funding in the 2008 session they may have to phase-in the changes to begin with the dedicated juvenile offender (12 to 16 year old) unit.
Why can’t we close CJTS? Why can’t we look for smaller facilities that already exist in line with what they did in Missouri instead of keeping the training school open? 

Arnone: The only way raise the age will happen is if we use CJTS. There is no plan B; if we stay on course for raising the age of juvenile jurisdiction on January 1, 2010, we must use the space we have. Missouri closed the state's large, central facility that housed 1,200 residents and was 8 hours from some residents' homes. CJTS’ reform plan will be parallel to a Missouri “regional” facility both in smaller size and location / proximity to residents’ families. 

What is the current cost per child per year at CJTS? Do you expect these costs to increase or decrease with the reforms outlined in the presentation? 

Arnone: The current cost is approximately $280,000 per child per year. This cost will be lower as much of the fixed costs in running a facility will not change, but those costs will be spread out over a larger population. 

Compared to alternatives and alternative sources, how cost-effective is CJTS? 

CJTS is the only secure juvenile facility in the state it can not be compared to other programs that do not offer a secure setting. It could be compared in this way to similar facilities in other states, but it would be apples and oranges: no facility in the nation that I know of is providing the level of medical, mental health, counseling and education that we provide. To compare properly, each service provided and each facility cost would have to be individually analyzed and compared using a cost of living scale. This would not be an easy task.

Describe how CJTS will maintain ties to the resident’s community if CJTS is to remain in Middletown for 16/17 year olds whose parents may have “given up”? 

Arnone: CJTS is only one small part of the system. Today, CJTS only houses 93 of the 400 committed delinquents in the system. DCF has developed, and will continue to develop, step-down services linked to a continuum. New services for this population will include group homes designed to assist with job procurement and independent living skills.
Do the plans to renovate CJTS also include improving the sleeping areas?  I have heard that rooms are very bleak and depressing and contradict the welcoming and nurturing atmosphere of the programming and staff.
Arnone: It is our desire to be able to change the "look and feel" of the rooms. If we are fully funded this will be possible. 

Follow-up question: In what way(s) would the rooms change? How will they change if you are not fully funded?

Arnone: I can't answer that question with specificity, what I can say is through our work around building the new girls facility we have seen some very innovative room schemes and it is our desire to expand on those ideas with the architects that are contracted to do the renovations.
Follow-up question: MO group sizes are 10-12; are you considering reducing youth “class” (pod) size?

Arnone: If we can manage the population and keep the census low that would be a possibility.
What about the girls / where will the girls locked / secure facility be located, what level of security?
Arnone: The secure facility for girls will be located in Bridgeport. It will be a short-term / respite, maximum 18-bed facility, and is being designed in a gender-specific manner. All current Connecticut girls facilities to date are semi-locked. There are no DCF group homes for committed girls (there are some for detention girls); two 6-bed facilities are being contracted.

How do you address educational deficits / collaboration with local school districts?

Steward: Missouri’s secure facilities try and get youth a GED or high school diploma; it is hard to send youth back to the same system / cycle they came from. If they’re very far behind (e.g., 5 grades back) DYS will put a youth into a day treatment center and/or a vocational track; any diplomas are from their home school district (not DYS) to avoid stigma. 

Arnone: For DCF, intermediaries like STEP programs (3 operating currently) are successful bridges to local districts. STEP staff take CJTS’ children and youth to school to register, are willing to take kids back if they have trouble, and can act as “glue” for boys after school. Outcomes are being measured now, in order to improve all programs and establish similar operations across them. The model is viable in cities because of the population and level of demand; it is still a viable model for rural areas.
What do you do at CJTS for mental health and substance abuse issues? Isn’t it a community issue, rather than an incarceration issue?
Arnone: Boys are placed at CJTS for legal and parole violation issues; many also have mental health and substance abuse issues as well. CJTS does have drug and alcohol programs, but not yet enough. Mental health and substance abuse is becoming a major issue for DCF in general, and the vision is to increase relevant programming in response.
III. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONTINUED CJTS REFORM
In formulating its recommendations for continued reform of CJTS, the Alliance reached out to experts on juvenile justice and juvenile correctional facilities nationwide. Following are highlights of input and feedback gleaned from conditions of confinement research, child advocates throughout the state of Connecticut, and national experts such as Shay Bilchik – Research Professor/Center Director, Center for Juvenile Justice Reform at Georgetown University’s Public Policy Institute; and Bart Lubow – Senior Associate, Annie E. Casey Foundation. 
As stated above, the Alliance still believes CJTS should close. If it stays open, the Alliance recommends continued and significant reform in the following areas: Intake / Processing, Building Conditions, Programming Within the Facility, and Re-entry / Transition. The recommendations start with a reiteration of, and agreement with, the State’s Youth Futures Committee recommendations for system-wide supports.
Youth Assets / Development Framework

Connecticut’s Youth Futures Committee (created by the Governor and General Assembly) crafted a strategic plan to help increase the chances for all young people in Connecticut to grow up to be successful and independent adults. It offers three conclusions about the fundamental thinking that must underlie all work with young people: 
· We must build a common understanding about what young people need in their families, neighborhoods, schools, communities and workplaces in order to succeed. This common understanding should focus on the assets that young people need rather than the problems in their lives. 
· We must always recognize that the assets young people need are developed at the community level with individuals and local organizations (the State will play a critical role in providing financial resources, policy guidance and regulation as warranted; but communities are the ones that make it happen).
· We must understand any “system” we are building from the perspective of the young people it is meant to serve. If programs and supports do not function in a way that makes sense to young people and their families, we will not be successful. 
Further, all young people need assets in the following five categories in order to become successful young adults: (1) basic needs, (2) positive social and emotional development, (3) physical health, (4) job readiness and financial literacy, and (5) formal education. In order to best support the building of these assets, we must build a youth support system that is comprehensive and integrated at the grassroots level. 
This translates into a statewide focus on high quality front-end, preventive services to best serve children, youth and families before they deepen into trouble with the juvenile justice system. In addition, youth need to be engaged in the process of determining their own care and the reform effort overall. 
Recommendations: Intake / Assessment
· Decrease fragmentation – don’t separate reception / assessment into a separate unit:

1. Assessments should happen before youth arrive (most relevant materials ought to have been compiled and considered before the youth was committed. Assessment units usually involve lots of “dead time” because the kids are not part of a regular program).

2. The best programs adopt a model where new youth enter an existing group or “pod” and start engagement / treatment from day one. In order to create a healthy group norm right away newcomers should join a group that is at least 2/3 comprised of youth who have been at CJTS a while. Keep kids in that group the entire time.  
3. All staff should be trained on a core model and philosophy instead of being trained in “intake” or “assessment.” Staff should have consistency with youth from the beginning to end of their stay.

Recommendations: Living Conditions

· Improve / soften the physical living environment: in common space, paint bright colors, put in sofas, and hang things on the walls. Within individual rooms, add nice bedding, desk / chair, dresser, bunk beds, and allow kids to decorate their rooms (can still have a room in each unit that is “suicide safe”). Rename each unit with an actual name that youth participate in choosing.

Recommendations: Other Programming Within the Facility

· Pods and Staffing
· Decrease pod size from 18 to 10-12 (ideally) or 14 (maximum). With larger numbers, staff aren’t free to be more than corrections officers – they need time to develop relationships / team culture.

· Assign staff by unit and keep them with one “pod,” to develop bonds / relationships with youth.

· Good to separate younger from older residents; don’t delineate just by age, but generally separate / protect smaller, younger, more vulnerable children with the least serious offenses.

· Family and Community Involvement - It is critical to keep kids’ community connection points active, so they can lean on them when they go home.
· Enhance connections to communities / families throughout youth’s stay. Because CJTS is located farther from many families than is ideal, CJTS should try to  better connect families via provision of transportation where public transit is not easy, affordable or viable. 
· Involve parents and “natural community supports” in re-entry planning from the beginning of a child’s confinement; delineate how parents and community providers (re-entry) will / can be involved from day one.

· Education

· Consider extending school day – some programs operate from 8am to 5pm and half day Saturdays. Improve school culture with new, excited teachers who kids will want to be with / learn from. Longer school days that engage kids means they are tired at the end of the day, which translates into less trouble.

· Focus on education and grade level improvements, especially for younger kids who will be re-entering a home-school with the ultimate goal of graduation. Some state facilities have instituted a Positive Behavioral Support model in their training schools and found it to be highly successful.

Recommendations: Re-entry / Transition

· Decrease fragmentation – don’t separate transition into a separate unit:

1. The best programs adopt a model where new youth stay in their assigned group / “pod” the entire time. Transition should be discussed from day one and throughout a youth’s commitment, rather than be a separate unit. Transition / re-entry can be done directly from pods; Missouri has shown that community visits / weekend “furloughs” can be a great incentive for kids earlier in the program and pod to witness.

2. All staff should be trained on a core model and philosophy instead of some specializing in “transition”. Staff should have consistency with youth from the beginning to the very end of their stay.

· Emphasize greater participation in family therapy, access to counseling with licensed therapists, and increased independent living programs (instead of forcing youth to return to chaotic / unhealthy homes). 
· Transition youth to a variety of community-based services (including STEP) for monitoring and support after they leave custody. Assign a “tracker” (in Missouri, typically a college student or resident of the youth’s home community) who meets with them several times a week, monitors their progress and helps them find a job.
· The 15-bed respite program is a unique idea; other programs have not used this approach (note: it is unclear whether it will be limited to kids in residential or kids out on parole as well). In other programs, when youth come back in, they’re in the larger system, possibly for longer than needed. The possible downside is that “if you build it they will come.” Therefore, there is a need to create clear criteria to make sure it is used only when absolutely necessary and for a very short term. Consider other alternatives to escalating youth back to most secure environment; consider using vacancies in group homes or other DCF facilities instead.
Recommendations: Other
· Ensure transparency of CJTS monitoring and evaluation – regularly share critical indicator data and offer interested community and elected leaders access to the facility (continue the new, open door policy).
· Articulate overall governing philosophy and program approach (for example, the Missouri group process model, guided group interaction / positive peer pressure / group problem solving).

· Ensure the funds that now go to the adult system for handling 16 & 17 year olds will follow those youth back to the juvenile system (including money for probation, courts, corrections, community programming, and the infrastructure pieces that the adult system has for contracting HR/MIS, etc.). If not, then the CTJS issue will seem minor as DCF and CSSD run a greatly expanded juvenile justice system without sufficient resources.
· Engage the legislative branch and Governor, creating a real partnership on behalf of kids, including regular visits by kids themselves to the legislature.

APPENDIX

Fast Facts: Connecticut Juvenile Training School (CJTS)

Located in Middletown, CT, CJTS is Connecticut's secure residential treatment facility for male committed delinquents. Its mission is to prepare residents for successful community re-entry through innovative educational, treatment and rehabilitative services.
CJTS population:

	
	Total No. of Annual Admissions
	Average Daily Census

	2001
	276
	153

	2002
	269
	149

	2003
	261
	137

	2004
	171
	75

	2005
	218
	Not available

	2006
	215
	111

	2007
	189
	96

	Census as of 5/14/08 
	93


Race/Ethnicity of Boys Admitted, 2007:
	Race
	189 Boys Admitted 

	
	# 
	%

	African-American
	106
	56%

	Latino
	38
	20%

	Caucasian
	36
	19%

	African-American / Caucasian
	4
	  2%

	Other
	5
	  3%


Substance Abuse Diagnoses, 2007:
	Diagnosis
	# Boys
	%

	Cannabis Abuse / Dependence
	72
	43%

	Cannabis Abuse / Dependence and

Alcohol Abuse / Dependence
	 13
	  8%

	Alcohol Abuse/Dependence
	2
	  2%

	Polysubstance Dependence
	 2
	 2%


�





Typical charges of youth in CJTS* [% of total 2007]:





Note: many boys are committed on more than one offense. 41 admissions (22%) were classified as serious juvenile offenders. 57 (30%) were felony offenses:





property-related: larceny, theft, criminal mischief, criminal trespass, motor vehicle [77%]


violation of existing legal stipulations: court order, probation [55%] (note: pre-FWSN implementation)


“general disturbance:” disorderly conduct, breach of peace, reckless endangerment, interfering [39%]


crimes against persons: assault, threatening, robbery, sexual [36% total; 4% were sexual offenses]


drug-related [17%]


escape-related [5%]


weapons-related [4%]





*CT law requires that all youth 14 and over who commit Class A or B Felonies are transferred to the adult system and will continue to do so after the age is raised in 2010.





Top Psychiatric Diagnoses, 2007:


DSM-IV Diagnosis�
# of Admissions�
% of Total Admissions�
�
Conduct Disorder�
134�
71%�
�
Cannabis Abuse/Dependence�
81�
43%�
�
Relational problem - parent/child, sibling, partner�
69�
37%�
�
Attention Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder�
65�
34%�
�
Oppositional Defiant Disorder�
41�
22%�
�
Learning/Reading Disorder Not Otherwise Specified�
19�
10%�
�
Cannabis and Alcohol Abuse/Dependence�
17�
  9%�
�
Mood Disorder Not Otherwise Specified�
12�
  6%�
�
Major Depressive Disorder�
12�
  6%�
�
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