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Approved (Preliminary Approval)_Minutes of Justice Center Oversight Committee (JCOC) Meeting  – May 12, 2016
Committee Members Present:    Jo Anne Bakeman
Marissa Mims

Carlton Strail


   Arthur Barksdale
Dr. Dennis Nave 
Committee Members Absent: 
   Dr. Najah Salaam Jennings-Bey     Allan LaFlore

ASL Interpreters:
Joanne Jackowski, Aurora

Katie Veri, Aurora
County Staff Present:
Barrie Gewanter, HRC/JCOC

Undersheriff Jason Cassalia
Members of the Public Present:  Theresa Poultenson

Media Present:  None

The Meeting was convened at 5:05 with all above persons present
Agenda Item 1. - Welcome and Introductions

Ms. Gewanter welcomed everyone and asked all present to introduce themselves.  
Agenda Item 2. – Consideration of Agenda Drafted by Administrator at Request of the Committee

Ms. Gewanter asked the JCOC Members to consider the draft agenda for this meeting as written.  No changes were presented in the draft.  The draft agenda was then approved unanimously as written.  The meeting proceeded with Ms. Gewanter facilitating at the request of the JCOC Members pending the election of a Committee Chair.
Agenda Item 3. – Consideration of Draft Minutes of 3/29/16 JCOC Meeting for Adoption

Ms. Gewanter asked the JCOC Members to consider the draft minutes of the 3/29/16.  No changes were presented in the draft.  Mr.  Strail moved to approve the minutes as written.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Bakeman.  The draft minutes were then approved unanimously as written. 
Agenda Item 4 – Consideration of Email Letter of Resignation from Allan LaFlore

Ms. Gewanter read aloud a 5/5/16 email from Allan LaFlore offering his resignation.  In the email, LaFlore suggested that his continuing part-time work as an investigator for a state agency made him ineligible to serve on the Committee.  He stated that his closer reading of the language in the law made him ineligible for service on the JCOC.  Gewanter then described subsequent communication with LaFlore in which he stated that he decided to retire from this part time employment “because he wanted to contribute to the community through JCOC service.”  She stated that LaFlore indicated this retirement would be fully effective June 1, 2016.  Gewanter described her related communication with Deputy County Attorney Eileen Perry, in which Ms. Perry suggested that the JCOC need not accept Mr. LaFlore’s resignation, but could consider a motion to suspend Mr. LaFlore’s position on the JCOC and to re-instate this position as of June. 1st.   Dr. Nave made a motion to that effect, which was seconded by Ms. Mims.  The JCOC Members then approved this motion unanimously, and directed Ms. Gewanter to communicate this to Mr. LaFlore and urge him to rejoin the next meetings of the Committee. 
Agenda Item 5 – Report Back on Highlights from Justice Center Tours

Ms. Gewanter asked the JCOC Members if they wanted to recall anything that stood out for them from their recent tours of the Justice Center facility with Custody Captain Michael Caiella.  Ms. Mims recalled her impressions of a Mental Health Pod, especially the inmate clothed in a suicide prevention smock.  She commented that there were many challenges on this pod.  Mr. Slivinski suggested that there have been cuts to mental health funding in the community, and questioned whether deputies are trained in dealing with inmates with mental health issues.  Mr. Barksdale suggested that many such persons had no place to go after Hutchins Psychiatric Hospital was downsized.  Community Visitor Ms. Poultensen raised her hand to address the JCOC Members.  Before recognizing Ms. Poultensen, Gewanter asked the Committee how they wanted to address the issue of allowing public comment.  The JCOC asked Gewanter to put this item on the agenda for the next JCOC business meeting and decided to allow Ms. Poultensen to offer her comments at this point in the meeting.  This was allowed without precedent pending the discussion of allowing public comment at the next JCOC meeting.  Ms. Poultensen stated that her son is in the jail on a “constant watch” in a behavioral health pod.  She suggested that he is depressed, but is reluctant to tell anyone because of the way he might be treated based on this disclosure, aside from being prescribed medication.  Ms. Bakeman stated that she felt glad that there was no sense that JCOC members are trying to challenge jail personal, and suggested that the JCOC is also trying to improve the working environment for them. Ms. Mims stated that she felt that the tour was thorough.  The JCOC members stated that they appreciated the time and effort of Captain Caiella to conduct these tours for all 8 current JCOC members. 
Agenda Item 6 – Additional Training Needs, Interests, Requests of JCOC Members
Ms. Gewanter informed the JCOC Members that the Sheriff’s Department is willing to arrange for JCOC Members to accompany deputies in their duty stations for a period of hours.  Gewanter referred to this as a “sit-along” - the jail equivalent of a “ride-along.”  Gewanter conveyed that Custody command staff wants JCOC Members to go through an orientation session before initiating these “sit-alongs.”  There was a discussion the location and timing JCOC members desired for these experiences.  Ms. Mims suggested that JCOC Members spend time on more than 1 pod during a “sit-along.”  Mr. Slivinski suggested that a sit-along should be not more than 4 hours.  JCOC members agreed, deciding that they would aim to spend time in 2 pods during a 4 hour “sit-along” session.  All JCOC Members also agreed that only 1 Member should “sit-along” with a deputy at a time.  
Mr. Slivinski suggested that it would be good if JCOC members could view a video of a SERT move, which they might not observe during a “sit-along.”  Mr. Barksdale mentioned that he had been a SERT supervisor during his time as a custody deputy.  Ms. Gewanter asked if JCOC Members wished to learn about SERT activities.  Mr. Barksdale stated that this would be a good idea.  A JCOC Member suggested that they ask for a demonstration of SERT techniques.  Undersheriff suggested that it would be better for JCOC members to observe SERT training.  Undersheriff Cassalia stated that he would have Assistant Chief Brisson contact Gewanter to authorize this and inform her of dates of upcoming SERT trainings.  Cassalia emphasized his support of JCOC Members being able to learn about procedures they want to gain an understanding of.  Ms. Mims asked that representatives of the medical and mental health providers come to a meeting of the JCOC for a conversation about their work in the jail.  

Mr. Slivinski raised a question about the use of “telepsychiatry” in the jail.  Dr. Nave suggested that many insurance companies will not pay for “telepsychiatry” or may use it in an attempt to limit costs or avoid hospitalization.  He suggested that a practitioner may miss a lot using this patient interface, especially in situations where mental health is at issue. 

Agenda Item 7 – Discussion with Undersheriff Jason Cassalia 
Ms. Gewanter asked Undersheriff Cassalia to address the JCOC Members.  Cassalia stated that he has been with the Sheriff’s Department for 1 year and 4 months, and that he went through the academy with Mr. Barksdale, and he started as a police officer in 1991.  He is a graduate of the FBI Academy, worked for the Manlius Police, and went into private industry in 2011.  He stated that Corrections is a new area for him, and that he has a limited amount of pre-conceived notions about the jail as a result.  He stated that he and the Sheriff see the work of the JCOC as an opportunity to help the Sheriff’s Dept. to better how they serve the community.  He stated that “we are not afraid of what transparency brings” and that he hoped the JCOC would help him identify training needs and support the Sheriff’s advocacy for related support.  Cassalia suggested that people with mental health problems do not belong in a jail, and that custody staff do sometimes advocate for such individuals in the community.  He pointed to his perception that in most cases patrol officers do not develop a relationship with the people they take into custody, while it is very different for custody staff because they often do build relationships with inmates.  He spoke of a sense of community at the jail, and recalled emotional reactions of deputies after an inmate has attempted suicide.  Cassalia described the new approach to suicide prevention in which a number of cells on behavioral health pods were renovated to make them safer, and that this has enabled a middle status of high observation that is between constant watch and frequent check.  He recalled that the Commission on Corrections was initially very wary of this approach, but that the Sheriff’s Dept. worked closely with them to get authorization for this new approach to suicide prevention.  He also suggested that that some mental health professionals feel that it may not always be good for inmates to be on constant watch.  Mr. Barksdale suggested that deputies are trained to contact mental health staff as soon as an inmate expresses any kind of suicidal ideation.  He added that there are several points at which inmates are evaluated for suicide risk, especially in Booking, and that the pod structure of the jail allows pod deputies to get to know inmates to greater extent than in a jail structure with tiers in which guards and inmates have little communication.  Cassalia reiterated that he and the Sheriff want to hear what the JCOC has to say.  He also suggested that while they can’t make deputies into mental health specialists, they can provide deputies with additional tools to deal effectively with this population.  He mentioned conflict management skills as an example.  Cassalia stated that the Sheriff’s Department is starting a process to move to accreditation with the American Correctional Association.  This is a large undertaking, because it involves a comprehensive review of all policies and procedures in comparison to national standards in order to achieve this accreditation.  He stated that the Department is pursuing a similar process for the Patrol Division.   Ms. Gewanter asked Cassalia to explain why he and Sheriff Conway have posted a set of standards in the visiting room and training room in the Jail.  Cassalia responded they inherited an institution that would require a lot of work to set it on a path forward, to forge a future of modern law enforcement management.  He suggested that much of what Sheriff’s Department staff do is “conflict-based” and that it is crucial to make expectations clear now.  He recalled that he and Sheriff Conway started by crafting a statement of their overall vision for the dept. across the separate missions of the patrol, custody, and civil Divisions.  They wanted clear overarching principals to guide each division in everything they do, to help delineate where staff is staying “in bounds,” and what appropriate conduct should be. He also pointed out that before he and Conway began the department did not have a code of 
ethics.  He referred to this as problematic because staff must know what the expectations are.  He stated that no departmental staff should be afraid to use words like empathy and compassion in relation to the inmates.  

Mr. Barksdale suggested that in previous years deputies would be judged negatively by their peers if they expressed compassion or empathy for inmates.  He suggested that it might become more accepted if the Sheriff 
were to articulate the importance of those two concepts.  Cassalia suggested that it is important that new hires hear of these concepts early in their time in the department.   
Mr. Slivinski suggested that the role of custody and patrol deputies is different because custody deputies are supposed to isolate themselves from judgement of inmates based on the crimes they are charged with, because they are pre-conviction detainees, and because they do not see or investigate crimes.  He asked how the Sheriff’s department teaches deputies to treat inmates as innocent.  Cassalia responded that patrol and custody deputies do not intermingle very much, and that they have 2 different command structures and two different unions.  He suggested that it is the stated codes and principals that unify the department.  He also suggested that there are different threat conditions inside the jail than on patrol.  It does not seem like one deputy would be safe locked in with 60 inmates, but that this population is in some ways more predictable and the sense of community is very important.  He suggested that custody deputies employ more patience and less authority than patrol officers customarily would, and they may have better conflict management skills.  He suggested that their safety may depend on these things.  Mr. Barksdale also suggested that it is not the job of custody deputies to make judgements.  
Ms. Gewanter asked Undersheriff Cassalia what new recruits are told about the JCOC.  Cassalia asked that JCOC members tell the command staff what they should tell new recruits.  He said give us a lesson plan.  Ms. Mims suggested that interacting with recruits might be a good idea, to hear recruits perspectives.  JCOC Members asked that Gewanter include an agenda item for the next meeting to discuss creating a presentation for academy recruits and initiating an exchange with existing deputies.  Gewanter then mentioned that Cassalia had just come from a department awards ceremony and asked for a list of staff that had received commendations. 
JCOC Members asked that the minutes reflect that they thanked Undersheriff Cassalia for being so open and forthright in his comments and dialogue with JCOC members.  Cassalia then left the meeting.
Agenda Item 8 was held until later in the meeting

Agenda Item 9 = Public Meeting Notice Procedures & Discussion of Email Notice Distribution

Ms. Gewanter asked the JCOC Members whether they wanted to authorize her to send out email notification of future JCOC meetings.  She provided a copy of a potential list of initial recipients including key community leaders and individuals who requested to be notified.  Mr. Slivinski said that he supported email notification.  Ms. Mims suggested that there be something posted on the future JCOC website that allows people to request notification.  Dr. Nave said that he receives notification of all city council and county legislature meetings.  Mr. Strail made a motion to authorize email notification using the initial list shared at the meeting.  Ms. Mims seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 
Agenda Item 10 – Creating a Policy/Procedure for Media Contact with JCOC Board Members

Ms. Gewanter asked the JCOC Members how they wanted to address media requests for comment addressed directly to JCOC members.  Ms. Mims described the procedure employed when she was on a local school board in which a designated board member provided written responses to media inquiries after checking with the 
district superintendent.  Mr. Slivinski and Mr. Strail agreed that only one JCOC Member should respond to media inquiries and suggested that this be the JCOC secretary.  Ms. Mims suggested that the Chair be the spokesperson and that this person would confer with Ms. Gewanter first, then formulate a response and consult 
with the other JCOC Members, and provide a final response in writing.  Mr. Slivinski agreed with this procedure, but suggested that the JCOC Members not decide who to designate as media spokesperson until officers are selected by the Members.  Dr. Nave stated that media should be encouraged to come to JCOC meetings.  Gewanter confirmed that advance notice of meetings is sent to major media outlets.  Ms. Mims offered to be the media spokesperson in the interim and that the committee otherwise follow the procedure she described.  JCOC members approved Ms. Mims proposal unanimously. 

Agenda Item 11 – Discussion of Proposed Structure for New JCOC Website

Ms. Gewanter distributed a chart describing the current structure of the Human Rights website on the County website as well as a proposed parallel structure for a JCOC website.  JCOC members suggested that Gewanter begin drafting pages within this structure and bring printouts back to the JCOC for feedback.  Gewanter agreed to do as requested. 
Agenda Item 12 – Update on Potential Cloud-Based Secure File Sharing Capacity

Gewanter stated that she will be meeting with IT Department administrators tomorrow, 5/13/16, to learn about their proposal for a secure file sharing platform for JCOC members to use.  Mr. Slivinski asked if this would be a listserv or a cloud based approach.  Gewanter promised to provide more information after her meeting with IT. 

Agenda Items 13, 14, 15 Related to a document prepared by Mr. Slivinski, Developing Case Review &
Recommendation Procedures and Selection of Officers

The JCOC Members asked Ms. Gewanter to carry over these 3 agenda items to the agenda of the next meeting, in addition to the issue of whether to designate a period for public comment, creating a presentation to custody recruits and initiating a dialogue with deputies. 
Ms. Mims asked that if any JCOC members want to ask for review of a document or written proposal, that they share it with other members by email at least 2 to 3 days before a JCOC meeting to allow for advance time for review.  Gewanter asked if JCOC members wanted her to create a list of JCOC procedures and include this and other agreements reached during this meeting.  JCOC members instructed Gewanter to do so.  Ms. Bakeman commented that she liked what Mr. Slivinski said in his email to JCOC members.  Slivinski stated that this entity is rare, because it provides local oversight over a local jail, and that this is not being done in many places in the U.S.  Ms. Bakeman commented that the work of the JCOC is “doing something,” not just reacting with anger to current conditions.  

Agenda Item 8 – Setting Regular Monthly Meeting Dates & Discussion of Location Options 

Ms. Gewanter initiated discussion of this item.  Ms. Mims suggested that for the time being the JCOC should meet twice a month, once for a business meeting and once in executive session to discuss cases.  All JCOC members agreed, but Dr. Nave asked that the meeting notice make it clear when a meeting is intended to be primarily in executive session.   JCOC members then attempted to find a regular monthly meeting time but were unable to find a day that worked for all members present.  It was agreed to schedule meetings month to month until the end of August when JCOC members’ schedules may become more predictable.  JCOC members then 
agreed to meet on June 9th from 4:00 – 6:00 pm, primarily in executive session, and June 21st from 5:30 – 7:30 pm primarily as a business meeting. 
Ms. Gewanter asked if the JCOC Members wanted to move into Executive Session.  Dr. Nave made this motion, which was seconded by Mr. Barksdale.  The JCOC voted to move into Executive Session to review JCOC Cases Available for Discussion.  After this discussion JCOC members adjourned the executive session and then adjourned the full meeting and dispersed. 

Draft Minutes Submitted by Barrie Gewanter for consideration by the JCOC
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