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Interstate Commission for Juveniles
2018 ANNUAL BUSINESS MEETING

September 10 – 12, 2018
AGENDA

MONDAY ~ SEPTEMBER 10, 2018
41ST FLOOR

1:00 PM Executive Committee Meeting
   41st Floor – St. Charles

5:30 PM Welcome Reception ~ 10th Anniversary Celebration
   41st Floor - Riverview I

TUESDAY ~ SEPTEMBER 11, 2018
2ND FLOOR – MARRIOTT’S PRESERVATION HALL

7:15 AM  Breakfast {provided in Studios 1 & 2} 

8:30 AM  Welcome to ICJ’s 10th Anniversary Annual Business Meeting 
  

9:00 AM Training Session:  
Essentials to Progression: A Must “C” Training Session on Communication

Moderator: 

Scenario Presenters: 



12:00 M Recess for Lunch {lunch is on your own, except as noted below} 

Panelists and Executive Committee Luncheon (Studio 9)

1:30 PM Breakout Meetings:

2:45 PM Reconvene for Training Session:    
Charting the Future: Frontiers in Juvenile Justice Reform

Moderator:

Panelists: 

5:00 PM Adjourn



Interstate Commission for Juveniles
2018 ANNUAL BUSINESS MEETING

WEDNESDAY ~ SEPTEMBER 12, 2018
GENERAL SESSION – 3RD FLOOR – CARONDELET

7:15 AM Breakfast {provided in Carondelet}

8:30 AM 2018 Annual Business Meeting Call to Order 

Flag Presentation

Roll Call  

Opening Remarks

Welcome Address:  

Approval of Agenda  

Approval of Minutes 

9:00 AM Guest Speaker
Swords and Shields

10:00 AM Executive Committee Report

Compliance Committee Report

Finance Committee & Special Projects Ad Hoc Committee Report



Information Technology Committee Report 

Rules Committee Report

Training, Education and Public Relations Committee Report

Human Trafficking Ad Hoc Committee Report

12:00 PM Recess for Lunch {on your own, except as noted below} 

New Commissioners & Executive Committee Luncheon (2nd Fl., Studio 9)

1:30 PM General Session Reconvenes

Legal Counsel Report

East Region Report  

Midwest Region Report

South Region Report

West Region Report

Old Business

New Business 

Election of Officers

Call to the Public

4:30 PM Adjourn

4:45 PM Newly Elected Officers & Region Representatives Meeting 
(41st Floor Lafayette)
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10T H ANNIVERSARY ANNUAL BUSINESS MEETING 

MONDAY 
September 10, 2018 

1:00 pm Executive Committee Meeting  41st Floor – St. Charles 
2018 Executive Committee Members 

5:30 pm Welcome Reception 41st Floor – Riverview I 

Come ready to meet and greet and pick up your name badge. 



Interstate Commission for Juveniles
2018 ANNUAL BUSINESS MEETING

Executive Committee Meeting
September 10, 2018 

1:00 p.m. CT 
41st Floor – St. Charles

Agenda

1:00 p.m. CT Call to Order – 

Roll Call – 

Approval of Agenda 

Approval of Minutes 

National Office Report

Audit Report – 

Old Business

New Business

Adjourn



41st Floor – Riverview I 

Come ready to see and hear the sights and sounds of 
New Orleans 

10th Anniversary Celebration! 

Pick up your meeting badge at the welcome table at the reception. 
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2ND FLOOR – MARRIOTT’S PRESERVATION HALL

7:15 AM Breakfast {provided in Studios 1 & 2} 

8:30 AM Welcome to ICJ’s 10th Anniversary Annual Business Meeting 

9:00 AM Training Session:  
Essentials to Progression: A Must “C” Training Session on Communication

Moderator: 

Scenario Presenters: 

12:00 M Recess for Lunch {lunch is on your own, except as noted below} 

Panelists and Executive Committee Luncheon (Studio 9)



1:30 PM Breakout Meetings:

2:45 PM Reconvene for Training Session:    
Charting the Future: Frontiers in Juvenile Justice Reform

Moderator:

Panelists: 

5:00 PM Adjourn



 

 
 

TUESDAY 
September 11, 2018 

 
 

 

Welcome to ICJ’s 10th Anniversary Annual Business Meeting 
 

8:30 am  Marriott’s Preservation Hall (2nd Floor) 

 
Presenter:  
 
Anne Connor – Commission Chair, Deputy Compact Administrator (ID) 

 

















 
 

TUESDAY 
September 11, 2018 

 
 

 

Essentials to Progression 
AA Must “C” Training Session on Communication 
 

9:00 am– 12:00 pm  Marriott’s Preservation Hall (2nd Floor) 

ICJ Office representatives from five states will share real case scenarios that highlight the essential 
nature of effective communications between state ICJ Compact offices and other partners such as 
court personnel, law enforcement, and state councils.  This session will feature interactive 
opportunities for communications, relationship building, and an opportunity for discussion after 
each scenario. (3 hours of CLE approved by the Kentucky Bar Association) 
 
 

Moderator 
Cathlyn Smith – Commissioner (TN) 
Training Committee Chair 

 

Scenario Presenters 

Dawn Bailey - Compact Administrator (WA) 
 
Anne Connor - Deputy Compact Administrator (ID) 
Commission Chair  
 
Jeff Cowger - Commissioner (KS) 
Finance Committee Chair 
 
Traci Marchand – Commissioner (NC) 
Immediate Past Chair  
 
Jessica Wald – Deputy Compact Administrator (ND) 
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APPLICABLE ICJ RULE(S) AND OTHER RESOURCES:   





Annual Business Meeting 
New Orleans 

September 2018 

Charting the Future:  Frontiers in Juvenile Justice Reform 

2:45 pm– 5:00 pm  Marriott’s Preservation Hall (2nd Floor) 

Leading national experts will discuss advances in juvenile justice reform and some of the challenges 
ahead.  Panelists will address current and emerging trends, such as: addressing racial and ethnic 
disparities; human trafficking; restorative justice; and revision of the National Council of Juvenile 
and Family Court Judges’ Juvenile Delinquency Guidelines.  (2 hours of CLE approved by the 
Kentucky Bar Association.) 

Moderator 

Adam J. Foss, JD, Founder and President of Prosecutor Impact.  

Panelists 

Tim Curry, JD, Legal Director for the National Juvenile Defender Center (NJDC)  

Judge Mark Ingram, Magistrate for Lincoln County, Idaho, and Statewide Juvenile and Children 

Protection Judge for Idaho Supreme Court 

David LaBahn, JD, President/CEO of the Association of Prosecuting Attorneys (APA) 

Saroeum Phoung, Peacemaking Circle Leader and Founder/CEO of PointOneNorth Consulting 

Judge John Romero, Jr., President of the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges 

and Presiding Judge of the Children’s Court Division of New Mexico’s Second Judicial 

District Court. 
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September 10 – 12, 2018
AGENDA

WEDNESDAY ~ SEPTEMBER 12, 2018
GENERAL SESSION – 3RD FLOOR – CARONDELET

7:15 AM  Breakfast {provided in Carondelet}

8:30 AM 2018 Annual Business Meeting Call to Order 

Flag Presentation  

Roll Call  

Opening Remarks

Welcome Address:  

Approval of Agenda  

Approval of Minutes 

9:00 AM Guest Speaker
Swords and Shields

10:00 AM Executive Committee Report

Compliance Committee Report    

Finance Committee & Special Projects Ad Hoc Committee Report



 
 
 
 

Information Technology Committee Report 

Rules Committee Report

Training, Education and Public Relations Committee Report  

Human Trafficking Ad Hoc Committee Report

  

12:00 PM Recess for Lunch {on your own, except as noted below} 

  New Commissioners & Executive Committee Luncheon (2nd Fl., Studio 9)

1:30 PM General Session Reconvenes

  Legal Counsel Report

East Region Report 

Midwest Region Report

South Region Report

West Region Report

Old Business
 

New Business 

Election of Officers

Call to the Public

4:30 PM Adjourn

4:45 PM Newly Elected Officers & Region Representatives Meeting 
(41st Floor Lafayette)



General Session Minutes 

















Rule 1-101: Definitions “Deferred Adjudication” submitted by the Rules Committee 

Rule 1-101: Definitions “Deferred Adjudication” 

Rule 1-101:  Definitions “Non-Adjudicated Juvenile” submitted by the Rules 
Committee 

Rule 1-101: Definitions “Non-Adjudicated Juvenile” 

Rule 1-101:  Definitions “Runaways” submitted by the Rules Committee 

Rule 1-101: Definitions “Runaways” 

Rule 2-103:  Adoption of Rules and Amendments submitted by the Rules Committee 

Rule 2-103: Adoption of Rules and Amendments 

Rule 2-104:  Communication Requirements between States submitted by the Rules 
 Committee 

Rule 2-104:  Communication Requirements between 
States

Rule 2-105:  Victim Notification submitted by the Rules  Committee 

Rule 2-105:  Victim Notification

Rule 2-106: Request for Juvenile Information submitted by the Rules Committee (New) 
new Rule

2-106: Request for Juvenile Information 



Rule 4-102:  Sending and Receiving Referrals submitted by the Rules Committee 

Rule 4-102:  Sending and Receiving Referrals 

Rule 4-104:  Authority to Accept/Deny Supervision submitted by the Rules Committee 

Rule 4-104:  Authority to Accept/Deny Supervision 

Rule 5-103:  Reporting Juvenile Non-Compliance, Failed Supervision and Retaking 
 submitted by the Rules Committee 

Rule 5-103: Reporting Juvenile Non-Compliance, 
Failed Supervision and Retaking 

Rule 5-104:  Closure of Cases submitted by the Rules Committee 

Rule 5-104: Closure of Cases 

Rule 6-103: Non-Voluntary Return of Runaways and/or Accused Status Offenders 
 submitted by the Rules Committee 

Rule 6-103: Non-Voluntary Return of Runaways 
and/or Accused Status Offenders 

Rule 6-103A: Non-Voluntary Return of an Escapee, Absconder or Accused Delinquent 
 submitted by the Rules Committee 

 Rule 6-103A: Non-Voluntary Return of an Escapee, 
Absconder or Accused Delinquent 

Rule 7-101: Financial Responsibility submitted by the Rules Committee 

Rule 7-101: Financial Responsibility 



Rule 7-103: Charges Pending in Holding/Receiving State submitted by the Rules 
Committee 

Rule 7-103: Charges Pending in Holding/Receiving 
State

Rule 7-104: Warrants submitted by the Rules Committee 

7-104:  Warrants 

Rule 7-106: Transportation submitted by the Rules Committee 

Rule 7-106:  Transportation 

Rule 8-101: Travel Permits submitted by the Rules Committee 

Rule 8-101:  Travel Permits 

Rule 1-101:  Definitions Reporting Instructions submitted by the East Region (new) 
new section 

of Rule 1-101:  Definitions Reporting Instructions

failed

Rule 4-103:  Transfer of Supervision Procedures for Juvenile Sex Offenders submitted 
by the East Region 

failed

Rule 8-101:  Travel Permits and Reporting Instructions for Juveniles Testing a 
Proposed Residence submitted by the East Region 

Rule 8-101: Travel Permits 



failed











 

 
 

Annual Business Meeting 
New Orleans 

September 2018 
 

 

To:   Commissioners and Designees of  the Interstate Commission for Juveniles 
 

From:  Anne Connor, Commission Chair 
 Deputy Compact Administrator/Designee, State of  Idaho 

Having been a part of the Interstate Compact for Juveniles for the past eight years and the Executive 
Committee for the past six, I’ve been blessed to have a birds-eye view of our growth, challenges and 
accomplishments. It has been a true honor to serve as the Commission’s Chair over the past year.  As 
I look back, I’m reminded of a quote by Andrew Carnegie, which states “Teamwork is the ability to 
work together toward a common vision. The ability to direct individual accomplishments toward 
organizational objectives. It is the fuel that allows common people to attain uncommon results.”  
Through the work, passion and commitment of many, we have indeed been able to produce and 
sustain uncommon results. Working with my fellow Officers, Committee Chairs, Regional 
Representatives, Commissioners, Designees and ICJ Compact Staff from across the country has only 
deepened my commitment to remain true to the mission and vision of promoting public safety, 
victims’ rights and juvenile accountability.  
 
During FY18, the Finance Committee along with the newly formed Special Projects Ad Hoc 
Committee met regularly to monitor the Commission’s budget and financial practices and determine 
how the funds made available through the disaffiliation with Council of State Governments (CSG) 
would be spent.  The Executive Committee approved the recommendation from the Special Projects 
Ad Hoc Committee to engage SEARCH (The National Consortium for Justice & Information 
Statistics) to assist the Commission in exploring technology options moving forward into FY19.  
 
The Technology Committee worked diligently to consider recommended changes to the ICJ Form 
IA/VI Application for Services and Waiver. Those changes, which reflect input from practitioners 
and courts across the country, went live on July 1, 2018. 
 
The Rules Committee developed the “Rule Proposal Guide” in anticipation of the upcoming rule-
making year in FY19. This guide was approved by the Executive Committee at the face-to-face 
meeting in Louisville, KY in April 2018. The Rules Committee, Executive Committee, Regional 
Representatives and all standing committee chairs have been busy since we left the Annual Business 
Meeting in San Diego getting the word out about the rule proposal deadline of January 15, 2019.  



 

The Compliance Committee had their first face-to-face meeting in Lexington, KY in May 2018. The 
Executive Committee subsequently approved the Compliance Committee’s 2019 Performance 
Measurement Assessment (PMA) Standards, as well as the ICJ Compliance Priorities and Standards 
during their June 2018 meeting.   
 
The Training, Education and Public Relations Committee started gearing up for the 10th Annual 
Business Meeting in New Orleans soon after the return from San Diego in September of 2017. With 
the release of the updated Bench Book, Bench Cards on both Supervision and Returns, Rule 
Amendment Trainings, 2-Day Rules Training for Compact and Field Staff, and presentations and/or 
booths at eleven conferences, including NCJFCJ, CJJ, APPA Training Institute, NM Children’s’ Law 
Institute to name a few, it’s been an extremely busy and productive time in FY18.  
 
The Human Trafficking Ad Hoc Committee met regularly throughout the year and focused on the 
goal of developing best practices for ICJ responses to juvenile victims of Human Trafficking, as well 
as a possible collaboration with the National Children’s Advocacy Center.  
 
The Executive Committee formed a Subcommittee on Rule 7-104 to explore and address questions 
regarding the requirement that all warrants be entered into NCIC with a nationwide pickup radius.  
Committee members included the chairs of the Compliance, Executive, Rules, and Training 
Committees, and produced recommendations to be addressed by each of the involved committees 
 
The Executive Committee also reviewed and adopted the following policies: 

Compliance Policy 02-2017 “Sanctioning Guidelines,” approved November 16, 2017, after 
positive feedback from all regions at the 2017 Annual Business Meeting; 
Administrative Policy 01-2012 “National Office Records Retention,” amended January 25, 
2108, to reflect the disaffiliation from the Council of State Governments; 
Administrative Policy 06-2009 “Travel Reimbursement,” amended January 25, 2018, clarify 
that reimbursements are made in accordance with federal rates on the date of travel. 
 

My report wouldn’t be complete without a special thanks to our National Office staff in Lexington, 
KY. Under the direction of Executive Director MaryLee Underwood, staff conducted the first ever 
review of ALL resources including the Bench Book, Rules, Advisory Opinions, Charts, Forms, 
Website Links and Accessibility, Best Practice Documents, On Demand Trainings, and Outreach 
Materials. Though the task may have seemed monumental at times, I’m confident that each of these 
resources now reflects correct and current information.  
 
The best interest of the juveniles we serve under the Compact, balanced with the safety of the 
communities they reside in remain the constant guiding force for the ICJ. Our accomplishments and 
continued success are direct results of the dedication and hard work of ICJ professionals across the 
country. I offer my sincere thanks to each of you for being a part of the magic that is the ICJ.   
 

Respectfully Submitted, 
 

Anne Connor 
Anne Connor, Commission Chair 
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ICJ Policy Survey Results 
Conducted via SurveyMonkey, November 8-22, 2017 

50 Responses from 41 States 

Entry of Juvenile Warrants in NCIC with Nationwide Radius 

Question: ICJ Rule 7-104(1) requires that “All warrants issued for juveniles under ICJ 
jurisdiction shall be entered into the National Crime Information Center (NCIC) with a 
nationwide pickup radius with no bond amount set.” Does your state have any laws 
or policies that contradict this requirement? 

YES – 11 – 22% of respondents 

NO – 39 – 78% of respondents 

Comments 

Juvenile Warrants not put in NCIC - 7 

1. There are some local practices against entering juvenile warrants into NCIC; however, the
Compact Office engages with locals to resolve the matter to ensure that all juvenile warrants are
entered correctly pursuant to ICJ rule.

2. Juvenile warrants are not listed with NCIC
3. The Juvenile Court operates independently from the Bureau of Criminal Identification, the

division that oversees the Criminal Justice Information System and NCIC entries. In short, the
Juvenile Court does not have access to the NCIC system.

4. There are county policies and practices that preclude entry of juvenile warrants into NCIC for
our largest jurisdiction. This has been an ongoing issue since at least 2010 and JJ Administration
is aware that their internal policy is in conflict with ICJ Rule 7-104(1).

5. Largest jurisdiction in the state currently does not enter their warrants into NCIC.
6. My understanding is that it is due to confidentiality statute There are rare instances when a

warrant is entered by law enforcement.
7. I said no because no statewide law or policy against it. Some counties report that Law

enforcement won't enter juveniles for various reasons. one county will not do it because they
interpret it to be violation of youth confidentiality.

Juvenile Warrants not entered with nationwide radius - 3 

8. Some areas in the state have policies on understood procedure that they do not issue
nationwide warrants

9. My jurisdiction will not do nationwide warrants most of the time, and will only do a radius of
150 miles outside of the state. This is a cost issue for the County Attorney's office.

10. The normal practice is for warrants to be entered into NCIC within the state only.
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Other -2 
11. Although there is no law, policy nor rule that I am aware which prevents warrants for juveniles 

under ICJ to be entered into NCIC, there is no procedure/mechanism/process in place for this to 
occur currently. We are currently looking into how best to resolve this issue as it involves 
interagency involvement and agreements. 

12. State does not issue juvenile warrants. 

 

Question: If yes (to above question), how do you resolve the conflict? 

Case-by- Case Education and/or Collaboration - 9 

1. We reach out to the local court, sheriff, family division, etc., to explain the warrant 
requirements under ICJ rule which has the force and effect of federal law. 

2. We address this by meeting with departments and providing information regarding 
requirements of ICJ. 

3. We contact the local agent if a warrant needs to be issued nationwide and advise of the 
requirement 

4. At this point we do our best to get them to do it when we can show clear need for it. 
5. Local law enforcement agencies input warrants into the NCIC system upon our request. The 

Juvenile Court is working on closing this gap to resolve any possible noncompliance with ICJ 
rules and/or federal law or regulations. 

6. Youth may be listed as File 5 wanted person in NCIC in some cases.  
7. Work with the County prosecutor and ask him to get individual warrants entered when they 

come up. Jefferson County is working on a new procedure to get them entered. 
8. Request apprehending State to hold youth to allow arrangements for youth to be picked up. 

Work through ICJ office. 
9. If a youth is found in another state, I request that the AG enter the youth's warrant into NCIC. 

They will usually only enter it with a limited range to include the state where the youth has been 
located. 

State Council 

10. Through the state council, we will be beginning discussions on how best to engage the police 
department and office of the AG to resolve this. Preliminary discussions have already begun for 
which the council will be updated and informed for decision making. 

11. It's an ongoing issue and sadly countless conversations with the powers that be have not 
resulted in change.  Root cause analysis of the issue would lead me to believe that the problem 
rests with the particular jurisdiction. Warrants out of the other 16 counties are typically entered 
by the local LEO while Youth Parole warrants statewide are entered by Highway Patrol. 

Other 

12. We do not have the ability to force the County Attorney to do a Nationwide warrant, therefore, 
normally if there is an issue we report out that a warrant is in effect but we will not be picking 
upon the warrant. 
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Recommendations from the Subcommittee on Rule 7-104 
FY 18 

Prepared May 24, 2018

1. Recommendations to Rules Committee  
a. ICJ Rule 7-104(3) be amended as follows:  

i. “Within two (2) business days of notification, the home/demanding/sending state 
shall inform the holding state whether the home/demanding/sending state intends 
to withdraw the warrant or has otherwise determined that no action will be taken 
to enforce the warrant.  Withdrawal of the warrant does not negate the 
home/demanding/sending state’s responsibility to return the juvenile under other 
applicable rules.” 

b. Consider whether Rule 7-104 should be further modified to address questions below. 
i. What other actions (if any) should be required if the state determines that it is not 

necessary to act upon its warrant?   
Is it OK for a state to simply decide not to act?   
If so, should they be required to give some sort of written guidance to the 
holding state regarding what will happen next.  

ii. Should all cases be entered into NCIC?   
Option 1: Only require entry in cases involving the most serious offenses. 
Option 2: Allow narrower radius, especially if juvenile’s whereabouts are 
known 
Option 3: Do not require entry if state does not intend to act upon warrant  

 
2. Recommendations to Training Committee 

a. Review current trainings to determine where modifications are needed, including: 
i. Instructor-led Rules Trainings and 

ii. On Demand Trainings. 
 

b. Provide specific training as part of ABM Training Day 
i. CA/NV scenario focused on liability (Anne to develop) 

ii. HI or NJ scenario to focus on using state council to address issue 
 

3. Recommendations to Compliance Committee 
a. Require that states submit their policy on entry of warrants into NCIC 
b. Request Legal Advisory Opinion to address: rule requirements; Compact membership 

means compliance is required (not optional); interface with confidentiality laws; how 
states are addressing it through collaborations. 



          Committee Description and 2018 Membership 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 

 

COMPLIANCE COMMITTEE

  

Chair Jacey Rader (NE)



 

 
 

Annual Business Meeting 
New Orleans 

September 2018 
 

 

To:   Commissioners and Designees of  the Interstate Commission for Juveniles 
 

From:  Jacey Rader, Compliance Committee Chair 
 Commissioner, State of  Nebraska 

The Compliance Committee is responsible for monitoring compliance of member states with the 
terms of the Compact and the Commission’s rules, and for developing appropriate, uniform 
procedures for the commission’s consideration. Historically, ICJ compliance-related activities were 
based primarily on complaints.  However, the Compliance Committee has worked to expand ICJ’s 
ability to respond pro-actively through performance measurement assessments, providing training and 
technical assistance.   
 
Over the last year, the Compliance Committee has worked in partnership with other committees 
including the Training Committee, the Information Technology committee, and special 
subcommittees in order to support the work of the Commission as a whole. As the ICJ has evolved, 
the role of this Committee has become one of outreach, partnership, and strategy.  No longer is the 
Compliance Committee focused solely on accountability. While accountability is important, it is also 
important to ensure every commission member finds support, resources, and a partner in navigating 
any scenario they may encounter. The incredible wealth of knowledge and expertise on the 
Compliance Committee is evidence of our collective body’s ability to navigate even the largest of 
concerns.   
 
One of the ways you may have seen this in action this past year is related to the survey sent out 
regarding entry of warrants into NCIC.  This is a matter that involved no typical compliance 
enforcement.  Rather, the focus of this large-scale survey was support and provision of resources.  The 
Compliance Committee, in partnership with the Executive Committee, and the National Office 
provided support and resources to a number of states in relationship to addressing stakeholders, long-
standing processes, and general philosophies about the entry of juvenile warrants into NCIC.  So, the 
next time the Compliance Committee chair calls, please know we are here to help and strategize and 
our role has evolved! 
 
The Compliance Committee also carefully reviewed data regarding states compliance with the 
Compact’s requirement that each state develop and maintain a state council for interstate juvenile 



 

supervision.  The committee collaborated with the Training and Executive Committees to develop a 
“State Council Toolkit” and online reporting template to promote compliance.   
 
This year, the Compliance Committee continued its work to improve policies that govern ICJ’s 
compliance-related work.  After receiving positive feedback from all regions, the Executive Committee 
approved Compliance Sanction Matrix (ICJ Compliance Policy, 02-2017), spearheaded by the 2017 
Compliance Committee and capable Chair Michael Farmer. In addition, the Performance 
Measurement Policy and Standards (ICJ Compliance Policy 02-2014) was revised to include details 
related to the process for responding to performance measurement findings, and the subsequent 
creation of plans to remedy and identify compliance concerns.   Also included in this policy are options 
for disputing audit findings, if necessary. 
 
I am pleased to present the 2017 full Performance Measurement Assessment results below.  Before 
doing so, I want to again recognize the hard work of past Compliance Chair Michael Farmer and 
Compliance Committee members who created the vision for the 2017 assessment that culminated as 
my term as Compliance Chair began. 
 

2017 Performance Measurement Assessment Results
 

 
Overview  
In 2017, the Commission conducted its second major performance measurement assessment on all 
member states and territories. The Executive Committee approved the Compliance Committee’s 
recommendation to assess states on four (4) ICJ Rule standards and two (2) JIDS Privacy Policy 
standards.  
 
Schedule and Execution  
Beginning January 2017, the national office assessed states in four groups of thirteen, using the 
following schedule:  

Announcement letter sent six (6) weeks prior to delivery of performance measurement 
assessment report  
Report delivered via USPS and email; Compliance Chair was copied on emails  
States given 30 days to provide responses  

 
Results  
ICJ Rule Standards  
The average overall compliance score was 82%, with nine (9) states’ overall assessment scores falling 
below 70%. The average score by standard follows:  
 

Standard: Overall Compliance %: States Scoring Less than 70% 
4-102(d)  77%  6  
4-102(g)  76%  17  
4-103(b)  75%  9  
5-102(a)  98%  0  

 
 



 

In addition to revising the Compliance Policy, the Compliance Committee embarked on a large 
endeavor over the last several months.  In order to ensure a consistent focus and ability to measure 
progression, the Committee determined it would be necessary to identify three overarching priorities. 
Instead of randomly selecting performance measurement standards to include in the audit, the 
Compliance Committee decided to first group the standards into the three identified priority areas in 
order to best focus on the three areas identified in Strategic Planning. Those areas are:  

safe and successful supervision,  
effective returns, and  
compact office operations.  

 
The compact office operations section will include ensuring JIDS is being utilized efficiently and 
effectively, and Compact Office processes are developed and implemented to ensure full application 
of Compact rules. In order to ensure these are fully implemented, we will request copies of Compact 
Office processes at the time of the performance measurement assessment. For 2019, we will focus on 
your state’s process for Compact Office role definition and the entry of warrants into NCIC.  
 
I’m excited to announce the standards for the third large scale performance measurement assessment, 
commencing in 2019. The Compliance Committee has worked in collaboration with the National 
Office in order to develop a meaningful performance measurement assessment standards and 
schedule.  You will notice that the standards denoted with an asterisk (*) will be reviewed on a 
consistent basis to ensure continued and ongoing compliance.  These are the areas that we, as a 
committee, felt were important to consistently focus on, as a commission. 
 

2019 Performance Measurement Assessment Standards
 

Priority A: Safe and Successful Supervision 
 

A-01* For all cases falling under Rule 4-102, Receiving States shall forward the home evaluation 
within 45 calendar days of receipt of the referral. Rule 4-102(4) 

 

A-02* Receiving States shall furnish written progress reports to the sending state on no less than 
a quarterly basis. Rule 5-101(4) 

 

A-03* Sending States shall respond to a report of violation no later than 10 business days 
following receipt. Rule 5-103(2) 

 

A-04* Sending States shall issue a referral packet within 30 calendar days of the effective date of 
the Travel Permit for a juvenile testing a proposed residence. Rule 8-101(3) 

 
Priority B:  Effective Returns 
 

B-04 The Holding State shall ensure that juveniles in agreement with the voluntary return shall 
sign the Form III in the presence of a judge who also signs the Form III. Rule 6-102(6)  

 
Priority C: Compact Office Operations 
 

C-01* States shall use the electronic information system authorized by the Commission for all 
forms processed through the Interstate Compact for Juveniles. Rule 3-101 

 



 

Regarding compliance-related concerns, the committee is pleased to report that most concerns were 
successfully resolved by the National Office in accordance with the guidelines for compliance issues 
(ICJ Administrative Policy 03-2009).  Issues addressed include concerns related to border agreements 
entered in violation of the Compact, failure to appoint Commissioners as required by the Compact, 
and late payment of dues.   
 
Regarding the use of JIDS, ICJ Rule 3-101 requires state ICJ offices to process assignments and to 
utilize JIDS to share related information.  Following numerous inquiries, the National Office 
conducted a JIDS Global Assignments Review of all states.  Then, training and technical assistance 
was offered to states with the most significant backlogs.  Four states successfully resolved significant 
backlogs without further intervention.  The Compliance Committee also added global assignments 
reviews to the procedure for the Performance Measurement Standards and voted to institute global 
assignment reviews on a regular basis.   
 
Despite proactive efforts to address related concerns, two formal complaints were presented to the 
Compliance Committee.  Both complaints were filed against the State of South Carolina and were 
related to overdue home evaluations. From the outset, the Commission offered technical assistance, 
training, and support.  On July 5, 2018, the Compliance Committee recommended the State of South 
Carolina be found in default on both formally filed complaints and both were deemed to be Type IV 
Major Violations.  On July 26, 2018, the Executive Committee voted to find the State of South 
Carolina in default on both matters, concurring that both were Type IV major violations.   Since that 
time, South Carolina has taken steps to remedy the default, including actively engaging in technical 
assistance and training, employing additional staff, as well as implementing policies and processes to 
eliminate the possibility of future similar instances.  The Compliance Committee will continue to 
monitor activities required by the Corrective Action Plan approved by the Executive Committee on 
August 9, 2018.   
 
It has been an honor to serve as your ICJ Compliance Committee Chair for 2018.  The Interstate 
Commission for Juveniles is well-positioned to provide and promote consistent and reliable 
supervision and returns for juveniles, nationwide, and I have been so privileged to represent this 
organization and to serve as your Compliance Chair. 

 
Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Jacey R. Rader 
Jacey R. Rader 

Chair, ICJ Compliance Committee 
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Priority A: Safe and Successful Supervision

A-01* 
Rule 4-102(4) 

A-02* 
Rule 5-101(4) 

A-03* 
Rule 5-103(2) 

A-04* 
Rule 8-101(3) 

A-05
Rule 4-

102(2)(a)

A-06

Rule 4-102(2)(a) 

A-07 
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Rule 4-102(2)(a) 
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Rule 4-102(2)(b)  

A-09
Rule 4-103(2) 

A-10

Rule 4-103(3)(b)  

A-11
Rule 4-104(2) 

A-12

Rule 5-
102(2) 

A-13

Rule 5-103(1) 

A-14
Rule 5-104(2) 

A-15
Rule 5-104(3) 

A-16 Rule 8-101(3) 
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Rule 5-103(3)(d)  

B-04
Rule 6-102(6)  
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C-01* 
Rule 3-101 

C-02
Privacy Policy 5.0 (a)(10)

C-03 Privacy Policy 21.0 (a)
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Privacy Policy 24.0 (e) 

C-05
Rule 4-102(1) 

C-06
Rule 6-102(9) 
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JIDS Global Assignments Review Report 

Presented to Compliance Committee on May 17, 2018  

Issue 

ICJ Rule 3-101 requires state ICJ offices to process assignments and to utilize JIDS to share related 
information.  Failure to do so could be detrimental to the juveniles we serve and result in 
compliance action against states. Proper use of JIDS is critical for triggering overdue notices, 
accurately reporting fiscal year statistics, determining file eligibility for reports, and measuring 
compliance.  Improper use of JIDS has a ripple effect with consequences that can affect all states.  

Recent Concerns 

Recent inquiries made to the national office resulted in review of two (2) state’s Global 
Assignments. It was determined that the states were not properly using JIDS as evidenced by a 
significant number of overdue assignments and workflows that were not being processed. 
Follow-up action was implemented to address the proper use of JIDS.  

The two (2) states were contacted by the national office regarding concerns about their use of 
JIDS. One state has addressed the matter and significantly reduced the number of assignments, 
and the other state is the process of addressing the matter. 

Proactive Review 

In consultation with the Compliance Committee Chair, the national office conducted a review of 
all states’ Global Assignments in the Spring of 2018. Assignments are dynamic and many factors 
must be taken into consideration before a determination is made that a pattern of non-
compliance exists. Therefore, the national office conducted two (2) reviews of states’ Global 
Assignments, in February and April.  

Items reviewed included: number of compact office users, number of current assignments, 
number of overdue assignments, number of assignments in an outdated workflow version, 
number of assignments awaiting completion, and workflows representing overdue assignments.  

Findings 

In February, eleven (11) states had more than 20% of assignments overdue, and for two (2) states 
more than 20% of assignments were for outdated versions of workflows.  

In April, ten (10) states had more than 20% of assignments overdue and two (2) states had more 
than 20% of assignments in an outdated version of a workflow. 

Six (6) states had more than 20% of assignments overdue in both February and April. Two (2) of 
the six states had both 20% of assignments over and more than 20% of assignments in outdated 
workflows in both February and April.  

Detailed results were provided to the committee in the initial report dated May 17, 2018.  
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Committee Plan for Proactive Monitoring 

On May 17, 2018, the Compliance Committee added global assignments review to the procedure 
for the Performance Measurement Standard based on Rule 3-101. The revised procedure for this 
standard includes reviewing each state compact office’s Global Assignments list to determine the 
percentage of overdue assignments and outdated workflows. When overdue assignments or 
outdated workflows represent 20% or more of total assignments, the state will be referred to 
Compliance Committee for review and further action.  This standard will be assessed as part of 
the 2019 Performance Measurement Assessment for all states.  

The Committee also voted to institute a global assignments review on a regular basis and/ or as 
needed. 
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F I N A N C E  C O M M I T T E E  R E P O RT
I n t e r s t a t e  C o m m i s s i o n  f o r  J u v e n i l e s

Annual Business Meeting 
New Orleans 

September 2018 
 

 

To:   Commissioners and Designees of  the Interstate Commission for Juveniles 
 

From:  Jeff  Cowger, Finance Committee Chair 
                  Commissioner, State of  Kansas 

 

The fiscal affairs of the Interstate Commission for Juveniles continue to remain strong and healthy.  
The Finance Committee met regularly to review the current state of the Commission’s budget and, 
with the support of the National office staff, ensured the budget adequately met the Commission’s 
ongoing needs. The FY18 working budget finished $296,865.49 under budget. Much of that is 
attributable to the non-expenditure of our Special Projects fund, but as the final FY18 budget reveals, 
the vast majority of budget line items came in under budget as well.  
 

The Commission’s investment fund balance for FY2018 had strong rate of return at 9%. The end of 
year investment fund balance was $1,274,720.73 
 

The Special Projects sub-committee recommended to the Finance and Executive Committees that the 
Commission hire an information technology consulting company to review the current state of the 
Commission’s IT needs and to assess what solutions are currently available to meet those needs. The 
Executive committee adopted that recommendation and contracted with the SEARCH Group to 
perform this work for us.  Their final work will be completed by the end of this month.  
 

I want to extend my appreciation to the National office staff and Finance committee members for 
their efforts to ensure the ICJ Commission remains in excellent financial condition. I particularly want 
to extend my appreciation to David Barrett, former Finance Committee Chair and Commissioner of 
Maine who guided this committee for the majority of FY18 and is currently enjoying a well-deserved 
retirement. 
 

 
 

Respectfully Submitted, 
 

Jeff Cowger 
Jeff Cowger 

Chair, Finance Committee 



ICJ Budget Worksheet - Fiscal Years 2018 - 2020
FY 18, FY 19, FY 20 (Proposed)

2
3
4
5
6
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
18
19
20
21
22
23
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
40
41
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
56
57
59
60
61
62
63
64
65

A Y Z AA AC AD
FY18 FY18 % of FY19 FY20 Proposed

Budget Actual Budget Budget Budget
REVENUE
Dues Assessment (Appropriations) [400 978,000 978,000.00 100.0% 978,000.00 978,000.00
Carried Over Reserves to Invest (line 57 380,000.00 380,000.00 100.0% 240,000.00 240,000.00
Refunds  
Dividend Income [51010] 20828.98  
Operating Interest Income [51040] 4,000.00 2683.42 67.1% 4,000.00 4,000.00
Other Income (Credit Card Rewards) [51020] 221.76    
Total Administration Revenue 1,362,000.00 1,381,734.16 101.4% 1,222,000.00 1,222,000.00

 
EXPENSES - ADMINISTRATIVE (01)  
Salaries & Wages    [60000 + 72200] 248,000.00 240,086.19 96.8% 290,000.00 336,000.00
Employee Benefits    [61009 - 61031] 120,000.00 105,434.92 87.9% 130,000.00 150,000.00
Accounting & Banking    [61040 & 61041 11,000.00 6,671.29 60.6% 8,000.00 8,000.00
Education & Accreditation    [61079] 2,000.00 2,014.16 100.7% 2,000.00 2,000.00
Professional Membership Fees    [61089 800.00 405.00 50.6% 800.00 800.00
Supplies    [62000] 4,000.00 4,133.93 103.3% 4,000.00 4,000.00
Postage    [62010] 2,100.00 1,551.17 73.9% 1,000.00 1,500.00
Computer Services/Supports    [62090] 19,500.00 16,485.72 84.5% 12,600.00 13,250.00
Software Purchase    [62140] 1,600.00 623.25 39.0% 2,000.00 2,000.00
Insurance [62280] 11,000.00 9,729.00 88.4% 11,000.00 11,000.00
Photocopy    [62310] 1,000.00 240.23 24.0% 500.00 500.00
Direct Telephone Expense    [62360] 6,000.00 5,374.53 89.6% 6,000.00 6,000.00
Cell Phone Expense    [62370] 1,500.00 553.69 36.9% 1,000.00 1,000.00
Marketing/Advertising    [62410] 500.00 600.20 120.0% 1,000.00 1,000.00
Equipment Purchase    [66000] 12,000.00 2,672.50 22.3% 10,000.00 10,000.00
Web/Video Conference (WebEx)[68200 14,450.00 20,465.31 141.6% 25,000.00 26,250.00
Meeting Expenses    [68230] 1,000.00 368.03 36.8% 1,000.00 1,000.00
Consultant Services [72000, 72100 & 74 20,000.00 10,834.93 54.2% 20,000.00 20,000.00
Staff Travel    [74000] 10,000.00 9,455.14 94.6% 10,000.00 10,000.00
Printing    [78050] 6,400.00 5,548.77 86.7% 4,000.00 4,000.00
Benchbook Production (78130)  4,000.00
Legal Services    [80000] 35,000.00 28,850.00 82.4% 35,000.00 35,000.00
Rent    [85000] 25,500.00 26,174.28 102.6% 28,000.00 32,000.00
Special Projects (TBD) 150,000.00 0.00 0.0% 100,000.00 45,000.00
Total Administration Expenditures 703,350.00 498,272.24 70.8% 702,900.00 724,300.00

 
EXPENSES - OTHER  
Executive Committee Meetings (02) 15,000.00 17,464.94 116.4% 16,000.00 16,000.00
Annual Meeting [74020] 130,500.00 113,158.53 86.7% 155,000.00 135,000.00
Finance Committee (03) 1,000.00 286.00 28.6% 1,000.00 1,000.00
Compliance Committee (07) 15,000.00 6,889.03 45.9% 1,000.00 15,000.00
Rules Committee (04) 1,000.00 17.56 1.8% 15,000.00 1,000.00
Technology Committee (05) 12,000.00 5,796.55 48.3% 12,000.00 12,000.00
Training/Education Committee (06) 16,750.00 15,158.51 90.5% 13,000.00 13,000.00
Ad Hoc Committee(s) 2,000.00 0.00 0.0% 2,000.00 2,000.00
JIDS (09) 61,000.00 47,825.31 78.4% 61,000.00 61,000.00
Long-Term Investment Fund (tied to line 380,000.00 380,000.00 100.0% 240,000.00 240,000.00
Total Other Expense 634,250.00 586,596.43 92.5% 516,000.00 496,000.00

 
Total Commission Expenses 1,337,600.00 1,084,868.67 81.1% 1,218,900.00 1,220,300.00

 
Over/Under Budget 24,400.00 296,865.49 -19.2% 3,100.00 1,700.00

Percent of year completed 100.0%
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2018 Electronic Information System Survey Report 

For Review April 17, 2018 

Overview 

In February 2018 the Special Projects Ad Hoc Committee distributed a survey to obtain 
feedback on the use of national and state-level data systems, including JIDS.  

Method 

SurveyMonkey was used to collect responses. On February 21, all ICJ Commissioners, Compact 
Administrators, Designees, Deputy Compact Administrators, and compact office staff were 
provided survey access via email from the ICJ National Office. The survey link was also 
distributed via Special Edition Newsletter to 3,435 active JIDS users using MailChimp. A 
reminder newsletter was sent on Tuesday, March 13.  The survey was open from February 21 to 
March 14. 

Responses  

Out of 391 responses received, 378 responses are represented in this report (response rate = 
11%). Thirteen (13) surveys were disqualified as the participant indicated that they were not a 
JIDS user.  

Representation Overview 

49 states / territories represented 
Compact office users represent 23% of responses  
Field users represent 77% of responses  
Half of respondents have used JIDS since launch in 2012 
40% indicated they “rarely” use JIDS 

SSurvey Results Contents 
User Questions .......................................................................................................................................... 2 

Other Systems Use Questions ................................................................................................................... 3 

Training Questions .................................................................................................................................... 5 

Issues Questions ....................................................................................................................................... 6 

JIDS Helpdesk Ticket Summary ................................................................................................................. 9 

User Feedback Questions ....................................................................................................................... 10 

S.W.O.T. Analysis .................................................................................................................................... 12 

Exploring New Options Questions .......................................................................................................... 16 
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Survey Results 

UUser Questions 
The following information provides data on user experience in the system and frequency of use.  

 
 

 

  

8%

22%

21%

49%

Less than 1 Year

1 - 3 Years

3 - 5 Years

Since JIDS Launched in 2012

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

How Long Have You Been a JIDS User?

Less than 1 Year 1 - 3 Years
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17%

10%

33%

40%

At Least Once A Day

At Least Once A Week

At Least Once A Month

Rarely

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

How Often Do You Use JIDS?

At Least Once A Day At Least Once A Week

At Least Once A Month Rarely
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OOther Systems Use Questions 
The following information provides data on dual-entry of interstate cases into other national, 
state, or county level data systems.  

 
 

 

 

 

 

Yes
53%

No
47%

Compact Office Dual Case Entry?

No, 
32%Yes, 

68%

Field User Dual Case Entry?

Out of 77 Compact Office 
Users… 

 41 enter interstate cases in 
JIDS and another case 
management system  

 

36 do not enter interstate cases 
into 2 systems 

Out of 269 Field Users… 

 183 enter interstate cases in 
JIDS and another case 
management system 

 

86 do not enter interstate 
cases into 2 systems 
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1. Please select the appropriate response regarding your state’s use of a separate data 
system (not JIDS) for tracking juvenile delinquency cases.  

 
 

2. Does your state enter interstate juvenile cases into the state’s data system in addition 
to entering them into JIDS? 
 

 

50
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22
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200
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No Separate
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Data System
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65%
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Interstate Cases Entered Into JIDS AND State/County 
Data System? 
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TTraining Questions 
The following information provides data on how JIDS users are trained to use the system. 
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IIssues Questions 
The following information provides data on issues user experience in JIDS, including how issues 
are reported and resolved.  
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1. What issues have you experienced using JIDS in the past year (since the upgrade in 
April 2017)? Responses reflected by BLUE bars in chart on page 9.  Comments for 
“other” categorized below: 

Overview of Comments Received by Category 
 

Issue Number of Comments Received 
Not User Friendly 13 
Saving E-forms  9 
Performance/Speed 6 
Browser Issues 5 
Account Lockout 4 
Emails 4 
Non-Specific Technical Issue 3 
Reports 3 
Uploading 3 
Printing 2 
Session Connectivity 2 
Web Viewer 2 
Ad Hoc Workflow 1 
30-minute Session Timeout 1 

 
2. For each issue experienced, for which have you submitted JIDS helpdesk tickets in the 

past year (since the upgrade in April 2017)? Responses reflected by ORANGE bars in 
chart on page 9. Comments for “other” categorized below:  
 

Overview of Comments Received by Category 
 

Issue Number of Comments Received 
Work with local or compact staff to resolve 18 
None/ No Ticket Submitted 5 
Password 3 
Local IT contacted 2 
Didn’t know about JIDS helpdesk 2 
Emails 2 
E-form 1 
Freezing up 1 
Browser/Software Compatibility Issues 1 
Uploading/Downloading 1 
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3. COMPACT OFFICE ONLY: Does the compact office manage and address field user’s 
issues in JIDS?  
 

 
 

4. If you submitted a JIDS helpdesk ticket, was your issue resolved?  
24% - Yes, by the JIDS helpdesk   
5% - Yes, but my IT department resolved the issue  
3% - No 
62% - Not Applicable  
5% - Other (please specify)  
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JJIDS Helpdesk Ticket Summary 
The following information provides data on JIDS Helpdesk requests received.  

 

 
 

544 = total tickets received (average of 2 per day) 

Account Related (310):  Deactivation/reactivation of accounts, password changes, and 
security lock-outs  
 
Workflow or Training (95): General workflow inquiries, clearing communication 
requests, or training inquiries 
 
User Environment Related (74): Adobe PDF Reader or browser specific issues, network 
security issues in the user’s environment preventing access or causing kick-outs, and 
blocked emails  
 
System-Specific (65): System issues that are not related to a user’s network 
environment or computer software (FileBound software issue, JIDS email service down, 
error messages, performance related to system server)  

12%

14%

17%

56%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

System-Specific

User Environment Related

Workflow or Training

Account Related

Tickets By Type
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UUser Feedback Questions 
The following information provides data on user satisfaction of current system.  

1. On a scale of 0 to 100 where 0 is Terrible, 50 is OK, and 100 is Excellent, how do you 
rate JIDS? 335 responses, ranging from 0 – 100  

 
2. Please indicate what you like about using JIDS (select all that apply):  

Feature Votes 
Document management (storage and retention, printing/saving, 
ability to email documents from JIDS)  137 
Email notifications  115 
Ability to view workflow history 112 
Processes built on ICJ Rules  70 
Custom Reports  43 
Ability to gather data for statistics  38 
Ability to investigate compliance issues  37 
Simplicity of product  31 
Ability to manage state user list  24 
Compatibility with other systems 5 

 
3. On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is Very Dissatisfied and 5 is Very Satisfied, please rate the 

following:  

Weighted Averages:  
A. Document Management (storage and retention, printing/saving, ability to email 

documents from JIDS) = 3.37 
Very Satisfied received most votes (by 27% of users) 
 

B. Managing Assignments = 3.10 
Neither Dissatisfied nor Satisfied and Somewhat Satisfied tied for most votes (by 
24% of users) 
 

C. Custom Reports = 3.18 
Neither Dissatisfied nor Satisfied received most votes (by 34% of users) 

50 
MEAN, MEDIAN, AND MODE 
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D. System Speed and Performance = 2.83 

Somewhat Dissatisfied received most votes (by 30% of users) 
 

E. User-friendliness of JIDS = 2.65 
Very Dissatisfied received most votes (by 28% of users) 

 
F. Compatibility with other system = 2.48 

N/A received most votes (by 28% of users) while Neither Dissatisfied nor 
Satisfied received 27% of votes  
 

  



12 | P a g e  
 

SS.W.O.T. Analysis 
What do you see as the strengths of JIDS? 

Comments categorized and ranked: 

1. Secure, electronic document/forms management system that provides centralized 
records repository = 81 comments 

 
2. Ease of use / user-friendly = 45 comments 

 
3. Nationwide system for tracking juveniles = 40 comments  

 
4. Effective communication tool = 21 comments 

 
5. Managing interstate cases and assignments = 20 comments  

 
6. Uniformity, standardization, and rule-driven processes = 16 comments 

 
7. Faster case processing = 14 comments 

 
8. Support: Training materials, state compact office, helpdesk = 10 comments 

 
9.  Product appearance and features = 8 comments 

 
10. Workflow processes and history = 8 comments 

 
11. Email notifications = 5 comments 

 
12. Uniform data collection and statistics = 5 comments 

 
13. Reporting capabilities = 5 comments 

 
14. System enhancements: updates, edits, upgrade = 4 comments 

 
15. Monitor and promote compliance = 3 comments 
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What do you see as the weaknesses of JIDS? 

  

Comments Categorized and Ranked: 

1. Not user-friendly, difficult to learn, cumbersome processes = 142 comments 
 

2. System speed / performance = 49 comments 
 

3. Compatibility (with state-system, limitations of internet browsers, Adobe PDF) = 31 
comments 
 

4. System security 30-minute session time-out = 30 comments 
 

5. Intra-state communication or training issue = 25 comments 
 

6. Functionality / System doesn’t always work = 24 comments 
 

7. Complicated workflows / routing confirmation / routing vs assigning files = 24 
comments 
 

8. Form Comments: duplication, auto-fill = 23 comments 
 

9. Connection Issues / Kick-outs = 23 comments 
 

10. Not a Case Management system: managing case load, entering files for each event, 
duplication of data = 14 comments 
 

11. Account issues = 12 comments 
 

12. Technical issues (network security, software needed) = 8 comments 
 

13. Email issues = 5 comments 
 

14. Document loading / uploading = 5 comments 
 

15. Other (searching, reports, index fields, enhancements) = 4 comments 
 

16. Field user permissions (can’t delete) = 2 comments   
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What opportunities do you see to improve JIDS?  
Do you have any specific suggestions to enhance the current system? 

 

Comments Categorized and Ranked: 

1. Enhancements to Current System / Improve User-friendliness = 70 comments 
 

2. Create New System = 45 comments  
 

3. More Training = 17 comments 
 

4. Session Time-Out = 15 comments 
 

5. Improve Compatibility (browsers, software, state systems) = 11 comments 
 

6. Rules-based Issue/Compliance = 9 comments 
 

7. MISC comments = 11 comments 
 

8. Speed/ Performance = 2 comments 
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What are the threats to JIDS? 

 

 

 

Comments Categorized and Ranked: 

1. User frustration / working outside of JIDS = 23 comment 
 

2. Security = 16 comments 
 

3. Other comments = 9 comments 
 

4. Limitations of Software = 7 comments 
 

5. Compliance = 6 comments 
 

6. Compatibility = 4 comments 
 

7. Training = 2 comments 
 

8. Funding = 1 comments 
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EExploring New Options Questions 
The following information provides data on the Commission’s openness to exploring new 
options by making enhancements to JIDS or pursuing a new, custom data system.  

 
1. On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is Strongly Oppose and 5 is Strongly Support, please rate 

the following potential enhancement options to the current data system:   

Weighted Averages 
A. Edit Existing Workflows (edit step names, workflow icons, email notifications, add 

attention icons to overdue steps) = 3.97 
Strongly Support received most votes (by 38% of users) 

 
B. Improve Reporting Features (add new reports, redesign reports interface, add a 

compliance dashboard) = 4.01 
Strongly Support received most votes (by 28% of users) 

 
C. Redesign e-forms to be compatible with multiple browsers and reduce dependency 

on third party software plugs-ins (Adobe PDF Reader) = 4.33 
Strongly Support received most votes (by 58% of users) 

 
D. Redesign User Management = 3.9 

Strongly Support received most votes (by 34% of users)  
 

E. Improve Training (add more helpdesk resources, add self-paced interactive training) 
= 4.08 

Strongly Support received most votes (by 41% of users) 
 

F. Add mobile device compatibility (phone, tablet) = 3.79 
Neither Oppose nor Support and Strongly Support tied for most votes (by 32% of 
users) 
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2. COMPACT OFFICE ONLY: Would you support the Commission investing in a customized 
data system for tracking ICJ Cases? 77 responses 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Yes, Custom 
Forms 

Management
16%

Yes, Custom 
Case 

Management
22%

No, I Do Not 
Support 

4%

I Don't Know
10%

Need More 
Information

48%

Do you Support Investing in Custom Data System?
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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY COMMITTEE

Chair Tony DeJesus (CA)



 
 

Annual Business Meeting 
New Orleans 

September 2018 
 

 

To:   Commissioners and Designees of  the Interstate Commission for Juveniles 
 

From:  Tony DeJesus, Information Technology Committee Chair 
 Designee/Deputy Compact Administrator, State of  California 

The Information Technology (IT) Committee is responsible for identifying and developing 
appropriate information technology resources to facilitate the tracking of offenders and the 
administration of Commission activities, and for developing recommendations for the 
Commission’s consideration as appropriate.  
 
JIDS 
After careful review of previously submitted JIDS enhancement requests, the committee approved 
modifications to three ICJ Forms, one File Details Field, one Custom Report, one Search Result, 
one User Management edit, and two Workflows. The Committee is pleased to report that the JIDS 
enhancement requests approved by the committee took effect on July 1, 2018.  
 
One of the committee’s major accomplishments was the amendment to the ICJ Form IA/VI 
Application for Compact Services. The form’s revision was intended to clarify the waiver section 
and address concerns raised by some judges.  This revision was developed and approved by the ICJ 
Technology Committee, based on results of a survey open to all Commissioner Members in 
February 2018.   
 
The language for Form IA/VI under the Memorandum of Understanding and Waiver section 
paragraph three was revised to state, “I hereby waive any right that I may have to contest my return 
to the sending states.” The language in the last section of the form was revised to state, “Pursuant to 
the Interstate Compact for Juveniles and the ICJ Rules, permission is hereby granted to the above-
named juvenile to apply for transfer of supervision to the State of _______”. 
 
 
 
 



The other edits to ICJ forms were the Form V – Report of Sending State Upon Parolee or 
Probationer Being Sent to the Receiving State which was amended so that the Default State field 
remains blank and no longer defaulting to “Alabama.”  The Form IV – Parole or Probation 
Investigations Request was amended to allow for a drop-down menu that was added to the Status 
field for “Probation” or “Parole” options.  
 
The Pending Quarterly Progress Report Detail Report was edited to now include the submission of 
Violation and Absconder reports in the QPR due dates. Any Form IX submitted via the quarterly 
progress report, violation report and reply, or absconder report workflow will now be counted as a 
submitted QPR.  
 
The Search Result Grid was edited so that now the Sending and Receiving State Compact Office 
Assign Fields will appear in Search results. In order to initiate the tracking of human trafficking 
statistics, a new optional field was added to the File Details page. The options for the new human 
trafficking field are “no”, “suspected”, and “confirmed.” The field will default to blank and will not 
be required to save a new file.  
 
The User Management edit allows any JIDS account previously deactivated and not seen on the 
state’s User List followed by the compact office administrator attempts to re-add the account, to 
now generate the following message which will appear. “This user account already exists. Contact 
the JIDS Helpdesk to reactivate the account.”  
 
The Return for Failed Supervision workflow edit resulted in the removal of the notes box at the 
ICJO sending Final Travel Plan step, as the notes are not viewable by the Holding State due to the 
step now being an email notification step only. 
 
The Request for Transfer of Supervision workflow was edited to modify the Returned from ICJO 
Receiving step, “Send Travel Packet” icon language to now be “Transfer Request Finalized”. The 
email notification language was also edited.  
 
In July 2018, the committee began reviewing the Return Workflows: Voluntary Returns, Non 
Voluntary Returns, and Return for Failed Supervision. The workflows currently track five business 
days based on the travel plan submission date versus the actual return of the juvenile. The 
committee began discussing and presenting proposed workflow configurations that would edit the 
existing workflows to mirror the ICJ rules timeframes.  
 
Helpdesk Statistics 
The helpdesk conducted 25 remote support sessions and responded to over 800 requests with a 
resolution rate of 98%.  
 
Commission’s Website  
In fiscal year 2018, the Commission’s website was redesigned and was configured for search engine 
optimization, making the site easier to locate on internet searches. The total number of visits to the 
Commission website was 47,297. This is a 22% increase from fiscal year 17.   
 
 
 



Access by mobile and tablet users increased 130%.  The committee also approved using SiteImprove 
Website Monitoring Service which will provide ongoing software assistance in monitoring the ICJ 
website attending to any issues requiring maintenance.  
 

Respectfully Submitted, 
 

Tony DeJesus 
Tony DeJesus 

Chair, ICJ Information Technology Committee 
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Technology Committee Form IA/VI Survey  
February 2018 

Report Prepared March 5, 2018 

 
55 Responders  
States/Territories with No Representation: LA, NV, NH, RI, VI 
Commission Role Break-Down 

o 16 Commissioners 
o 15 Deputy Compact Administrators 
o 7 Designees 
o 7 Compact Office Staff 
o 2 Compact Administrators 
o 1 Field Staff  
o 7 no answer 

Comments filtered to remove responses “N/A”, “none”, or “See answer to previous question” 

 

Question 1 - Has a judge in your state ever refused to sign a Form IA/VI? 

 

 

 

 

24 (44%)
31 (56%)

Yes No
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Comments:  

1. Some judges will not sign until an approved home evaluation is received.   
2. Didn't want to sign until after the Home Evaluation was completed. 
3. On occasion judges in Idaho have refused to sign the form until it was signed by the juvenile 

(and parent or guardian on the old form). 
4. In Oregon, the only time(s) that a judge has refused to sign a Form IA/VI was when there 

was no youth signature. 
5. A few judges won't sign until after the HE is completed and sent back to the county as 

approved. Once done they will sign but they try to fight signing upfront. 
6. Judges have refused to sign the Form IA/VI prior to the home evaluation being completed.   
7. Not a major issue only in certain circumstance whereby a juvenile that may have never had 

contact with the other biological parent then the Judge would want to get the completed 
home study report before making a final decision or approval for the juvenile to relocate. 

8. In a case where the juvenile relocated prior to signing Form IA/VI, the judge preferred to 
have the juvenile sign the form IA/VI prior to his own signing. 

9. Only rarely 
10. California Judges have refused to sign the form until the home evaluation was completed. In 

cases where the juvenile was already in another state the judge refused to sign until the 
form was signed first by the juvenile.  

11. Our Judges don't refuse to sign the IAVI but of our Courts are doing Electronic Signatures.  
So they are issuing orders instead of actually signing the IAVI 

12. Usually the judge refused to sign it until they received the home study.  We were able to 
remedy it most of the times but that is usually the only refusal. 

13. If the youth has departed prior to signing the IA/VI (sometimes) an NC Judge may advise 
that won't sign the document until the youth/witness sign. 

14. Yes, because they want the juvenile to sign it first 
15. This has happened only once or twice at most, so is not a problem in WY.  The Judge has 

said the court order should be good enough. Sometimes the IA/VI does not come with the 
original ICJ request, but then states (including WY) say they still need the IA/VI in order to 
accept supervision." 

16. There have been a few NE Judges who have been uncomfortable with signing the Form 
IA/VI before a home evaluation is completed as they want to see if the proposed placement 
is appropriate before making an ultimate placement decision. The NE ICJ office has advised 
these particular Judges that the referral packet cannot be submitted without the signed 
Form IA/VI per ICJ rules. 

17. We have had Judges initially not sign the form, in testing placement situations.  However, 
we have been successful with having conversations with Judges about why signing the form 
is important, as our compact office will not submit the form without a signature. 
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18. If a youth has relocated to another state, prior to signing the Form IAVI, on occasion our 
local Judge will not sign the Form IAVI without the youth’s signature.  It is a rare occurrence, 
but it has happened.   

19. I've encountered many instances where judges refused to sign Form 1A/VI because the 
juveniles signature wasn't present.  The youth in many cases has already relocated to the 
receiving state and isn't available to update the form.  In these cases, we will sometimes 
forward a Form VII Travel Permit (Testing Placement) and request the receiving state 
update the Form 1A/VI as a courtesy.  However, it’s very inconvenient because many times 
the form will need to be re-uploaded to JIDS and the request for judicial authorization sent 
back to our locals, updated, and sent again.  If at any time the Form 1A is neglected to be 
completed and supervision has been assumed and youth’s placement fails... the form would 
be left incomplete and youth left unreturned. 

20. Some will not sign until the youth's signature appears on the document, and the youth is 
already out-of-state - sometimes before our worker has been informed of the move.  

21. Judge wanted juvenile signature before signing & family had already relocated. Issue was 
resolved with explanation on Compact rules & need for form to complete referral. 

22. Wanted to see and review the HER prior to signing it. He believed by signing it before 
reviewing it meant that he approved. He didn't feel comfortable with that. After many 
conversations with him, he still refused. I had to work with the receiving state, thankfully 
they were willing, to have them do an HER prior to me having the Form IA/VI signed by the 
Judge. No amount of education/explanation was good enough for this Judge. 

23. Juvenile had departed to receiving state abruptly, judge would not sign without Juvenile's 
signature. Receiving state would not move on case without Judge's signature. 
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Question 2 - What, if any, issues were cited by the courts about signing the Form IA/VI? Please 
include specific language or parts of the form that are an issue. 

1. Judge just didn't want to sign it until after the home evaluation was completed. 
2. The implications of this contract prior to a home study being performed. There is an 

impression that once the Form IA/VI is signed the court must follow through with allowing 
the minor to move even though there may be some new founded reservations regarding 
the placement, even though it was approved by the receiving state. 

3. None except the form must be signed by the client before our Judges will sign it 
4. These judges believe that their signature is irrevocable "permission" for ICJ and if they sign 

first and the HE is denied, they have somehow allowed something they can't change. The 
affected counties really can't point to what specifically makes the judges think this is the 
case. These judges seem to believe their signature equals permission or something.  

5. I haven't heard of any issues in the past 3 months I have been in DCA role and haven't heard 
that there were issues prior to my arrival to this position. 

6. I was told by local field staff that it was the judge's preference. 
7. We have a case right now where the judge does not want to sign the Form IA/VI because 

she does not want to ask the receiving state to supervise, she wants us to continue 
supervising. 

8. The judge didn't reference the language of the form, they only refused to sign.  
9. Some judges require that the youth sign the form first before they add their signature.  
10. On occasion Judge has requested the home evaluation be complete and accepted before 

signing. 
11. The judges that I've interacted with that have refused to sign cite that their name is the last 

signature on the form and that/it brings finality to the form when they sign, and the 
document shouldn't be altered beyond that point. 

12. They want the juvenile to sign first and it may be that the juvenile left before signing the 
form 

13. With some Judges, they have cited the following language as problematic on the current 
form: "Permission is hereby granted to the above-named juvenile to reside in and be 
supervised by the State of". The Judges do not have an issue with granting permission for 
the application of supervision but is concerned with giving permission to reside in another 
state when an ultimate placement decision has not been made. This only occurs in 
situations where a referral packet is submitted prior to placement and the Judge wants to 
review the home evaluation prior to making a placement decision.  

14. They are hesitant to sign the form in testing placement scenarios, as they don’t want to 
commit to a transfer if the placement is deemed inappropriate.   

15. The main issue has been the courts not being familiar with ICJ overall.  We have had 
resistance to completing the paperwork but once ICJ is explained the court has followed 
through in completing necessary paperwork. 
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Question 2, cont. - What, if any, issues were cited by the courts about signing the Form IA/VI? Please 
include specific language or parts of the form that are an issue. 

16. On occasion judges have requested to wait until after the evaluation to sign the IA/VI.  Once 
the process and expectation has been explained, they have all been willing to sign to 
complete the request.   

17. The refusal to sign the Form IAVI was based upon the youth not having signed the Form 
IAVI, prior to relocating to the other state.   

18. I am uncertain why a judge would have an issue signing the form. 
19. I am not aware of an Alaskan judge refusing to sign a IA/VI, but I have only been working 

with ICJ for approximately one year. 
20. stated in #3 - no specific issues on wording of form. 
21. The biggest issue with the Form IA/VI in WY is just the time it takes to get across a judge's 

desk and signed especially if a worker does not complete the form correctly the first time 
the packet is submitted then they have to go back and get the judge's signature. 

22. Some will not sign until the youth's signature appears on the document, and the youth is 
already out-of-state - sometimes before our worker has been informed of the move.  
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Question 3 - Please suggest language that would address the Judges’ concern for refusal to sign. 

1. The sending state would not be obligated to send the youth to the receiving state should 
the home evaluation be denied.  Sending state may rescind the request for supervision at 
any time.  

2. Maybe language to break it down to where the judge is signing only for the youth to apply 
and then a separate signature later approving the relocation based on the results of the 
home evaluation? 

3. It just needs to be more clear what the purpose of the judges signature is and why they 
need to sign even if the juvenile hasn't signed. 

4. It is generally not the judge but the SAO that may have issue  
5. If a Judge in any state is refusing to sign this form then it is a training issue, not an issue with 

the form. Please do not make a change just to appease a specific judge.   
6. if it is possible to sign without the youth's signature then direction about what 

circumstances might make that permissible could be helpful 
7. Current language seems appropriate. 
8. Not sure right now. We think the language on the form is fairly clear and addresses it 

already. 
9. I think there isn't any issue with the wording of the document. 
10. clarification that this form is required before a transfer can be submitted 
11. I would suggest striking the language about giving permission to reside in another state and 

just leave the statement about granting permission to apply for a transfer. I would only 
suggest striking this language if the ICJ legal counsel would determine it would not affect 
the waiver. If the language needs to remain, I would suggest the following for the 2nd 
statement (in the proposed document presented in the IT Committee): On the condition 
that the receiving state accepts supervision after a completion of a home evaluation in 
accordance with ICJ Rule 4-104 and upon a placement decision being made by the Court of 
jurisdiction, permission is also granted to the above-mentioned juvenile to reside in and be 
supervised by the receiving state. 

12. I believe a qualification needs to be included on the form for testing placement situations. 
13. In my experience I have had very few issues with the form and do not feel a change to the 

language is necessary.    
14. Perhaps an indication that the other state will obtain the youths signature.   
15. No instances of judges refusing to sign noted. 
16. Don't feel language change is needed. 
17. "This judicial signature becomes active upon the youth's signature being added." 
18. Make it as simple and sweet as possible. Make it what it is supposed to be, I acknowledge 

that placement outside of WI is being investigated. Sign and date. 
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Question 4 - What other strategies would you recommend to address this issue? 

1. Address the matter in the bench book.  
2. More training for judges regarding the actual intent but it has been difficult in our state to 

get an audience with most. We've heard several times, "it's my courtroom" . . .  
3. something about discretion to the court after a Home Study is completed regardless 

whether the receiving state accepts the case.  
4. National Office and Rick Maters reach out to the Judge/s refusing to sign and ask for a 

written legal reason they refused to sign so he issues could be addressed.  
5. Perhaps, the Commission's Legal Counsel, Mr. Rick Masters, can issue an Advisory Opinion 

or other legal brief for judicial bench officers explaining the purpose of the Form IA/VI.  This 
can also be attached to the Bench Book, if not already addressed.   

6. Get rid of the form or maybe make it so it is really just a pre-signed waiver of extradition. 
Failed placement and return are the only other times we actually use it after we first send it 
anyway. 

7. I have mostly used training on ICJ rules as a way to educate my judges on why signing the 
document (even without the juvenile's signature) is necessary. 

8. Maybe add a comment section for the Judge/courts to provide reason their concerns. 
9. Make sure local field staff obtain juvenile's signature prior to relocation. 
10. Training 
11. I will be attending the next court hearing for this juvenile and will be bringing the advisory 

opinion as to how we are required to follow the compact.  I also wonder why there is a 
requirement for a judge to sign the waiver in order to transfer supervision to the other 
state.  With ICPC we do not need a judge’s order. 

12. Would switching the signature locations of the youth and judge rectify the issue?  
13. Generally explaining that all the states are part of the compact, and these are universal 

policies and procedures seems to work, and they appreciate the explanations. 
14. If this is not a widespread issue across the nation, training and working with the Judges 

would need to be the responsibility of the state's ICJ Office. Currently, the NE ICJ Office 
works with the Judges that have concerns to advise that the ultimate placement decision 
lies with the court of jurisdiction and that a referral packet cannot be submitted without the 
signed Form IA/VI per ICJ rules. 

15. Relationship building, ongoing judicial education, Compact Office reviews of all forms 
before sending them on. 

16. I don't think specifically language is a barrier more so than an education of what ICJ is and 
how to use its application within a court setting. 

17. In GA, we encourage our local to still seek the Judge's Signature, despite not having the 
youths signature, and advise that we will request assistance from the other state to obtain 
the signature.   

18. State on the Form 1A/VI that the youth does not need to be present to authorize the 
Application for Services. 
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Question 4, cont. - What other strategies would you recommend to address this issue? 

19. Issue has been resolved on individual basis by educating staff. 
20. Have all workers instruct the youth and families at the beginning of each new case that the youth 

cannot leave the state without prior permission / paperwork. 
21. Why not let Commissioner sign if judge refuses?  Don't we allow this for parole cases.  Doesn't the 

ICJ statute give broad authority for Commissioners? If not one Commissioner, how about allow 
receiving state Commissioner to countersign? 

22. Continued training for Judges; however, usually if they believe they are right, they don't care. 
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To:   Commissioners and Designees of  the Interstate Commission for Juveniles 
 

From:  Gary P. Hartman, Rules Committee Chair 
 Commissioner, State of  Wyoming 

The Rules Committee reviewed the “Rule Proposal Guide” and forwarded the same to the 
Executive Committee.  This guide provides general instructions for submitting rule proposals to be 
considered for adoption.  The deadline for proposals to be submitted to the Rules Committee for 
consideration at the 2019 Annual Business Meeting in January 19, 2019. 
 
The Committee reviewed several recommendations to the Rules Committee, including an 
Amendment to Rule 7-104(3) on warrants entered into NCIC but not acted upon by the entering 
state.  The proposal will be discussed further at the Committee’s next meeting.  The Compliance 
Committee recommended a proposed Amendment to Rule 4-104(5) by stripping out the 5-day 
requirement.  The Technology Committee submitted edits to Form IA/VI for the Rules 
Committee’s review, then reviewed comments and proposed two changes to the form. 
 
The Committee discussed Rule 6-102 language “a danger to themselves or others” as a mental health 
definition as the criteria to be detained in a secure facility. The Committee decided to leave the 
language as is.  The Committee was asked to provide guidance regarding “Non-Adjudicated Minors” 
and “Non-Offenders.”  The definition of “Non-Adjudicated Minor” was removed from the Rules in 
2018 but was used in 2 previous Advisory Opinions.  The term “Non-Adjudicated Minor” might be 
relevant where the plea of a juvenile is held in abeyance, but the juvenile is still subject to the 
jurisdiction of the Court and ICJ Rules. No action was recommended by the Committee. 
 
Thank you for your attention and continuing support of the Rules Committee efforts. 
 

Respectfully Submitted, 
 

Gary P. Hartman 
Gary P. Hartman 

Chair, ICJ Rules Committee 



 

 
ICJ National Office 

836 Euclid Avenue ~ Suite 322 
Lexington,  KY  40502 

859.721.1062 
www.juvenilecompact.org 



ICJ Rule Proposal Guide
The Interstate Commission for Juveniles is authorized to promulgate rules to govern the 
implementation of the Interstate Compact for Juveniles (ICJ).  This guide provides 
general instructions for submitting rule proposals to be considered for adoption.  It is 
intended to help individuals draft proposals, committee/region chairs in referring 
proposals, and the Rules Committee in preparing final proposals for vote.  For more
comprehensive guidelines, see ICJ Rule 2-103.

OVERVIEW
The ICJ rulemaking process operates on a 2-year cycle. Proposed amendments or new 
rules must be submitted to the Rules Committee, which makes referrals for final 
approval by the full Commission at Annual Business Meetings in odd-numbered years.

Proposals are vetted through an extensive review process, which includes posting and 
comment periods for Commission Members and the public.  In order to be fully vetted, 
proposals must be submitted at least eight (8) months before the vote at an Annual 
Business Meeting. The Rules Committee establishes the deadline, which is posted on 
the ICJ website and announced at various meetings.  

DEVELOPING & SUBMITTING PROPOSALS
Proposed new rules or amendments must be submitted as follows:  

1. Standing Committees may propose rules or amendments by a majority vote;
2. Regions may propose rules or amendments by a majority vote; or
3. During an Annual Business Meeting, any Commissioner or Designee may submit 

a proposal for referral to the Rules Committee for future consideration.

Recommendation of Issue to Rules Committee for Review

If a Region/Committee has concerns regarding a rules-related issue, the 
Region/Committee may vote to recommend the Rules Committee review the issue to 
determine what, if any, further action should be taken. It is not necessary for the 
Region/Committee to draft a proposal if this type recommendation is made.

Initial Draft

Initial drafts are commonly developed by the Rules Committee based on 
recommendations from other committees or regions, but can be developed by any 
region, committee, commissioner or designee. A template is attached.  

The deadline for proposals to be submitted to the Rules Committee 
for consideration at the 2019 Annual Business Meeting is January 15, 2019.



Region/Committee Approval

To be considered by a Region/Committee, the proposal must be submitted 
electronically to the Region/Committee Chair and/or National Office staff.  The
proposal must be submitted as a Microsoft Word document at least two (2) weeks 
prior to the meeting. If approved by a majority vote of a Region/Committee, the 
National Office will forward the proposal to the Rules Committee Chair.  

RULES COMMITTEE REVIEW 
The Rules Committee reviews all proposals, taking into consideration the following:

Proposed language;
Need/justification for the proposal;
Impact to other Rules;
Formatting changes (requires notification to referring Region/Committee Chair);
Impact on ICJ Forms; 
Legal issues (if applicable); and
JIDS data and/or impact (if applicable).

RULES COMMITTEE ACTIONS
After discussing a recommendation or proposal, the Rules Committee will determine 
whether to develop a proposal, support a proposal as submitted, or recommend 
changes.  

Rules Committee Proposals 
The Rules Committee may develop proposals based on recommendations 
received from other Committees, Regions Commissioners, or Designees.

Recommend Substantive Changes to Proposals from Region/Committee
If the Rules Committee determines substantive changes are needed, the 
proposal will be returned to the referring Region/Committee with reasoning and 
justification for the suggested changes.  The Region/Committee may: 

approve the Rules Committee’s changes,  
proceed with its original submission, or 
withdraw its original submission.

Any adjustments made to a proposal must be approved by majority vote of that 
Region/Committee. A proposal may be withdrawn at any time by the 
Region/Committee who initially submitted it.  



Recommend Formatting Changes to Proposals
Formatting or technical modifications may be made prior to posting proposals for 
comment.  This may include grammar, numbering (Rule and subsections) and 
language modifications that do not affect the intent of the proposal or the 
justification. Any formatting changes are conveyed to the referring 
Region/Committee Chair, who can dispute the format change for context.

POSTING AND COMMENTS
 

Initial Commission Comment Period
The Rules Committee posts all proposals publicly, allowing Commission 
Members to submit comments.  All comments are posted on the Commission’s 
website. These comments are critical in preparing the final proposal drafts.  
Referring Regions/Committees should discuss comments prior to the proposal’s
final drafting and posting. The comment period typically lasts thirty (30) days.

Final Drafting and Posting  
After the initial comment period, the Rules Committee meets to discuss and 
consider the comments to determine if any changes are needed.  According to 
Rule 2-103, the Rules Committee must post final rule proposals no later than
thirty (30) days prior to the scheduled vote at the Annual Business Meeting.  

Public Hearing
Prior to the Commission voting, a Public Hearing is held to allow public input 
regarding any proposed rule changes. Public comments may also be submitted 
in writing and read at the Public Hearing. The Public Hearing is typically held in 
conjunction with the Annual Business Meeting.

  

FINAL VOTE AT ANNUAL BUSINESS MEETING

The Rules Committee may present information to educate Commission Members 
on the proposals prior to vote through a designated training session or through 
Rules Committee representation at region meetings.

During the General Session, the Commission takes final action by a vote of “yes” 
or “no.”  No additional rules or amendments may be made at this time.  A rule or 
amendment may be referred back to the Rules Committee for further action, 
either prior to or subsequent to final action on the proposed rule or amendment.  
The Commission also votes to establish the effective date of the rules.  



ICJ RULE PROPOSAL (TEMPLATE)

Proposed by: ____________________________    Date Submitted: _______________

Proposed New Rule or Amendment: 
  

How to format a proposed amendment to a current rule:
Enter the full rule as it currently exists. 
Strikethrough any proposed deleted language. 
Add new proposed language in red and underline.

How to format a proposed new rule:
Present new rule proposal text all in red and underline.
You may suggest the section of the ICJ Rules where the proposed rule 
could be added. 

Justification: 
Describe why the proposed new rule or amendment is needed; impact to public 
safety; how it meets goals of the Compact; and case examples. 

Effect on Other Rules, Advisory Opinions or Dispute Resolutions:
Whether the proposal affects/addresses/conflicts with any other rules, etc.

JIDS Impact:
Any impact to JIDS users and whether the proposal can be implemented without 
modification to JIDS.

Forms Impact:
Any impact to specific ICJ Forms and whether the proposal can be implemented 
without modification to forms.

Fiscal Impact: 
The National Office will obtain a quote related to JIDS/ICJ Forms enhancements. 

Rules Committee Action:  
The history of the proposal, including all Rules Committee motions, will be 
documented here.

Effective Date:
Date the proposal should be effective, typically March 1 of the year following 
adoption.

Section 1: To be completed by the Region Committee or Commissioner submitting the proposal.

Section 2: To be completed by the Rules Committee or National Office; however, initial drafters are 
welcome to include relevant information.
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To:   Commissioners and Designees of  the Interstate Commission for Juveniles 
 

From:  Cathlyn Smith, Training Committee Chair 
 Commissioner, State of  Tennessee 

The Training, Education, and Public Relations Committee is responsible for approving, developing, 
and delivering training in addition to increasing Commission awareness.   Members actively 
participate in monthly teleconference meetings, with a broad understanding of the ICJ Rules and 
utilize meeting times to review training materials and/or conduct training.  
 
I would like to offer my sincere gratitude to the committee members for their continued 
commitment and efforts for their work on behalf of the Commission.   
 
This past year, the committee with the aid of National Office staff provided updates to training 
resources based on the new rules that went into effect on March 1, 2018.  Updated resources 
included: Best Practices, Training Bulletins, Travel Permits, Saving Documents into JIDS, Managing 
JIDS Users, The Compact Operations Quick Reference Guide, and on-demand modules.  New 
resources developed and now available on the Commission’s website and referenced in the 2018 
Docket Book include: Bench Card: Return of Runaways, Probation/Parole Absconders, Escapees & 
Accused Delinquents and the State Council Toolkit.   
 
Our continued effort to highlight the Commission and purpose of ICJ in FY18 was signified 
through presentations, participation, and/or exhibit booths at the following national and state 
conferences and meetings:  
 

APPA 42nd Annual Training Institute in New York City, NY 
APPA Winter Training Institute in Houston, TX  
CJJ Annual Conference in Washington, DC 
CJJ Webinar (online) 
CSG Conference in Las Vegas, NV 



Hawaii Judiciary Symposium in Honolulu, HI 
ICJ 2017 Annual Business Meeting in San Diego, CA 
ICAOS 2017 ABM in Pittsburgh, PA 
NCJFCJ 80th Annual Conference in Washington, DC 
NCJFCJ - National Conference on Juvenile Justice in Coronado, CA 
NCJFCJ and OJJDP rewrite of Juvenile Delinquency Guidelines Committee 
New Mexico Children’s Law Institute in Albuquerque, NM  
Tennessee Court Services Association in Nashville, TN 

 
Additionally, the committee provided extensive training via several technology mediums to foster 
knowledge and an ongoing learning environment for those seeking information for the fiscal year 
2018 which included: 

11,971* individuals completed/reviewed ICJ On Demand modules                                            
(*JIDS 3,173 + All Others 8,798) 

585 individuals trained via 23 instructor-led WebEx training sessions 
1,288 individuals trained via intra-state trainings as reported by 20 states 
11 requests for TTA fulfilled 

 
After the 2017 Annual Meeting, the committee, reviewed the input from last year’s surveys 
collaborated to develop curriculum for the 2018 Annual Business Meeting featuring again scenario 
based instruction to better foster our focus on communication and dialog with internal and external 
stakeholders.  A panel discussion designed has added emphasis on juvenile justice reform and brings 
together great leaders from around the country to share the many wonderful and innovative 
concepts to aid the youth we serve.   
 
In closing it is the committee’s desire to serve the Commission and our community partners in 
providing the latest and best information as we advocate and communicate across various mediums 
in the coming year. 
 
 
 

Respectfully Submitted, 
 

Cathlyn Smith 
Cathlyn Smith 

Chair, ICJ Training, Education and Public Relations 
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Please note, this document is not a policy or procedure, but simply a reference to 
assist states when dealing with this type of case.  

Approved June 28, 2018

Best Practice 

 
 

“The key to success  
in these cases is 

communication and 
cooperation.” 

  



Topic: States in Transition

 

 

 

Best Practice
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          Committee Description and 2018 Membership 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 

 

HUMAN TRAFFICKING AD HOC COMMITTEE 

Chair Mia Pressley (SC)
Vice Chair Peter Sprengelmeyer (OR)



 

 
 

H U M A N  T R A F F I C K I N G  A D  H O C  
C O M M I T T E E  R E P O R T  

I n t e r s t a t e  C o m m i s s i o n  f o r  J u v e n i l e s  
 

Annual Business Meeting 
New Orleans 

September 2018 
 
 
To:   Commissioners and Designees of  the Interstate Commission for Juveniles 
 

From:  Mia Pressley, Human Trafficking Ad Hoc Committee Chair 
 Commissioner, State of South Carolina 
  

 Peter Sprengelmeyer, Human Trafficking Ad Hoc Committee Vice Chair 
 Commissioner, State of Oregon 
 

 

 
In 2018 the Ad Hoc Human Trafficking Committee began operating as an ad hoc committee, and 
no longer as a workgroup/sub-committee of the Training, Education, and Public Relations 
Committee.  Meetings were held January 18, 2018, March 15, 2018, May 10, 2018, and July 19, 2018, 
to share resources and practices used by states to address ICJ youth who are human trafficking 
victims.   
 
The Committee began the year by setting the goal of developing best practices for ICJ’s response to 
juvenile victims of human trafficking.  It was noted that the ICJ Human Trafficking Matrix had not 
been updated since its development by the workgroup in 2016.  The Committee discussed the most 
efficient way to do this and voted to submit a proposal to a law school Pro Bono Project to have the 
Matrix updated by a law student.  To date the project has not been picked up and this item will need 
to be addressed in the next fiscal year.  
 
The Committee identified the need to develop resources and conduct productive outreach to the 
state Children’s Advocacy Centers.  To address this need, the National Office developed and 
published the “Bench Card on Returns” on the behalf of the Ad Hoc Human Trafficking 
Committee.  With the help of Committee member Chris Newlin, NACAC, the fact sheet will be 
used to introduce the Commission to the Children’s Advocacy Centers and foster collaboration to 
the benefit of the youth that both groups serve. 
 
 
 
 



 

Also, in 2018, the Ad Hoc Human Trafficking Committee developed and conducted a survey to 
address how states ICJ offices are addressing human trafficking.  Next, the Committee will focus on 
using the compiled data to develop an ICJ Best Practice for working with juvenile human trafficking 
victims.    

Respectfully Submitted, 
 

Mia Pressley 
Mia Pressley 

Chair, ICJ Human Trafficking Ad Hoc Committee 
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2018 ICJ Offices Responses to Human Trafficking  
Survey Report 

Approved July 19, 2018

Overview 

In June 2018, the Human Trafficking Ad Hoc Committee surveyed ICJ members to gather 
information regarding how state ICJ office respond to human trafficking. 

Method 

SurveyMonkey was used to collect responses. On June 1, all ICJ Commissioners, Compact 
Administrators, Designees, Deputy Compact Administrators, and compact office staff were 
provided survey access via email from the ICJ National Office. The survey link was also 
distributed for four weeks in June via the “ICJ Weekly” e-newsletter to 5,183 subscribers using 
MailChimp.  

Responses  

46 individuals responded representing 39 states / territories  
Commissioners, Designees, Compact Administrators, Deputy Compact Administrators, 
and other ICJ Office staff represent 98% of responses received 

Results Summary 

Of 46 responses received, 76 percent of ICJ offices indicated that they do not maintain statistics 
on human trafficking.  Half of states estimated that their office encountered between 1 and 10 
victims of human trafficking in 2017, while nearly 21 percent estimated more than 10 victims. 

The majority of states reported participating in a local, regional, or state-level human trafficking 
task force, while 18 states reported no task force participation. ICJ Offices participate by 
attending meetings, organizing/facilitating meetings, providing training, developing 
policies/protocols, providing technical assistance, or providing victim advocacy.  

For states reporting a multi-disciplinary team (MDT) approach, most ICJ offices participate by 
discussing available services, trainings, and policy issues. Many ICJ offices also debrief on recent 
or active cases and receive human trafficking referrals.  

Nearly 60 percent of states do not have a state-implemented protocol for screening to identify 
victims of human trafficking. The remainder have either adopted state or county-level protocols. 
The majority of juveniles are screened upon entry into the either juvenile justice or child 
protection system.  The top ways that ICJ offices learn that juveniles are potential victims of 
human trafficking is through law enforcement, detention centers, other state ICJ offices, and 
social services or child abuse and neglect personnel.  

While each situation is handled on a case-by-case basis, most states report that ICJ eligible 
juveniles identified as victim of human trafficking are held in detention (46%) or at a location the 
judge deems most appropriate (41%).  Seventy-six percent (76%) of respondents indicated that 
when their state is the holding state, this population is not treated differently than a juvenile 
identified in their state with the same status.  
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Statistics .................................................................................................................................................... 3 

Policies ...................................................................................................................................................... 4 

Task Force ................................................................................................................................................. 5 

Multi-Disciplinary Team (MDT) Approach ................................................................................................ 6 

Screening ................................................................................................................................................... 7 

Holding State Practices ............................................................................................................................. 9 

More Information ................................................................................................................................... 12 
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Survey Results 

SStatistics 
This section provides information regarding states’ data collection practices.  

 
 

 

  

35 (76%)

11 (24%)

Does your ICJ office maintain human trafficking statistics?

No Yes

13%

50%

13%
8%

15%

0%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

None 1 to 10 11 to 20 More Than 20 Unsure Office Does Not
Maintain HT

Stats

Please estimate how many victims of human trafficking 
your ICJ office encountered in 2017:



4 | P a g e  
 

PPolicies 
This section provides information on states’ human trafficking policies and procedures.  

 
  

30 (65%)

16 (35%)

Has your state ICJ office developed any policies, 
procedures, or other practices related to human trafficking?

No Yes
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TTask Force 
This section following provides information on states’ involvement in human trafficking task 
forces. 

 

 
 

Please share examples of how your state ICJ office participates in task forces: 
 

Attends Meetings = 25 (74%) 
Provides Training = 9 (26%)  
Provides Technical Assistance = 7 (21%) 
Provides Victim Advocacy = 6 (18%)  
Develops Policies or Protocols = 5 (15%) 
Organizes or Facilities Meetings = 3 (9%) 

Other: 

1. I am not sure. At most we point people in the right direction for services. 
2. The state dept. under which the ICJ office is housed participates in statewide training 

and task force efforts with the state’s Bureau of Investigation. As a dept. there is 
ongoing training and awareness around human trafficking.  

3. Participation to City task force will begin in July 

 

22 (41%)

3 (6%)
10 (19%)

18 (34%)

If Your ICJ Office Participates in Task Forces, what type?

State Regional Local None
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MMulti-Disciplinary Team (MDT) Approach 
This section provides information on states’ multi-disciplinary team approaches to human 
trafficking.  

If your state utilizes a multi-disciplinary team (MDT) approach to responding to 
victims of human trafficking, the MDT does which of the following? 

Discusses services available or needed = 17 (43%) 
Discusses trainings presented or needed = 13 (33%)  
Discusses policy issues = 12 (30%) 
Our state does not utilize an MDT response to human trafficking = 11 (28%)   
Debriefs recent cases = 11 (28%)   
Discusses active cases = 10 (28%) 
Meets quarterly or at specific intervals = 10 (28%) 
Receives Human Trafficking victim referrals = 8 (20%)   
Meets as needed = 7 (18%)   
I don’t know what the MDT does = 5 (15%) 
Is coordinated by ICJ personnel = 2 (5%)   

Other: 

1. There is an MDT protocol including treatment and advocacy for victims of sex and 
forced labor exploitation.  

2. Our participation begins with a request, we provide Interstate Guidance  
3. Upon receipt of such a case, our office will use a MDT approach to receive referrals, 

discuss cases, services needed and policy 
4. Victim Advocacy Coordinator works with this aspect from the AG's office  
5. Meets Monthly  
6. Accepts and investigates referrals 
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SScreening 
This section provides information on states’ human trafficking screening practices. 
 

 
 
 

 
At what point(s) are juveniles screened for human trafficking? 

 
Upon Entry into the Juvenile Justice System = 12 (71%) 
Upon Entry into the Child Protection System = 11 (65%) 

 

Other: 

1. Youth who are suspected of victimization are referred to the MDT, screened and 
referred for services and advocacy. 

2. DJS Field Staff are all training to administer the Human Trafficking Screening Tool for 
youth suspected and/or at risk for trafficking. 

3. Upon entry into a secure or non-secure holding facility due to an out of state warrant 
4. Only in a runaway situation then there is a possibility that information is mentioned.  
5. At any point the court, Attorney General, or Agency request 

 
 
 

9 9

25

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

Yes, We Have Adopted a
Statewide Protocol

Yes, But Only Some Counties
Have Adopted Protocols

No

Has your state implemented a protocol for screening all 
juveniles for human trafficking?
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How does your ICJ office usually learn that a juvenile is a victim of human 
trafficking? 

 
Law Enforcement = 26 (63%) 
Detention Center = 24 (59%) 
Other State ICJ Office = 24 (59%)  
Social Services/Child Abuse and Neglect Personnel = 20 (48%) 
Intake/Screening Center = 16 (39%) 
Case Manager = 16 (39%) 
Shelter = 7 (17%) 
Community Service Provider = 6 (15%) 

 
Other: 

1. All of the above  
2. Our office learns from our field probation officers and or other state offices upon 

discovery.  
3. County Intake Probation Officers.  
4. Local Probation Staff 
5. Prosecutors  
6. If we did find out it would be through Juvenile Court services  
7. DJS Victims Services Coordinator as well as DHS Legal Representative(s).  
8. Juvenile self-report, parent/relative report  
9. We have staff who are actively working to find runaways as well as a new coordinator 

position within the child welfare agency specifically designated to working with 
trafficking victims. 

10. The supervisor that a runaway juvenile may be picked up and information is provided to 
the CPS division or the AG's Human Trafficking Hotline.  

11. I have not been made aware of any such case to date since my tenure began in May 
2017.  

12.  
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HHolding State Practices 
This section provides information on the practice of holding states when a juvenile is identified 
as a victim of human trafficking.  

 

 
 
 

Other: 

1. All of the above 
2. A culmination of all the options checked have occurred. Each on a case by case basis. 

Individual circumstances influence the next steps.  
3. Varies 
4. Holding method is situation dependent. 
5. It varies based on the circumstances of the case. However, most ICJ youth are held in 

secure detention. 
6. It can depend on the circumstances that the juvenile is in such as a shelter, detention, or 

a staff secured facility.  
7. Case by case basis. 
8. Home, Community, Shelter. Detention if associated juvenile offense. 
9. Determined on a case by case basis 

 
 
 
 
 
 

6

18

6

16

0
0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

18

20

Housed in a
Shelter

Held in Juvenile
Detention

Held in Staff
Secured Facility

Held at the
Location the Judge
Determines is Best

Released

When an ICJ Juvenile is identified as a victim of human 
trafficking, the juvenile is:
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Other: 

1. A runaway would be screened and referred to the MDT as a victim and would receive
the services available to all victims.

2. Medical as needed
3. Undocumented Youth recovered in the State of Maryland could potentially receive

services thru International Social Services, USA.
4. Depends on where they are placed which will determine the types of services
5. Each instance of human trafficking is handled on a case by case basis. A culmination of

all of the services listed may be given in the holding county or a referral to the
demanding state may be given through ICJ.

6. Local Intake provides services in the various counties.
7. If a specific need arises our locals will seek input to address the need as quickly as

possible.
8. The above services are all provided pending the length of stay. An investigation is always

conducted and the demanding state is notified of the incident and the investigation
continues even after the juvenile is returned.

9. Detention centers may offer visits with in-house therapists, nurses, and/or doctors.
10. Varies by county

0%

73%

60%

33%

45%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Housing Medical Mental Health Forensic Interview Victim Services

If your state is the holding state, what types of services are 
provided prior to the teturn?



11 | P a g e  
 

 
 
 
 

Other: 

1. We would only return if they were subject to the compact 
2. Yes and No. All juveniles are handled with safety and security as the number# aspect of 

all contact. However, some juveniles require more intervention than others so that 
would constitute a difference in care and/or the way a juvenile was treated. In some 
instances, being outside of the home state may limit services available to a child which 
could be construed as home state children being handled differently. 

3. As long as the juvenile's rights are not compromised. 
4. It may determine where they are held.  
5. PA cannot hold PA non-delinquent juveniles in secure detention. 
6. There is no formal mechanism to ensure that services are offered once a youth 

identified as trafficked is returned to their home state. On the other hand, we do try to 
ensure that youth from our state identified as trafficked in another state are referred to 
local agencies, at least in the more urban areas in Idaho. 

7. Ensuring proper officials/agencies are notified upon return  
8. Treated as victims, not as offenders.  
9. Our state does not typically detain local trafficking-involved youth. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

28 (76%)

9 (24%)

Among juveniles identified as human trafficking victims, are 
juveniles eligible for return under ICJ treated differently than 

those identified in their home states?

No Yes
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MMore Information 
This section provides voluntary information provided by states regarding their human trafficking 
practices. 

 

Is there anything else you would like to share regarding your ICJ office’s 
response to human trafficking or learn from other ICJ offices?  

1. We have provided training to members of the task force and have been involved in 
developing policy that includes the ICJ in response to identified victims of trafficking 
who may be under ICJ jurisdiction. We are automatically notified if a victim/runaway is 
found in our state who is from another state. That notification typically comes from our 
child protective division and/or law enforcement. 

2. Other state's protocol and interventions 
3. Compact office had previous interaction with IPATH as part of the ongoing process to 

learn more regarding human trafficking. 
4. I am looking into other internal agency protocols that may address HT in our state. 
5. We would be willing to share our process and procedures. 
6. Office of Children, Youth, and Families is currently working on a Human Trafficking 

protocol. It has not yet been finalized. 
7. How effect is the Polaris Report in tracking juveniles involved in Human Trafficking 
8. Always interested in how states develop protocol. 
9. We would like to learn more about secure but non-detention facilities other states may 

run where ICJ youth may be housed in place of detention. 
10. We detain for security reasons 

50%50%

Does your state use the ICJ human trafficking matrix 
available on the ICJ website?

Yes No



 
 

L E G A L  C O U N S E L R E P O RT
I n t e r s t a t e  C o m m i s s i o n  f o r  J u v e n i l e s

Annual Business Meeting 
New Orleans 

September 2018 
 

 

To:  Commissioners and Designees of  the Interstate Commission for Juveniles 
 

From:   Richard L. Masters, ICJ General Counsel  

General Legal Work: 
 
The General Counsel’s Office provides legal guidance to the Interstate Commission and its 
committees with respect to legal issues which arise in the conduct of their respective duties 
and responsibilities under the terms of the Compact, its Bylaws and administrative rules.  The 
provisions of the Compact specifically authorize formal legal opinions concerning the meaning 
or interpretation of the actions of the Interstate Commission which are issued through the 
Executive Director’s Office in consultation with the Office of General Counsel.  These 
advisory opinions are made available to state officials who administer the compact for 
guidance.  The General Counsel’s office also works with the Commission and its member 
states to promote consistent application of and compliance with its requirements including 
the coordination and active participation in litigation concerning its enforcement and rule-
making responsibilities. 
 
Since the last annual report, in addition to day to day advice and counsel furnished to the 
Commission’s Executive Director, the Executive Committee, the Rules Committee, and the 
Compliance Committee, the General Counsel’s Office in conjunction with the Executive 
Director issues advisory opinions concerning the interpretation and application of various 
provisions of the compact and its administrative rules and assists with informal requests for 
legal guidance from member states as well as dispute resolutions under the applicable ICJ 
Rules.  Since the 2017 Annual Business Meeting three (3) new advisory opinions have been 
issued concerning Out-of-state juveniles sentenced to incarceration (02-2017); Whether a 
sending state is required to transfer supervision of a juvenile adjudicated there for an offense 
but who resides with a parent in the receiving state who may be homeless and if so, can 
enforcement action be taken if the sending state refuses to implement the transfer (01-2018); 
and Return of a juvenile serving a sentence for a new offense in the receiving state (02-2018).  
These Advisory Opinions, as well as Legal Guidance Memoranda and White Papers are public 
record and are available at the website of the Commission.   
 



Judicial training and compact administrator training concerning the legal aspects of the 
Compact and its administrative rules is also being addressed, in part, by the General Counsel’s 
office under the auspices of the ICJ Executive Committee and Training Committee including 
the revised ICJ Bench Book earlier this year, and review of Judicial training and New 
Commissioner training materials as well as liability training modules used for the ICJ Annual 
Meeting and eventually for use in development of training modules for Web-Ex and live on 
site training for Judges.   
 
In addition, the General Counsel assisted the Compliance Committee and the Executive 
Committee in several matters pertaining to investigation, compliance, and enforcement 
responsibilities under the compact, as well as the above referenced dispute resolutions. 
Legal Guidance memoranda concerning the interpretation and application of the ICJ and ICJ 
proposed Rules have been provided concerning the Voluntary Return of Juveniles under ICJ 
Rule 6-102.  
 
Litigation Matters: 
 
While the Compliance and Executive Committees continue to exercise appropriate oversight 
concerning compact compliance, it has not yet been necessary for the Commission to become 
involved in litigation concerning enforcement of the ICJ or ICJ Rules during the period from 
the 2017 Annual Business Meeting to date. 
 
 

                                                                                              Respectfully submitted, 

                                                                                              Richard L. Masters, 
                                                                                              General Counsel     
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Annual Business Meeting 
New Orleans 

September 2018 
 
 

 

Legal Counsel Rick Masters played a key role in this year’s work to review and revise all of 
ICJ’s legal resources and develop additional materials, including:  
 

Bench Book for Judges & Court Personnel (revised – available upon request) 
Bench Card: Transfer of Supervision (revised – copy in back pocket of this binder) 
Bench Card: Return of Runaways, Probation/Parole Absconders, Escapees & Accused 
Delinquents (new – copy in back pocket of this binder) 
Toolkit for Judges (revised – online only) 
Compact Operations Quick Reference Guide (revised – copy in back pocket of this binder) 

 
Three new Legal Advisory Opinions were also published in FY18 and are included herein: 

 
Advisory Opinion 02-2017:  
Out-of-state juvenile sentenced to incarceration 
 
Advisory Opinion 01-2018: 
Is a sending state required to transfer supervision of a juvenile adjudicated there for an 
offense but who resides with a parent in the receiving state in a case where the parent 
may be homeless?   
If so, can enforcement action be taken if the sending state refuses to implement the 
transfer under the ICJ? 
 
Advisory Opinion 02-2018: Return of Juvenile Serving a Sentence for New Offense in 
a Receiving State 

 
This year, the first ever comprehensive review of all previously-issued ICJ Advisory Opinions 
was completed.  Between 2009 and 2017, ICJ published 27 Advisory Opinions to assist 
member states with interpretation of the ICJ Rules. Through the combined efforts of ICJ’s 
Legal Counsel, Executive Director, Chair, and Vice-Chair, all Advisory Opinions were 
reviewed for consistency with the current ICJ Rules (effective date: March 1, 2018).  
 



 
As a result of this review, nineteen (19) Advisory Opinions were found to be inconsistent 
with the current ICJ Rules.  Thirteen (13) were revised for consistency.  Six (6) were identified 
as “superseded” by subsequent changes to the ICJ Rules and removed from 
circulation.  Revised and superseded opinions are listed on the second page of this report.  If 
an advisory opinion is not listed, no changes were made to it.  All advisory opinions are 
available online at https://www.juvenilecompact.org/legal/advisory-opinions-at-a-glance .  

Revised Advisory Opinions (AO) 

AO 01-2010: Receiving state’s ability to sanction juveniles under ICJ Rule 5-101(1)  
AO 05-2010: Clarification for juveniles who are undocumented immigrants  
AO 03-2011: Pleas and abeyance cases for non-adjudicated juveniles  
AO 04-2011: Non-adjudicated juveniles held in secure detention for a failed supervision 
AO 01-2012: Whether the law enforcement exemptions from the provisions of 
HIPAA would apply to transfers and returns of juveniles involving non-member states 
AO 02-2012: Detention and supervision fees associated with new charges 
AO 03-2012: Whether the holding state’s laws regarding the age of majority apply 
when detaining and returning a person serving a juvenile probation or parole sentence 
that absconds or flees to avoid prosecution and has the status of an adult in the 
home/demanding state 
AO 05-2012: Whether adjudicated juvenile delinquents who are referred to residential 
treatment program in another state, but do not qualify for transfer under the ICPC, 
may be transferred under the ICJ 
AO 03-2014: Provisions for cooperative detention within ICJ 
AO 04-2014: ICJ authority in cases where approval of supervision may violate court 
orders 
AO 01-2015: ICJ authority to conduct records checks for another state on juveniles 
not subject to ICJ 
AO 02-2015: Signatures on the Form IA/VI 
AO 01-2016: Pre-adjudicated home evaluation requests 

 

Superseded/Archived Advisory Opinions (AO) 

AO 02-2010: Which rules apply according to effective date 
AO 03-2010: Rule 5-101: The sending state’s ability to “override” a denial; who has 
decision making authority to “override” a denial; and, Adam Walsh Act implications 
AO 02-2011: Determining which juveniles the new ICJ applies to 
AO 04-2012: Issuing a travel permit for a juvenile subject to a delinquency petition but 
who is not yet adjudicated 
AO 02-2014: Whether or not the term ‘sanctions’ used in Rule 5-101(3) includes 
detention time 
AO 01-2017: Demanding/Sending State’s Authority to seek return of a juvenile in 
cases where charges are pending in the Receiving/Holding State under ICJ Rule 7-103 
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E A S T  R E G I O N  R E P O R T  
I n t e r s t a t e  C o m m i s s i o n  f o r  J u v e n i l e s  

 
Annual Business Meeting 

New Orleans 
September 2018 

 
 
To:   Commissioners and Designees of  the Interstate Commission for Juveniles 
 
From:  Becki Moore, East Region Representative 
 Designee, Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
 
 
The East Region met via teleconference three times thus far in 2018 – in January, March and June.  
At these meetings, the East Region regularly received Executive Committee updates and discussed 
individual state updates.  Additionally, the East Region has discussed various topics including “state 
in transition” plans, training updates, upcoming rule amendment timelines and state council progress 
and challenges.  At the East Region meeting on March 28, 2018, Becki Moore was elected as the new 
East Region representative following former representative Maria Genca’s (CT) departure. 
 
At the 2017 Annual Business Meeting in San Diego, the East Region requested a survey be created 
and administered regarding barriers to compliance with the Rule 7-104’s NCIC requirement.  
Subsequently, a survey was created and the results led the Executive Committee to create a 
Subcommittee on Barriers to Compliance with Rule 7-104 which produced recommendations for 
additional actions by the Rules, Training and Compliance Committees. 
 
I am excited about this new opportunity to serve as the East Region representative and look forward 
to our collaborative work together both as a region and as a commission.    
 
 

Respectfully Submitted, 
 

Becki Moore 
Becki Moore 

Representative, ICJ East Region 
 



 
 

M I D W E S T  R E G I O N  R E P O R T  
I n t e r s t a t e  C o m m i s s i o n  f o r  J u v e n i l e s  

 
Annual Business Meeting 
New Orleans, Louisiana 

September 2018 
 
 
To:   Commissioners and Designees of  the Interstate Commission for Juveniles 
 
From:  Charles Frieberg, Midwest Region Representative 
 Commissioner, State of South Dakota 
 
 
The Midwest Region met three times since the last Midwest Region Report. The Region met in September 
2017, December 2017, and March, 2017. During those meetings the Midwest Region discussed various topics 
that are pertinent to the ICJ Commissioners. During the December 2017 meeting, Representative Belli 
announced that she would be stepping down as the Commissioner for Ohio and is going to become the DCA 
for the state of Oregon. With that announcement the Midwest Region then voted me, Chuck Frieberg to, 
replace Commissioner Belli as the Midwest Regions Representative. 
 
At the March meeting the Midwest Region considered a proposed rule amendment brought by Commissioner 
Frierson from IL. A proposal was presented concerning Rule 6-102. It was debated and was eventually decided 
to table the discussion until the next meeting at the Annual Business Meeting. 
 
The Midwest Region also welcomed Ohio’s new Commissioner, Nate Lawson. 
 

Respectfully Submitted, 
 

Charles Frieberg 
Charles Frieberg 

Representative, ICJ Midwest Region 
 



 
 

W E S T  R E G I O N  R E P O R T  
I n t e r s t a t e  C o m m i s s i o n  f o r  J u v e n i l e s  

 
Annual Business Meeting 
New Orleans, Louisiana 

September 2018 
 
 
To:   Commissioners and Designees of  the Interstate Commission for Juveniles 
 
From:  Dale Dodd, West Region Representative 
 Commissioner, State of New Mexico 
 
 
The West Region met face-to-face at the 2017 Annual Business Meeting in San Diego. In 2018, three 
telephonic meetings were conducted in the months of January, March, and June.  
 
In addition to discussing regional issues, states shared updates on staffing changes and state training 
initiatives. Other topics of discussion included the States in Transition document, rule proposals for 
2019, and staff recognition and leadership award nominations.  
                 
The West Region welcomed new commissioners or designees in Idaho, Nevada, Oregon, and Utah.  
               
 
 

Respectfully Submitted, 
 

Dale Dodd 
Dale Dodd 

Representative, ICJ West Region 
 



 

Annual Business Meeting 
New Orleans 

September 2018 
 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
 

The recipient of this award exhibits outstanding leadership skills and dedication to the Interstate 
Commission for Juveniles through extraordinary service. This individual is a Commissioner, 
Designee, Compact Administrator, Deputy Compact Administrator, or compact coordinator who: 

1. Promotes the mission, vision, and values of the Interstate Commission for Juveniles; 
2. Demonstrates expertise in the successful movement of juveniles; 
3. Actively supports the Interstate Commission for Juveniles by attending meetings, holding 

offices, and faithfully carrying out designated duties;  
4. Has over two years of devoted service to the administration of the Interstate Commission 

for Juveniles; 
5. Collaborates and communicates effectively with other Compact professionals; 
6. Uses strategies for ensuring public safety; and 
7. Suggests innovative policies or procedures to improve Interstate Compact operations. 

 

Past Recipients: 

2017 – Cathlyn Smith, Commissioner, Tennessee 

2016 – Mia Pressley, Commissioner, South Carolina 

2015 – Anne Connor, Commissioner, Nevada  

Date XXXXXX



 

Annual Business Meeting 
New Orleans 

September 2018 
 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
 

The Commission believes in recognizing individuals doing the day-to-day work of the 
Compact who surpass expectations to provide assistance.  The following individuals were 
nominated for going above and beyond the general call of duty to reach a conclusion or 
solution that best serves public safety.     

Jen Baer, Compact Office Staff (ID) 
 

Angela Bridgewater, Commissioner (LA) 
 

Tracy Cassell, Deputy Compact Administrator (GA) 
 

Abbie Christian, Deputy Compact Administrator (NE) 
 

Corrie Copeland, Deputy Compact Administrator (TN) 
 

Roberta Eitner, Deputy Probation Officer (CA) 
 

Destiny Hernandez, Interstate Coordinator (NV) 
 

Austin A. Hunter, Detention Officer (WY) 
 

Gladys Olivares, Deputy Compact Administrator (NV) 
 

John Pacheco, Probation Officer (NM) 
 

Natalie Primak, Compact Administrator (PA) 
 

Brandon Schimelpfenig, ICJ Coordinator (WY) 
 

Joy Swantz, Deputy Compact Administrator (WI)  

Date XXXXXX





















    2018 Annual Business Meeting Attendees 

ALABAMA 

 
Patrick “Pat” 
Pendergast 
Voting Designee 
 

  

ALASKA 
Barbara Murray 
Commissioner 

 
Ellen  
Hackenmeuller 

 

 
ARIZONA 
 

 
John Crabtree 
Voting Designee 

 
 Daniel  
Horacek 

 

 
 

ARKANSAS 
 

 
Judy Miller 
Voting Designee 
 

  

 
CALIFORNIA 
 
 

 
Tony DeJesus 
Voting Designee 
Technology Committee Chair 

 
 
 

 
 

COLORADO 
 

 
Summer Foxworth 
Commissioner 
 

  

 
 

CONNECTICUT
 

 
Tasha Hunt 
Commissioner  
 

 
Jason  
Criscio 

 

 
 

DELAWARE 
 

 
Francis Casey 
Voting Designee 

  

DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 

 
Bruce Wright                           
Commissioner                          

 
Jefferson  
Regis 
 

 
Charles 
Akenboyewa 

 
 

FLORIDA 
 

 
                  Agnes Denson 
                  Commissioner 

 
Tracy Bradley 
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GEORGIA 
Avery Niles 
Commissioner 

Tracy 
Cassell 

Catina  
Martin-Fenner 

HAWAII 
Nathan Foo 
Commissioner 

IDAHO 
Anne Connor 
Voting Designee 
Commission Chair 

Jen 
Baer 

ILLINOIS 
Tomiko Frierson 
Commissioner 

INDIANA 
Jane Seigel 
Commissioner 

Justin 
Forkner 

Nita 
Wright 

 

IOWA 
MaryLou Clefisch 
Voting Designee 

KANSAS 
Jeff Cowger 
Commissioner 
Finance & Special 
Projects A  Hoc Chair 

KENTUCKY 
Anna Butler 
Voting Designee 

 

LOUISIANA 
Host State 

Angela Bridgewater 
Commissioner 

Yolanda 
Latimer 

Kimberly  
Dickerson 

 

MAINE 
Galan Williamson 
Commissioner 

Roy 
Curtis 

MARYLAND 
Sherry Jones 
Commissioner 
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MASSACHUSETTS 
 

 
Rebecca Moore 
Designee
East Region 
Representative 

 
 
 

 
 

MICHIGAN 
 

 
 
Michael Tymkew 
Voting Designee 
 

 
 

 
 

MINNESOTA 
 

 
Tracy Hudrlik          
Commissioner 

          
Adam 
Novontny 

 
 

MISSISSIPPI 
 

 
John Davis 
Commissioner 
 
 
 

 
Maxine  
Baggett 

 
 
Ted  
DiBiase 

 
 

MISSOURI 
 

 
Julie Hawkins 
Commissioner 

 

 
 

MONTANA 
 

 
Cindy McKenzie 
Commissioner 

 
 

 
 

NEBRASKA 
 

 
Jacey Rader 
Commissioner 
Compliance Committee Chair 

 
 
Abbie  
Christian 

 

 

NEVADA 
 

 
David Laity 
Commissioner 

 
Gladys 
Olivares 

 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 
 

 
Pamela Leonard 
Commissioner 

 
Caitlyn 
Bickford 

 

 
NEW JERSEY 
 

 
Kevin Brown 
Commissioner 

 
Candice Alfonso 
 

 

 
NEW MEXICO 
 

 
Dale Dodd 
Commissioner 
West Region  
Representative 

John Pacheco 
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NEW YORK 
Francesco Bianco 
Voting Designee 

Kelly 
Palmateer 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Traci Marchand
Commissioner 
Immediate Past Chair 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Lisa Bjergaard 
Commissioner 

Jessica 
Wald 

OHIO 
Nathan Lawson  
Commissioner 
Midwest Region 
Representative 

OKLAHOMA 
Robert Hendryx 
Voting Designee 

OREGON
Peter Sprengelmeyer 
Commissioner 
Treasurer 

Nina 
Belli 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Wendy Lautsbaugh 
Commissioner

RHODE ISLAND 
JoAnn Niksa 
Voting Designee 

SOUTH 
CAROLINA 

  

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Charles Frieberg 
Commissioner 
Midwest Region 
Representative 

TENNESSEE 
Cathlyn Smith 
Commissioner 
Training Committee Chair 

Corrie 
Copeland 
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TEXAS 
Daryl Liedecke 
Commissioner 

UTAH 
Dawn Marie Rubio 
Commissioner 

Raymundo 
Gallardo 

VERMONT 
Barbara Joyal 
Commissioner 

Patricia “Trissie” 
Casanova 

VIRGINIA 
Natalie Dalton 
Commissioner 
Vice Chair 

VIRGIN ISLANDS 
Eavey-Monique James 
Commissioner       

Vaughn 
Walwyn 

WASHINGTON 
Jedd Pelander 
Commissioner 

Dawn 
Bailey 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Stephanie Bond 
Commissioner 

WISCONSIN 
Casey Gerber 
Commissioner 

WYOMING 
Gary Hartman 
Commissioner 
Rules Committee Chair 

Randall 
Wagner



    2018 Annual Business Meeting Attendees

ICJ NATIONAL OFFICE 

MaryLee Underwood 
Executive Director 

Emma Goode 
Training and Administrative 
Specialist

Jennifer Adkins 
Project Manager

Leslie Anderson 
Administrative and Logistics Coordinator 

Richard L. Masters – ICJ Legal Counsel 

EX OFFICIOS 

AAICPC  
Association of Administrators of the Interstate 
Compact on the Placement of Children 

Bruce Rudberg Carla Fults 

Justice Solutions 
Trudy Gregorie 
Victims 
Representative 

CJCA 
Council of Juvenile Correctional 
Administration

NCJFCJ 
National Council of Juvenile and 
Family Court Judges 

Judge John Romero 

NPJS 
National Partnership for Juvenile Services 

Steven 
Jett 

NRS 
National Runaway Safeline 

Maureen 
Blaha 

Ellyn 
Toney 



New & Updated Resources 

In 2018, the Interstate Commission for Juveniles conducted an extensive 
review of published resources.  Both printed and web-based materials 
were updated to reflect recently revised ICJ Rules (effective March 1, 
2018).  New resources were developed to help address the needs of 
state ICJ offices, judges, and others working to implement the Compact throughout the U.S. 
The ICJ website was also redesigned, with a focus on increased accessibility. 

Materials are available at wwww.juvenilecompact.org.  To request printed copies, contact the ICJ 
National Office at 859-721-1062 or ICJAdmin@juvenilecompact.org.  

Judicial/Legal Resources (New and Revised) 

Bench Book for Judges & Court Personnel (revised) 

Bench Card: Transfer of Supervision (revised) 

Bench Card: Return of Runaways, Probation/Parole Absconders, Escapees & Accused 
Delinquents (new) 

Toolkit for Judges (revised – online only) 

Compact Operations Quick Reference Guide (revised) 

State ICJ Office Resources (New and Revised) 

Toolkit on State Councils for Interstate Juvenile Supervision (new – online only) 

Online State Council Reporting Template (new) 

Developing a State Council: Tips & Tactics for the First Year (new) 

Operating a State Council: Ongoing Tips & Tactics (new) 

ICJ Rule Proposal Guide (new) 

Best Practice: Return of a Juvenile Serving a Correctional Sentence in Another State (new) 

Best Practice: States in Transition (revised) 



 

Training Materials (New & Revised) 

 

ICJ Rules Training [2-day instructor lead and On Demand modules] (revised) 

2018 ICJ Rules Amendments Training [instructor lead and On Demand modules] (new) 

JIDS Train-the Trainer (new) 

State Council Training (revised) 

Going Home: Collaboration is Key to Ensuring the Safe Return of Human Trafficking 
Victims (revised) 

ICJ: A Recommended Approach to Handling Juvenile Victims of Human Trafficking (new) 

ICJ: What it Means for Runaway Youth [webinar presented in conjunction with Coalition 
for Juvenile Justice] 

Youth REACT when Community & Compacts INTERACT: Interstate Compact on the 
Placement of Children (ICPC) and Interstate Compact for Juveniles (ICJ) [new, produced in 
collaboration with AAICPC] 

JIDS for Kids: Tracking Interstate Movement with the Juvenile Interstate Data System 
(new) 

ICJ: Issues for Judges, Prosecutors & Defense Attorneys (revised) 

ICJ 101: Runaways, Returns & More (new) 

 

ICJ Policies (New & Amended) 

 

Administrative Policy 06-2009 “Travel Reimbursement” (amended) 

Administrative Policy 01-2012 “National Office Records Retention” (amended) 

Compliance Policy 02-2014 “Performance Measurement Policy & Standards” (amended) 

Compliance Policy 02-2017 “Sanctioning Guidelines” (new) 



New Advisory Opinions 

AO 02-2017 Out-of-state juvenile sentenced to incarceration 

AO 01-2018 Is a sending state required to transfer supervision of a juvenile 
adjudicated there for an offense but who resides with a parent in the 
receiving state in a case where the parent may be homeless?  If so, can 
enforcement action be taken if the sending state refuses to implement 
the transfer under the ICJ? 

AO 02-2018 Return of Juvenile Serving a Sentence for New Offense in a Receiving 
State 

Revised Advisory Opinions* 

AO 01-2010 Receiving state’s ability to sanction juveniles under ICJ Rule 5-101(1) 

AO 05-2010 Clarification for juveniles who are undocumented immigrants 

AO 03-2011 Pleas and abeyance cases for non-adjudicated juveniles 

AO 04-2011 Non-adjudicated juveniles held in secure detention for a failed 
supervision 

AO 01-2012 Whether the law enforcement exemptions from the provisions of HIPAA 
would apply to transfers and returns of juveniles involving non-member 
states 

AO 02-2012 Detention and supervision fees associated with new charges 

AO 03-2012 Whether the holding state’s laws regarding the age of majority apply 
when detaining and returning a person serving a juvenile probation or 
parole sentence that absconds or flees to avoid prosecution and has the 
status of an adult in the home/demanding state  



 

Revised Advisory Opinions, cont.* 
 

AO 05-2012 Whether adjudicated juvenile delinquents who are referred to residential 
treatment program in another state, but do not qualify for transfer under 
the ICPC, may be transferred under the ICJ 

AO 03-2014 Provisions for cooperative detention within ICJ 

AO 04-2014 ICJ authority in cases where approval of supervision may violate court 
orders 

AO 01-2015 ICJ authority to conduct records checks for another state on juveniles not 
subject to ICJ 

AO 02-2015 Signatures on the Form IA/VI 

AO 01-2016 Pre-adjudicated home evaluation requests 

 

Superseded/Archived Advisory Opinions* 
 

AO 02-2010 Which rules apply according to effective date 

AO 03-2010  Rule 5-101: The sending state’s ability to “override” a denial; who has 
decision making authority to “override” a denial; and, Adam Walsh Act 
implications 

AO 02-2011 Determining which juveniles the new ICJ applies to 

AO 04-2012 Issuing a travel permit for a juvenile subject to a delinquency petition but 
who is not yet adjudicated 

AO 02-2014 Whether or not the term ‘sanctions’ used in Rule 5-101(3) includes 
detention time. 

AO 01-2017 Demanding/Sending State’s Authority to seek return of a juvenile in 
cases where charges are pending in the Receiving/Holding State under 
ICJ Rule 7-103 

*If an Advisory Opinion is not listed, it was not revised or superseded.  
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