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DJS Response to JJMU Special Report on BCJJC

We received the JJMU’s Special Report on the BalterCity Juvenile Justice Center
(BCJJC) and appreciate the opportunity to resppd&. as always welcomes a meeting
with the JJMU Director and any of her represengstiat any time regarding this issue or
any other and we always feel open communicatidhesest method for discussing
topics of interest to both agencies. We hope imtBsponse to provide clear answers
surrounding the JJMU report’'s recommendationsdistiethe end of their report.

There is no debate about the definitions in COMAIR BJS Policy on Seclusion. In DJS
Policy, seclusion is defined as “the placement pbath in aocked room (emphasis
added) where a youth is kept for a period of timergy waking hours” (DJS Seclusion
Policy RF-01-07). As well, in COMAR it states tHatfacility employee may not place a
youth inlocked door (emphasis added) seclusion as punishment” andgbeiusion
means the confinement of a resident alone in a foom which the resident is
physically prevented from leaving.” (COMAR 16.18.02 and 14.31.06.03).

Though throughout the JJMU'’s letter, extended statuis alleged, respectfully no
youth were locked for extended periods in theimmeoAnd as was evidenced by 18
hours of video review which the JJMU also viewenljth were seen to be in unlocked
rooms and often were outside their rooms at stdfEsretion when other youth were not
on the unit. To be clear, these few youth wereamie$ separation (open door room time)
due to having engaged in numerous and very aggeeighting where other youth and
staff were subject to their constant assaultivealign. In employing this strategy, the
facility’s goal was to keep them from other youthile not employing locked door
seclusion procedures; unsupervised locked doousiedis are the kinds of strategies the
CRIPA monitor referred in her report as needinbaavoided, and we agree.

DJS’ Office of the Inspector General conductedraestigation of this practice as well

and found no violations of seclusion policy or IS Standards of Conduct and of the
very few youth who were on social separation, neaee harmed or mistreated and all

received their meals, recreation and educationgiacKkhe use of this process, in



conjunction with the mental health clinicians atBC, did not in any way violate State
law or DJS policy as is alleged.

Since DJS relies on DJS Policy and COMAR defingiome do not agree with the
JIMU'’s definition of seclusion, which includes opmor room time, and respectfully,
we rely on the hours of videotape evidence to stiese youth’s doors were open and
they were not secluded.

Below are the Department's specific responsesetdiMU's recommendations:

1. Department of Juvenile Services leadership shoaot utilize the Mental
Health Behavior Contract program or any other balrananagement or control
programs that include extended solitary confinensénbuth, whether with or
without locked doors.

RESPONSE: DJS does not intend to utilize the Behasti Contracts as they
were being implemented, which was discussed in olatter to JJMU
however, we cannot altogether remove the possibyithat for some violent
youth, open door room time may have to be used taqect others. When
social separation is necessary to ensure public séf: 1) the youth’s door will
be unlocked; 2) regular checks of the youth randomglevery ten minutes will
be required; 3) the Superintendent or his designewill have to approve its
use; and 4) mental health clinicians, along with t& shift commander, will
have to check on the youth every two hours.

BCJJC is not a treatment center, but a detention ager, differing greatly in
its mission. Youth safety and facility security araitmost when youth are
awaiting court dates or placement dates. We provideyriad opportunities,
through MSDE educators and high quality clinical saff, to assist youth with
immediate mental health and behavioral issues. Thgoal of the room time
was to protect other youth and our direct care stdffrom highly aggressive
youth while not using seclusion or punishment formsve would not employ.

2. BCJJC should develop “Guarded Care Plans” fattyavho exhibit serious
behavioral problems that are individualized, idigrithe problem behaviors, and
skills youth need to develop, and articulate speereekly goals and meaningful
incentives. The plans should be reviewed on a wegksis with youth and should
incorporate social skill development.

RESPONSE: DJS already developed and we are curregtimplementing
Guarded Care Plans as noted in the CRIPA report céd. In fact, this
suggestion comes directly from the report of the CRPA federal monitor as
do the suggestions that they be individualized, adulate specific goals and
provide incentives for youth who are compliant. TheCRIPA monitor, in her
visit this month, lauded BCJJC’s Guarded Care Planss very specific,
individualized and including goals and appropriatefollow-up by mental



health staff. DJS will continue to use Guarded Car Plans for youth who
need and respond to them.

3. Any additional individual behavior modificatigmograms should be developed
in consultation with experts in that field.

RESPONSE: DJS has been developing a special unit faggressive youth
that will be implemented in mid-November. This “Intensive Services Unit”
(ISU) will provide a smaller staff to youth ratio, extra training for staff, more
structure and less movement and more mental healtproups and
programming. The unit's design and concept includeseferral and admission
criteria, goal setting and regular reviews of youthprogress, transition
planning and an exit criteria and process as wellThe goal is for this short
term unit to provide more structure for youth whosebehavior is not
acceptable on their regular unit and to give them dew tools to be able to use
when they are discharged so that they can be moraccessful on their unit.
This unit has been developed in extensive consuliat with our federal
CRIPA monitor, an expert in the fields of juvenilejustice special education,
guality assurance and protection from harm, along wh seasoned and
experienced DJS staff and leadership, who are alexperts in this field. We
are optimistic about the impact its success coulddve for our most difficult
youth. Though this has been discussed in a limitaslay with the JJMU
Director, we are more than happy to meet to discussin more detail, and to
share the concept and design documents and proposkedation, training and
staffing structure of the ISU.

We hope this was helpful. Again, DJS is always aabénto JJMU requests to meet with
our leadership and discuss concerns about specé#atices. It is highly likely that in
discussing this matter, both agencies can savea deal of time and energy, and more
understanding can be developed about BCJJC's issukseeds. We welcome the
JIMU'’s concrete suggestions on how better to matregdifficult population we serve

at BCJJC and despite the sometimes unavoidablesagpal nature of our two agencies,
we do welcome that kind of communication and cargito have an open door to discuss
this and other issues of interest to the JJMU.



