CAMI Advisory Council on Child Abuse Assessment

Crime Victims’ Services Division Office – Salem, Oregon

Wednesday, May 26, 2010 ~ 9:00 am -3:00 pm

Meeting Minutes

In Attendance
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Advisory Council Members: Ken Rothman, Karen Doolen, Matthew Wagenknecht, Megan Johnson, Marian Morris Ervin, Stacey Ayers, Carol Chervenak, Kevin Dowling, Tina Morgan

CVSD Staff: Cynthia Stinson, Karen Heywood, Mike Maryanov, Roz Finfrock

Not in attendance:  Lea Sevey* and Lisa Millet

* Lea attempted to join by conference call but technical difficulties from CVSD prevented her from connecting.

Welcome, Introductions, Overview of Meeting
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Karen welcomed the group with self-introductions.  Karen introduced new member Marian Morris Ervin and announced Lea Sevey’s addition to the Advisory Council.  Housekeeping and an overview of meeting were covered.

Review and approval of July 24, 2009 minutes
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The July 24, 2009 CAMI AC meeting minutes were reviewed.  There were no modifications requested. Ken motioned to approve them and the motion was seconded by Stacey.

Advisory Committee Membership/Recruitment
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Mike stated that with Marian and Lea joining the Advisory Council we are now at 10 members.  We can have up to 12 members but based on statutory requirements, the Council is now filled.  In reviewing membership appointments, CVSD’s notes had indicated Ken’s appointment expired in 2009.  Via email with Mike, Ken indicated his appointment had been extended for another 4 years until 2011.  There was no indication from the Council that this was incorrect so Ken will continue his membership until 2011.  Cynthia is fine with this level of involvement of the 10 members.  If anyone has a contact further East than Madras that would fill a vacant position, they are welcome to reach out with them.   

RSP Report
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Kevin gave a report on the Regional Service Providers.  The five RSPs met in Portland on May 12th.  An activity summary report was emailed to the Council prior to the meeting.  The RSPs have a conference call every month and then try to meet face-to-face every quarter.  Mt. Emily no longer has a Director, so Kim McDonald and an office staff person were present to discuss the level of medical services the facility is still providing.  The main discussion focused on the recent court ruling regarding Greene v Camreta. The Greene case occurred in Deschutes Co and raised concerns about DHS interviewing a child at school, and whether that interview amounted to DHS “seizing” the child for the interview.  The case likened the medical examination to a strip search due to the vulnerability and humility the child may feel.  There are questions being raised now about interviewing children in the field.  Kevin is seeing reports specifying the child was told they were not being arrested, they had the option of leaving and the location of doors and windows in the room.  The question was raised: Why wasn’t DHS considered the parent in this case since the child was in the State’s temporary custody?  Unless child safety is compromised, until a parent’s rights have been terminated, parents still have rights to come to an interview, so DHS cannot be treated “like the parent.”  Stacey added that DHS has changed their OAR due to the Greene case.  Formerly, there were two exceptions to notifying a parent of the intent to interview their child: If notification would compromise a criminal investigation or if notification would compromise the child’s safety.   Due to the finding in Greene, the Department removed from their rule the portion related to compromising a criminal investigation.  However, Legislative Counsel said the change in OAR did not go far enough.  The rule is effective pre-interview.  Suggested that one way around the rule is to not have DHS involved in pre-interview and have law enforcement involved.    Only exception to the rule is court order.  Legislative Counsel does not have authority over DHS but they can change the law. Some schools are having issues now with interviews taking place in the schools and they are not being consistent, some schools want law enforcement and others do not. The question is how to take away the “seizure elements” raised in Greene while ensuring that the outcome is a good interview. It was mentioned that judges have started putting in their orders that children not be seen at CARES because it is “just” a physical abuse case.  The Advisory Council expressed unanimous concern about this latter situation because abuse cases are complex and interwoven. Medical assessment is crucial in every abuse case. 

The RSPs also discussed the struggles of how to measure what they are doing in a meaningful way.  They know it helps to have core areas they are focused on but want to have them more focused before their next meeting.   

Oregon Interview/Medical Guidelines – If you take a look at the Guidelines you are not going to see anything about child physical abuse, they have not been updated since 2004.  Questions from the RSP are: How do we get these updated?  Where do we get funding?  Once funding is found, who would have the time?  The Criminal Justice funding was suggested as a funding source as well as the Children’s Justice Act.  The Children’s Justice Act Grant is what allowed them to be updated in 2004.  Cynthia stated that CVSD is very invested in getting the guidelines updated.  Last time CARES got the grant and then contracted with a doctor who drafted the updates, sent out the draft to reviewers and then completed the final draft.  Kevin thinks a similar process would work again.  Tina offered that Deanna St Germain from KIDS Center would be willing to do the research but KIDS First does not have the funding.  It was also suggested that if there are already good text books out there why update or recreate what has already been done, but include this information as a reference.  Thoughts were to add physical abuse to the Guidelines and then create a list of resources.  Carol said that she refers to the Guidelines a lot and finds it very helpful.  Kevin said Defense Attorneys also hold the Guidelines up in court as reference, so if they are not up to date, there is not as strong of a case.  Tina thinks it is really an urgent matter to get them updated.  Cynthia committed CVSD to find the funding.  

Discussion of Mt. Emily
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Since the loss of their Director at Mt. Emily, CVSD has been in touch with Jared Rogers Board Chair and they had been meeting multiple times each month.  Mt. Emily is at a point they need to determine how viable they are and their ability to continue to deliver services.  Mt. Emily has also been in contact with DOJ’s Charitable Activities Section.  Charitable Activities will meet with Board and make recommendations.  Karen and Mike will also be planning a visit to meet with the Board.  Mt. Emily has set up an Advisory Committee to assist them in making decisions about the Center. Karen stated that the Board is very dedicated and has been working very hard to resolve the issues at Mt. Emily.  A question was asked about when does it become an issue for Mt. Emily to function as a regional Center?  Cynthia answered that CVSD looks at if they are providing services, which they are.  So we try to keep getting money to them.  Usually it works as long as they can see children, keep staff and if the Board works well with CVSD.  More problems arise in smaller centers where you have one person filling many roles so when that person leaves the facility is more vulnerable.

Tina expressed some issues of Mt. Emily’s staff attending the Oregon Network Meeting.  It is only appropriate for one designee to be present, attending and acting as a Director would.  The Network coordinator is going to send a letter to the Board asking for a designee. The AC advised Mike to stay in communication with the Network coordinator to help ensure that the Network communicates with Mt. Emily if a new director is hired there. 

Network Report
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Tina passed around a written report and updated Network brochures.  The Network has spent time focusing on their vision and mission, resulting in both being updated.  Tina noted the asterisk next to Josephine Co indicating they are no longer a member of The Network because they have not been able to commit to attendance at Network meetings.  They are still listed as an intervention center in the area.  The Network has also updated their PowerPoint so anyone on the Marketing Committee could come and present on how they are operating around the state and how we look as a state compared to the nation.

Legislative Update – Lana Butterfield had volunteered her time last year and will continue her relationship with The Network again this year.  This year the Network will be paying her a small contracting fee.  At least twice a month they are getting updates regarding bills that have the word “child” in them so they can review and follow up if needed. 

National Children’s Alliance – NCA is creating a huge shift in their work.  The Network applied for and received a $50,000 chapter grant (to fund a coordinator, Patty Terzian, costs associated with directors attending quarterly meetings, trainings, etc.) and 10 - $10,000 sub-grants to distribute to accredited CAIC’s.  With this chapter grant the Network has now become a funder instead of the grant management being done by NCA.  This has created a significant increase in work for the part-time person the Network knew they already wanted and who wants to do the job.  The coordinator is required to attend the NCA conference and the fees to send her come out of the $50,000 as well as any supplies needed.  Four other directors will also attend the NCA Leadership Conference in June.  The Network is also seeking accreditation which will allow them to encourage other CAICs to become accredited and then apply for more $10,000 grants.  

MDT Quarterly – They are currently seeking articles for July edition which will feature “Karly’s Law -- three years later”.  The January 2011 feature will be All About Technology, April 2011 will focus on Crime Victims Rights (Cynthia suggested that they contact NCVLI) to write an article.

Child Abuse Intervention Centers – The Network has changed their name to Oregon Network of Child Abuse Intervention Centers (CAIC) with the emphasis on Intervention Centers instead of Assessment /Advocacy Centers.  There is not consistency with documents coming out of DOJ CVSD, statutes and conversations with the terminology being used.  The Network is asking for some consistency.  The term intervention centers was chosen over assessment/advocacy centers to encompass all of the centers in an objective and neutral term.  The Network was under the impression the change to intervention centers in statute was going to happen during a Legislative clean up.  Cynthia does not believe she was advised of that decision.  She did state that the Legislative clean up would not happen this year from DOJ.  Tina acknowledged they did not want the statute opened just for the change.  Cynthia committed to everything coming from CVSD will be changed to intervention centers.  

The Network is seeking funds.  In the past there have been unspent CAMI Administration funds and if the Advisory Council has any decision over where those funds go if they exist; the Network hopes they will support continued funding to the Network Coordinator. 

Review of Karly’s Law Data
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Mike received some questions at the RSP meeting about Karly’s Law reporting.  There had been some discussions that predate him and he wanted to bring those back to the AC for background and understanding.  There was discussion about whether the Karly’s Law statistics were only intended for one year until a report was made to the Legislature.  Cynthia clarified that even though DOJ was required to give a report to the Legislature continued collection of this statistical information is very important.  A third quarter report complied by DOJ was passed out to the AC to review.  It was evident that some counties are reporting differently and it is important to clarify what specific information we need to gather.  The CVSD E-Grants system may be able to help with this in the next application.   There was a shared opinion that the AC believes it is time to review and retrain what actually needs to be captured and why it is important.  A good opportunity to do this might be in the MDT Quarterly.  Are there definitions that define what information is collected?  At the time the AC was working with an emergency clause so they pulled things from the statute that needed to be reported back to Legislature so they would be easy to capture when the time came.  Cynthia agreed that we need definitions.  Also see counties that don’t have access to case tracking information as a medical/intervention center.  Does tracking case information really help getting medical assessments for children?  

Karen asked for volunteers to form a workgroup to update reporting requirements.  Megan, Kevin, Carol & Tina all volunteered. 

Discussion of future Karly’s Law Training
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Due to the different interpretations of Karly’s Law and misunderstanding about defining what a Karly’s Law case is, it is clear that more training is necessary.  Mike stated that questions have arisen such as -- do we have a manual or do we have a training DVD.  The AC knew Stacy Liskey had done a training PowerPoint but did not believe there was a DVD.  Three separate trainings for DHS, MDTs and Intervention Centers would be great.  Clackamas County has put together training DVDs in the past so may be able to work with them.  Also Sue Skinner did some training for medical providers.  With all of the turn over at the first responder stage; What is the MDT’s responsibility in training?  It is possible now, 3 years later, to have case studies as learning experience for training.  

Who terms a case “Karly’s Law”?  Anyone in any of the three following areas has the authority - Law Enforcement, DHS or Medical Profession.  A Karly’s case is determined by the suspicion of abuse not evidence of abuse.  There was discussion about what happens if Karly’s Law is not complied with.  The group agreed that it is going to become a future liability issue for whichever agency or medical provider involved that does not enforce the law.  Good data reporting will help to understand if there is compliance out in the field.  It will help us to identify training needs and it is far better for us to work on this issue than to have mandates from the Legislature. 

There was discussion about the fiscal impact of Karly’s Law.  It was suggested that we come up with a cost for one assessment that involves a Karly’s Law case.  This then could easily be multiplied out based on the number of cases each county reported.  

Funding Update
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Cynthia gave an update on the $1 million from the Moist Snuff 2009 Legislative Bill sponsored by Rep Gelser and that there is no indication that this was one time money, but is part of the DOJ budget that will again be asked for in our Essential Budget Level (EBL) request.  Cynthia spoke about the budget forecast that was released this week and that we were asked to reduce our general fund budgets by 4.5%. She reminded the group that we held out a 4% reserve which meant that the difference to make up and that there are still four revenue forecast to come.

Cynthia also stated that we would like to support The Network’s request to support the Coordinator position.  We funded the Coordinator for $20K in the last contract and once our budget cuts have been solidified and we look at our administrative balance we will let the Network know if this is feasible.  Cynthia also stated that CVSD would support the Guidelines update as well looking for a grant to provide administrative coordination and assistance. Megan motioned and Stacey seconded the motion that CVSD would give monies available to The Network from the CAMI Administration fund.  

Discussion of CAMI MDT and RSP Application

Development in E-Grants
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Mackenzie Gray, VOCA Fund Coordinator, joined the meeting to introduce the AC to the CVSD E-Grants system which is a web-based on line grant application and reporting system.  Mackenzie walked through the E-Grant system from our test site and answered questions about the system, how grant reviews, grant amendments, etc. would work in the system.  The planning for the template of the CAMI application may begin very soon but there is testing to be completed before the system goes live, probably for 2013 biennium applications.

Mackenzie walked the AC through various pages of the 2009-2011 CAMI MDT application and facilitated a discussion of moving towards more traditional budget documentation like we ask for in our VOCA grants.  The group also discovered potential changes that could occur on the Intervention Plan pages and the Goals and Objectives pages to improve the information that we receive from applicants. 

Discussions on the Intervention Plan changes were:

Do we need questions 3, 5, 6 & 8?  We would have specific forms in E-Grants so listing them would no longer be necessary.  Megan stated that question #2 has not gotten us very good responses over the last few years with the most common answer has been “need more money” when the AC would like to understand the challenges outside of financial.  Maybe reword if we still think we need to say – “ In addition to more money, “  For CVSD as funders it is good information depending on what they are saying.  Possibly use radio buttons in addition to a narrative box - list things such as training, technology, etc.  

· More direct questioning on #1 so fluff is not given.  

· Reword #3 so it captures how their plan addresses the needs they identify.  Maybe the second sentence is the focus.  What we want them to say is what they are doing with the money.

· Are 5 & 6 redundant to #3?  

· Are we still wanting to know for each year or for the biennium?  Mack thought that by listing them separately it was easier to pull out for their annual reports.  

· Goals and objectives are normally finite and you don’t usually get any description.  We need to forced the question so that that their goals and money equal what they are doing.

· Make sure to reword #1 because it refers to #3.  Will be brought back to the group.

· Goals & Objectives: Combine both years so reporting them together.  Tina agreed because at times it appears they are not spending down their budgets.  But in reality they are using scholarships this year and sending more to training the next year.  More defined examples of goals, objectives and what is required.  Karen asked if it might be beneficial to define some standard goals for MDTs?  It was agreed that this could be difficult because of the different ways the MDTs are spending their money, their location and if they are funding a CIAC.  Maybe some common ones and then two or three that they have to come up with on their own for their county.

· #4 – more that we can put in narrative boxes on budget pages seems would be helpful as a review and as someone filling it out than having to go back to essay question answers. 

Discuss payment/reporting timelines of CAMI Funds
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Karen passed out a timeline that noted the CAMI project period, grant period and annual and fiscal reporting that do not align with either the grant period or a state or federal fiscal timeline.  The group discussed some of the history – as they knew it – as well as the allocation of the CFAA funding.  Karen proposed that we move the grant application and award to the biennium, aligning reports as needed.  There would be no funding impact to grantees as grantees would still be paid on a quarterly basis.  Grant payments are nether reimbursement or perspective payments, but are allocated quarterly due to the way that CFAA funds are collected through the Dept. of Revenue and then allocated out to the specific State agencies on a quarterly schedule.   We would like to make this change as part of moving the application to the CVSD E-Grants system.  Mackenzie stated that we get a lot of phone calls from grantees because of the confusion as to what time period they are reporting on and for what money as the first payment of the biennium was awarded in the previous grant, but the project period of the current grant covers that same time period.  It was agreed that this would clear up this confusion.  This change will also allow for grant review to occur earlier in the year with the goal of having grant awards in place very close to the start of the biennium instead of October.  The AC agreed that this would be a positive change.

There was also a discussion of implementing quarterly financial reporting with the CAMI grants.  Cynthia spoke to CVSD’s challenge of accountability of grant spending and missing the opportunity to correct fiscal spending or tracking of CAMI funds until after a problem has occurred sometimes as long as 12 to 15 months.  It makes it very difficult to correct these problems and is labor intensive for both CVSD staff as well as the grantees.  Sometimes whoever has control over the money is not a good steward of the money.  Quarterly financial reporting will also allow CVSD staff to see if a carryover issue is developing and work with the MDT on this.  There was also a conversation about having biannual fiscal reporting to minimize the burden.  CVSD will look at this to see if they believe this will mitigate some of the financial oversight.

Wrap up & Adjourn
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Cynthia passed around CVR bookmarks and updated blue pocket cards.  She also introduced our new Post-Conviction Program and passed around the two brochures for the program.

Mike will send out potential next meeting dates through doodle.com for our next two meetings.
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