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System Performance








Jan. 4, 2010
	Agenda
	Discussion / Summary 
	Action Items

	Handouts
	
	

	Attendance 
	Phil Cherner, Vince DiCroce, David Edinger, Charles Garcia, Fran Jamison, Doug Linkhart, Bill Lovingier, Loren Miller, Tom Moore, Mitch Morrissey, Larry Naves, Rob Rock, Gary Wilson, Kristen Wood
Staff:  Regina Huerter, Shelley Siman
	

	Minutes
	Approved as is.
	

	Updates
	Updates:
· FTA Pilot – still working on final details.  Hope to have it up and running by the end of the month. 
· Meeting with the District Court Judges: DSD staffing/inmate movement of defendants to court in the new justice center, logistics of moving inmates efficiently and safely.
· CCJJ: DUI discussions did not move forward last month, will be moving forward on this in upcoming months. Treatment collections committee: identifying current funding resources and status of resources.  Drug surcharges and collection rates. Kristin (Drug Court) pulled sample of 50. Assessed $147,447k for district court, collected $8,402k; $124,147 assessed for County Court with $14,362k collected. Looking at collection rates may be an issue for this group to discuss.
· Medical Marijuana (Senator Romer bill): Two drafts – Sheriff’s Association and Sen. Romer’s draft. Sen. Romer is interested in input, specifically regarding locations where marijuana can be obtained (dispensaries). Kristin is interested in this as it relates to Drug Court clients and their treatment providers. They are seeing certificates from clients who should technically not be eligible for medical marijuana and this is causing concern. Process for opening dispensaries may be a topic for City Council. Tom: process of supervising both from a staff perspective and client perspective in Community Corrections when people are treating or being treated while under the use of medical marijuana. Naves: addressing issue of those on supervision using medical marijuana. Practice in regards to Drug Court has been to transfer those with certificates for medical marijuana to regular District Court and Adult Probation as opposed to Drug Court. This process is at a standstill and Drug Court is developing a procedure about transferring cases out of Drug Court for all criminal judges to review and approve. Three to four hundred out of 1100 Drug Court cases are now coming in with medical marijuana certificates. Concerned about appeals from those who would be ordered not to use medical marijuana in Drug Court. What should be the timeframe for addressing this and where should it be addressed? Marijuana certificates normally last for one year.  Who is an acceptable care provider, doctor? Drug Court currently requesting medical report concerning diagnosis, schedule of ongoing treatment with doctor, timeframe for treatment and proof of illness or disease. Questions to be defined in policy/legislative groups: What is a bona fide doctor/patient relationship and what is a primary care provider? Doug: may be an issue for this group to bring to Romer to include a section in bill about how criminal justice system/courts should handle this issue. Loren: these issues cross jurisdictions as clients have cases in numerous places at times. This may also come up as an issue in residences for those under supervision and correctional facilities. Committee would like to address these issues with the authors of the bills before they get presented to legislature. 
· Drug Court – need to have input on impact from other agencies with County Court not funding a magistrate position – will only have one FTE magistrate. What will be the impact on agencies? Can we still run the court at the same volume? We will need this information before approaching BMO with any funding requests routed through the CPCC or related agency budgets.  Impact should include staffing/fiscal impact to agencies as well as impact on crime reduction and recidivism.  This was a proposed budget cut by County Court. It can be deemed important by the Mayor’s Office and BMO with supporting documentation. This will have a negative impact on County Court because misdemeanor cases will be funneled back to County Court and its probation department (currently nearly 400 clients).  Mitch: we need to make some decisions in order to commit to retaining effective staff currently working with the program.  This committee is committed to seeing that Drug Court program does not get impacted by this in a negative way. 
· County Jail vision:  Doug – how much time should we spend looking at county jail capacity?  The work of CPCC has impacted ADP, should this be taken into consideration when looking at jail capacity? What do additional beds cost us? What can we raise from each bed, and if we make excess revenues, how can we have BMO route these to programs and not the general fund in order to sustain these efforts. Also should consider what our programs have already saved and decide whether these programs are scalable for additional savings?  Would like to see this addressed, question is how? Would like a report to Council’s Safety Committee this spring on this issue. Phil: would like to see this discussed here, as well as get community reentry stakeholders involved. Doug needs: definition of what we are looking for, plan to uncover this information and analysis, crunching numbers to analyze issue. Palmer Building slotted for inmate industries, this rented out housing will go away eventually and replaced with programs. 25 extra sheriffs over strength – money routed to general fund to cover these sheriffs for the meantime in 2010. There is some general agreement with BMO and DSD that post-2010 that funds will go to the Sheriff’s Regional Services fund, which in part funds inmate programs and services. Charley – how do we ensure that this would happen in the future? Doug – would be a good discussion for overall CPCC as it involves other entities particularly in light of the analysis David and Shelley have already developed the model to look at the returns on these programs. Some buildings on the County Jail campus will need to be replaced as they are intended as temporary structures (i.e. building 19 and Palmer building) . 256 beds that can be rented out – what revenue can this generate? Gary: downtown detention center capacity is 1500 and cannot exceed this. Some buildings at Smith Road NEED to be replaced due to safety issues. Be careful about tearing down decade’s worth of planning down within a short period of time.  Need to give this serious consideration. Three options for use of these funds (taxpayers/bond issue) if not going to original use: can use funds for justice-related purpose at Smith Road or downtown. Not spend it. Go back to voters and propose use for something else.  Phil: not comfortable with using excess revenues generated by the jails to fund penal institution. Dave: next step should be to get clarity as to how much these excess revenues may or may not be (costs/interest/rental costs/potential revenue). Gary: cannot measure safety and security, cannot analyze this in a vacuum of dollars only.  Jail population is fluid and depends largely on public reaction to safety issues and how these shape law, i.e. mandatory arrests for a particular crime could raise jail populations significantly and quickly. Bill’s point to CCJJ: ensure that if there are mandatory/tougher penalties on such offenses that treatment needs to accompany this in order to mitigate the impact on correctional facilities and programs. Tom: continue external push to increase community corrections beds and programming.  Rated capacity for both jails is 2,700.
Next steps:

· Ideas: 

· Probation practices, technical violations, revocations

· Mental health

· Homeless population

· Substance abuse populations

· Ordinance violations and violation of orders that land people of jail
· Charley: with the new courtrooms being added via the new justice center – can they be used for revocation/duty court revival in the District Court? Naves: Considering this, as it was so effective, but also need the agreement/commitment of other agencies – Public Defender, District Attorney, etc. (saved ADP of 50 beds in the jail). Regi: is there an interest in the committee to support this? Naves: want to get in the building first and establish new protocols and then consider where there is time/space. Mitch: unable to staff this court at this time. Doug: can this issue also be modeled using our existing models to look at costs/staffing/bed savings? Phil: this committee has supported this court all along and could propose funding if needed. Naves: no issues with it being discussed at this committee. This could be a topic for the Monday meetings with district court judges meetings because all stakeholders are there.   This would need a new structure if we revitalized this court. Mitch: is DSD seeing the same benefit with County Court and Judge Cru doing a probation revocation docket? Bill: Yes, especially with walk-ins, and especially in conjunction with the Probation Remediation program. Probation revocations are a big contributor to the jail population. This is why it was suggested to look at probation process and revocations. 
	Regi – Judge Naves requesting information on a similar bill – Governor and AG information
Regi will take this issue as an item for discussion to the CCJJ

Regi will invite Sen Romer to talk to this committee about the issue at either Feb meeting or another time.
Add agency impact on Drug Court magistrate cut to agenda for Feb meeting. 

Regi will coordinate with Judge Naves to follow up with agencies on impact statements for February and bring issue forward to City Council in March (Bill). 
Gather this data for February meeting. 

Dave and Shelley to look at this from model perspective. 



	Next Meeting
	February 1, 2010
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