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PREFACE

This report represents the results of a nine-month evaluation,
beginning in August 1982, of the involuntary civil commitment process in
Milwaukee County, Wisconsin. Recognizing that the debate about how
society should handle its mentally ill, helpless, and potentially
dangerous individuals, is well over 100 years old, that resolution of the
problem hardly seems imminent, and that law and practice are never
entirely parallel and sometimes not even consistent, this report
emphasizes the actual procedures and practices of mental health-legal
personnel who participate in involuntary civil commitment proceedings.
The goal is to provide practical information, based on both theory and
practice, to make the involuntary civil commitment process in Milwaukee
County work as fairly, efficiently, and economically as it can.

In this preface we make two types of acknowledgements. Both should
assist the reader in evaluating the scope and cogency of ocur conclusions
and recommendations. The first is an acknowledgement of the limitations
of this report. The second is an acknowledgement of the host of
individuals and groups who assisted us in completing this report and the
evaluation upon which it is based.

This report relates only to the involuntary civil commitment of
mentally ill adults. It is not meant to be accurate with reference to
minors, prisomers, mentally retarded or developmentally disabled persons,
alcohol or drug dependent persoms, or ''sexual offenders" who are alleged
to be mentally ill. Some of the report, of course, has obvious relevance
to these special populations of people. These populations are subject to
special considerations, however, that seriously qualify this report's
applicability to them. Also, it should be clear that this report appliies
only to the process of involuntary civil commitment in Milwaukee County.
It is not meant to apply directly to any other parts of Wisconsin. Some
parts of the report certainly will generalize beyond Milwaukee County,
but generalizations to areas outside of the county must be considered by
the reader as fortuitous and not as the specific intention of the
authors.

Many references are made in this report to sections of Wisconsin's
State Mental Health Act (Wis. Stat. Ann., Chapter 51). The report is not
intended as a law review, however. 1t is aimed primarily at an audience
of practitioners and policy makers--mental health and social services
personnel, judges, commissioners, attorneys and others involved in the
involuntary civil commitment process in Milwaukee County.

Interpretations of the State Mental Health Act and case law presented in
this report should not be taken as authoritative, whether presented as
the interpretation of the authors or of other commentators.

Neither is this report to be taken as a scholarly analysis of broad
issues in mental health and the law. It contains relatively few
citations to professional literature, although an enormous literature
exists that is relevant to this area. To adequately cite the
professional literature as it relates to the manifold aspects of this
report would have been an enormous task that would have increased the
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bulk of this report significantly. The obvicus debt to the scholarly
work of others in this field is readily acknowleged, however, and will be
easy to identify in the pages that follow. No pretense is made that the
philosophical and technical ideas raised in this volume are original, and
apologies are made to the numerocus commentators in Milwaukee County and
throughout the country to whom no direct credit is given in the text.

The data upon which this report is based were gathered by the
authors from July 1982 to April 1983. Except where specifically noted in
the text, the report is accurate up to the time the last data were
gathered. Late in February, a "review draft" of this report was sent to
those people in Milwaukee County and other parts of Wisconsin who
participated directly or indirectly in the study. The authors received
review comments in the form of reports from the Task Force on Human
Services and the Law and its Subcommittee on Involuntary Commitment
Study,l a dozen persomal letters from individuals in Wiscomnsin (some of
whom represented the views of agencies and reflected the input from staff
members of those agencies), and numerous personal telephome calls to the
authors. Finally, the authors received review comments during a meeting
of the Subcommittee om April 13, 1983, a meeting of the Combined
Community Services Board on April 14, 1983, and numerous interviews with
members of the mental health-legal community in Milwaukee conducted in
connection with another project.

Some of the recommendations appearing in the "review draft" were
wholly or partially implemented between the time of our field research
and the preparation of the final report, either directly in response to
the recommendations or coincidental to them. Although we have amended
and revised many of these recommendations, we have not deleted them for
two reasons. First, one sign of change im the involuntary civil
commitment procedures in Milwaukee County is the rapidity with which and
the extent to which this report becomes outdated. The number of
recommendations comtained in this report that may have in fact been

lrTask Force on Human Services and the Law. Minutes of Meeting, March
24, 1983, The Planning Council for Mental Health and Social Services,
Inc., Milwaukes, Wisconsin; Lane, L. Report of Subcommitte on
Involuntary Civil Commitment study. Memorandum to Task Force on Human
Services and the Law. The Planning Council for Mental Health and Social
Services, Inc., Milwaukee, Wisconsin, March, 22, 1983.

2During the week of April 11, 1983, the authors began field work in
Milwaukee County as part of the Least Restrictive Alternative Project.
The purpose of this l8-month project, funded by the U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services, is to develop a model program for coordinating
the effective application of community resources for less restrictive
alternatives to involuntary hospitalization in the treatment and care of
mentally ill, elderly, and disabled persons. Preliminary to the
development of the model program, project staff will assess how
commitment courts in Tucson, Los Angeles, Milwaukee, New York City,
Chicago, Kansas City, and Williamsburg (Virginia) use community resources
in applying the "least restrictive alternative' doctrine.
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impiemented in the last six months may be a useful gauge for assessing
the impact of this report. In performing evaluations and policy
analysis, and in making recommendations for change, one implicitly hopes
that a report soon will be out of date. It seems that the longer
something remains unchanged, the longer a report addressing it remains
accurate and the greater the evidence that the report had no impact. We
hope, therefore, that this report will soon be outdated. Second, since
we did not directly observe and evaluate the implementation of any
recommendations, the omission of any recommendations in this final report
would make the assumption that full implementation has indeed occurred.
We do not wish to make this assumption.

This final report is not without flaws. We conscientiously have
tried to accommodate the views expressed by all participants in the
evaluation and by reviewers of the ''review draft" of this report, whether
or not we shared those views. However, we may have inadvertantly
misrepresented or omitted some of these views. Although we sincerely
hope that the extensive review comments that have been taken into account
in the preparation of the final report have minimized these
misrepresentations and omissions, we take full respomsibility for the
content of this report and apologize for any errors that it may contain.

There are many individuals and groups to whom we are indebted
for making this report possible. Without them, the evaluation upon which
this report is based would not have been done. By naming these
individuals and groups we intend not only to acknowledge our debt to
them, but also to identify in a general way the major source of our
information about the involuntary civil commitment system in Milwaukee
County. Although this report has clearly benefited from their
contributions and although we sincerely hope that they find agreement
with much of what is contained in it, their endorsement of any portion of
this report should not be assumed.

A special debt of gratitude is owed Mrs. Helaine Lane, Senior
Planner, The Planning Council for Mental Health and Social Services, for
her strong support of the project from beginning to end, and for her
assistance, both practical and spiritual. A special thanks is also
extended to Dr. Esther Howard and her colleagues of the Alliance for the
Mentally Ill of Greater Milwaukee. Without Dr. Howard's willingness to
act on her belief that this evaluation should be conducted, and her
persistence over a period of more than two years, it would never have
happened. Finally, we express our deep appreciation to Supervisor Penny
E. Poddell and Ms. Janie Lichter, Legislative Research Analyst, of the
Milwaukee County Board of Supervisors, whose enthusiasm for the idea of
this evaluation and whose hard work on its behalf successfully marshalled
the local support necessary to make it a reality.

A special advisory group, the Subcommittee on Involuntarcy
Commitment Study, composed of members of the Task Force on Human Services
and the Law, proved to be an extraordinarily informed group of
individuals from whom we received invaluable substantive guidance. The
Subcommittee helped us define the parameters of the evaluation and the
critical study questions, sharpen the goals of the evaluation, and gain



access to many sources of information that we otherwise would have been

unable to access. They made it clear that this evaluation was important
to them by their unwavering support and assistance.

The names and
affiliations of Subcommittee members appear below:

JEFF AIKENS, Milwaukee County Institutions and Departments
GERALD G. BARRETT, Chief, St. Francis Police Department (Chairman)
WALTER XAVIER BROWN, Chairman, Task Force on Human Services and the Law

WILLIAM CROWLEY, Director of the Department of Forensic Psychiatry,
Milwaukee County Mental Health Center

ALEXANDER P. DURTKA, JR., Executive Director, Mental Health
Association in Milwaukee County

GARDNER FRIEDLANDER, Chairman, Special Advisory Committee to Combined
Community Services Board

ESTHER HOWARD, Alliance for the Mentally Ill of Greater Milwaukee

HERMAN B. JOHN, Deputy District Attorney, Milwaukee County Office of
District Attorney

HELAINE LANE, Senior Planner, Planning Council for Mental Health and
Social Services, Inc.

KEITH LANG, Bureau of Mental Health, State of Wisconsin
ROSALYN LIBMAN, Alliance for the Mentally Ill of Greater Milwaukee

JAMES A. MARKS, Executive Director, Planning Council for Mental Health
and Social Services, Inc.

ROBERT A. MCKNIGHT, Principal Assistant Corporation Counsel, Milwaukee
County Office of Corporation Counsel

BOB SAYNOR, Wisconsin Correctional Service
MARY SHELLEY, Coordinator, Protective Service Management Team

THOMAS WINSLOW, Chief, State Fair Park Police

THOMAS K. ZANDER, Executive Director, Legal Aid Society of Milwaukee, Inc.
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During the conduct of our evaluation of the involuntary civil
commitment system in Milwaukee County, many other individuals helped
explain and demonstrate the workings of the system. Some of these people
must go unnamed -— the patients, secretaries, clerks, family members, and
others who simply acted naturally and allowed us to observe as they
played their parts in the system. Individuals who generously gave of
their time for persomnal and group interviews, who contributed indirectly
through their writings, and who offered constructive comments and
suggestions after reviewing an earlier draft of this report include:
Ellen Abrams, Mental Health Association in Milwaukee County; Bruce Berg,
Mental Health Emergency Service; Joseph F. Bird, Psychiatic Emergency
Service; Harold A. Breier, City of Milwaukee Police Department; Richard
Brock, Circuit Court, Probate Division; Julie T. Carpenter, The Milwaukee
Foundation; Barbara Cassius, Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex; John
Easterday, Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex; David Felger,
Milwaukee City Attorney's 0ffice; John Galanis, The Milwaukee Foundation
Board; John C. Geilfuss, The Milwaukee Foundation Board; Richard P.
Gerhardstein, Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex; Paul Harris,
Division of Community Services; Robert E. Holtz, University of Wisconsin
Law School; Andrew W. Kane; Marjorie Kelly, Milwaukee Bureau of Community
Correction; Robert R. Knoll, Register in Probate; Raymond S. Koziol,
Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex; Fred Linder, Office on Aging;
Franklin Lotter, House of Corrections; Victor Manian, Chief Judge, First
Judicial District; Bonnie Martin, Crisis Intervention Service; Paul
Matthews, Milwaukee County Board of Supervisors; Byron A. McBride; Robert
J. Miech, Circuit Judge; Barbara Nealon, Milaukee County Mental Health
Complex; Eugene Paykel, Department of Social Services; Robert
Pietrykowski, Planning Council for Mental Health and Social Services,
Inc.; Robert W. Pledl, Office of State Pubic Defender; William J.
Shaughnessy, Judge, First Judicial Circuit; Bruce Schmidt, Crisis
Intervention Service; John Siefert, Municipal Court Branch 2; Barbara
Simmons, Combined Community Services Board; Patrick Sloan, Milwaukee
County Mental Health Complex; Stuart Spielman, Office of State Public
Defender; John Sternweiss, Office of State Public Defender; Leslie
Taylor, Milwaukee County Institutions and Departments; Darold A.
Treffert; James W. Wayner, Milwaukee County Institutions and Departments;
Marilyn Walczak, Wisconsin Correctional Service; Charlie Worzella,
Wisconsin Correctional Service; Leonard W. Ziolkowski, Police Academy and
Special Services, City of Milwaukee. We apologize to any individuals
whom we have inadvertantly neglected to acknowledge-—your contributions
are much appreciated.
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AN EVALUATION OF INVOLUNTARY CIVIL COMMITMENT
IN MILWAUKEE COUNTY

FINAL REPORT

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Involuntary civil commitment is the legal and psychosocial
process whereby an individual alleged to be mentally disordered and
dangerous is restrained, cared for, and treated against his or her will,
presumably for his or her own good or the good of others. This process
has engendered considerable public interest, intense public scrutiny, and
heated debate among those in the mental health-legal community in
Milwaukee County. Some observers in Milwaukee County have expressed the
concern that the views of the various interest groups are so polarized
that a balancing of interests and compromise aimed at improving the
involuntary civil commitment process is unlikely.

In early July 1982, amid this controversy, Milwaukee's Planning
Council for Mental Health and Social Services, Inc. commissioned the
Institute for Mental Disability and the Law, National Center for State
Courts, of Williamsburg, Virginia to evaluate the involuntary civil
commitment process and provide recommendations for solving existing
problems and improving the civil commitment process in Milwaukee County.
The hope was that the Institute, as an unbiased organization outside of
the controversy, might provide the objective view to channel the energies
of the polarized groups in Milwaukee County toward compromise,
collaboration, and cooperation. This is a summary of recommendations

made in the report of that evaluation which began in August 1982 and
ended in April 1983.

The topic headings below approximate the chapter headings in the
full report. However, for the sake of convenience, the presentation of
this summary of recommendations differs from the format of the full
report. Some topic headings are unique to this summary and the
recommendations under each heading may not be in the chronological order
in which they appear in the full text, although each recommendation is
numbered as it is in the full report. The page where each recommendation
appears in the full report is noted in parentheses following the
recommendation in this summary. The reader is encouraged to refer to the
full report for complete explanation of each recommendation. Out of
context and without supporting commentary, recommendations may be
misleading.

Initiating Involuntary Civil Commitment

1. Emergency detention authority under Section 51.15 of the
State Mental Health Act should be extended beyond law
enforcement officers to a limited and controlled number of
designated county officials.(17)
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(1) The Milwaukee County Institutions and Departments, in
conjunction with law enforcement agencies in Milwaukee
County, should develop a consistent method for medical
examination and clearance of all Chapter 31 emergency and
non—emergency detainees before their admittance to Ward
53B. (2) The method(s) developed should not place undue
procedural or fiscal burdens on the Milwaukee County
Medical Complex, the Milwaukee County Mental Health Center,
or law enforcement agencies in Milwaukee County responsible
for transporting persons subject to either emergency
detention (51.15) or non-emergency detention {(51.20). (3)
Any change in procedure should be reflected in the
policies, staff orientation and training, and operations
manuals of effected agencies or units thereof.(26)

Police officers should rely on the expertise of Crisis
Intervention Service mental health counselors and give
great welght to their recommendations about emergency
detention under the "basic needs" commitment criterion (the
fourth standard).(31)

(1) In appropriate cases, facility treatment directors, or
their designees, should increase their exercise of the
discretionary power provided in Section 51.10(5)(c) to
initiate civil commitment proceedings against voluntary
patients requesting discharge against medical advice. (2)
The Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex should conduct
inservice training to familiarize facility directors and
their designees in the procedures and comnsequences of
initiating involuntary commitment proceedings against
voluntary patients requesting discharge against medical
advice.(35)

(1) Whenever a social worker of the Wisconsin Correctional
Service determines that an arrestee meets Chapter 51
commitment criteria, he or she should recommend at the
charging conference that commitment proceedings be
initiated and that the district attormey defer charging the
arrestee. The social worker should then initiate a
three-party petition and should seek a detention order.

(2) In determining whether to charge an-arrestee or to
permit commitment proceedings to be initiated, the district
attorney should give great weight to the social worker's
recommendations to pursue civil commitment. (3) In cases
where the District Attorney's Office seeks civil commitment
of an arrestee, the petitioning process should be
expedited. The Protective Services Management Team and
Corporation Counsel should forego their customary
interviews and screenings of petitioners, and facilitate
the issuance of a court order to detain the person pursuant
to Section 51.20 non-emergency coumitment. (4) Whenever
the District Attorney's office initiates a three-party
petition and advises Corporation Counsel that involuntary
hospitalization is the least restrictive treatment
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alternative appropriate for the particular arrestee,
Corporation Counsel should give great weight to this advice
and accept a stipulated settlement only if the examiners
appointed pursuant to Section 51.20(9) communicate serious
doubts that commitment criteria are met.(39)

The Planning Council for Mental Health and Social Services
and the Task Force on Human Services and the Law, 1in
conjunction with the municipal courts and the City
Attorney's Office, should actively explore altermative
methods by which the municipal courts might divert mentally
ill defendants to mental health care and treatment. These
organizations should encourage the uniform implementation
of the altermative which they determine to be the most
effective, understandable, and controllable.(43)

Hospital Admission and Detention Procedures

7'

To the extent that short—term treatment can be provided to
respondents prior to final commitment hearings, and in
accordance with Section 51.61(1)(g) and (h) of the State
Mental Health Act, respondents in Ward 53B of the Milwaukee
County Mental Health Complex should be provided with prompt
and adequate treatment appropriate for their conditions,
including all available psychological, educatiomal, social,
chemical, or somatic techniques designed to bring about
rehabilitation.(61)

(1) Staff of Ward 53B of the Milwaukee County Mental Health
Complex should, in accordance with Section 51.61(1)(g) and
(h), override a patient's refusal of treatment in clearly
defined emergencies. (2) Ward 53B should have a written
policy covering emergency situations in which patients are
treated without their informed consent. This policy should
be consistent with the written policy governing the use of
restraint and isolation required by Section 51.61(1)(i) of
the State Mental Health Act. (3) The procedures for
emergency treatment of nonconsenting patients should not be
so onerous and complex as to compromise needed emergency

mental health intervention, but should be simple and
efficient.(64)

(1) When a patient refuses treatment in non-emergency
situations, and when the refused treatment is in the best
interest of the patient, Ward 533 staff should, in
accordance with Section 51.61(1)(g) and (h), seek a court
order permitting treatment without a patient's informed
consent. (2) The procedures for securing a court order
permitting treatment without the patient’s informed consent
should not be so complex or onerous that they compromise
needed treatment, but should be simple and efficient.(65)
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10.

ll.

Ward 53B staff who conduct the initial mental health
evaluation of persons brought to Ward 53B following an
emergency detention by law enforcement officers should
include in the opening precautionary statement to such
persons a notification of the right to remain silent during
the interview.(69)

Before accepting a person subject to an emergency detention
as a voluntary patient, Ward 53B staff should carefully
explain to the person the rights and obligations arising
from voluntary status. This explanation should include
notice that although the person has a right to leave the
hospital upon submission of a written request to the staff,
the person may, nevertheless, be further detained if the
treatment director, or his or her designee, files a
statement of emergency detentiom.(70)

Negotiations and Settlements of Cases Prior to Judicial Hearing

12.

13.

(1) The mental health-legal community in Milwaukee County
should give their support to the general process of the
negotiation and settlement of appropriate involuntary civil
commitment cases. (2) The following improvements of the
process should be made: (a) information obtained from
petitioners and families of respondents should be
considered in every negotiated settlement; (b) proposals
for negotiated settlements and court-ordered voluntary
(COV) agreements should be evaluated more thoroughly, first
by corporation counsel, and then by the court; corporation
counsel should be provided adequate resources for this
purpose; (c) policies and procedures should be developed
for monitoring compliance, and responding to cases of
noncompliance, with the terms and conditions of negotiated
settlements and court-ordered voluntary (COV) agreements;
and (d) a system should be established so that current
information is readily accessible about community-based,
less restrictive facilities and programs and their
willingness and capacity to accept involuntary civil
commitment cases diverted from inpatient
hospitalization.{(76)

(1) A comprehensive guide to mental health resources in
Milwaukee County should be prepared for use by members of
the mental health—legal community in Milwaukee County who
are involved in the involuntary civil commitment process.
(2) This guide should be designed to further the
application of the least restrictive alternative doctrine
and should include the following informatiom: (a) a
complete listing of public, private, non-profit, and
voluntary resources, and their locations, serving mentally
ill persons; (b) a short description of the type of
services offered by each resource listed; (c) a brief
history of services, if any, provided to persons involved
in involuntary civil commitment proceedings; and (d) the
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service capacity of each resource including: (i) staff,
(ii) bed capacity, and (iii) fiscal arrangements for
clients. (3) The guide should be updated regularly by the
Planning Council for Mental Health Services, the Mental
Health Association in Milwaukee County, or some other
appropriate agency or agencies.(78)

Probable Cause Hearing

14,

15.

16.

(1) Ward 53B staff and attorneys before all probable cause
hearings should ask respondents if they wish to wear their
own clothes at the probable cause hearing. (2) If the
respondent wishes to wear street clothes but has no
personal clothes to wear, Ward 53B staff should endeavor to
secure appropriate street clothing for the respondent.(82)

Ward 53B visiting hours should be modified to allow
respondents to meet with their family members and friends
at the conclusion of the probable cause hearing.(82)

Within the framework of the State Mental Health Act
probable cause hearing requirements, members of the mental
health-legal community in Milwaukee County should strive to
achieve a proper, acceptable balance among the complex and
competing interests of the respondent, the family, and the
state in involuntary civil commitment proceedings.
Legislative reform to change the probable cause hearing

requirements in Wisconsin is not recommended at this
time.(85)

Patients' Compliance with Terms of Least Restrictive Alternative

23.

(1) Whenever corporation counsel determines that a
respondent may be a proper subject for involuntary
treatment less restrictive than hospitalization, yet the
respondent may (or is likely to) fail to comply with the
terms of a stipulated settlement, corporation counsel
should refuse to settle and should proceed to the probable
cause hearing. (2) Following a finding of probable cause,
if the commissioner presiding at the probable cause hearing
determines that treatment less restrictive than
hospitalization is appropriate, the commissioner should
consider releasing the respondent on the condition that he
or she accepts and complies with treatment while the final
commitment hearing is pending. (3) The conditional release
order should clearly set forth: (a) that probable cause to
believe that the respondent is a fit subject for commitment
has been found, (b) the types of services and treatment to
be provided, including whether the services and treatment
are to be provided on an inpatient or outpatient basis, (c)
the facility, clinic, or mental health professional which
is to provide the services or treatment, (d) that the
respondent has been released provided that he or she
complies with the conditions of the release, (e) that the



CCSB social worker (or some other '"meutral" social worker)
should monitor the respondent's participation and progress
in the stated treatment program, (f) that if the respondent
fails to comply with the stated conditions, noncompliance
should be immediately reported to corporation counsel or to
the court, (g) that immediate detention and acceleration of
the final hearing, or another appropriate remedy, will be
imposed following a breach of conditioms, and (h) that, in
any event, a final commitment hearing shall be held on the
date specified in the order unless accelerated. Copies of
the order should be given to the parties, the stated
treatment providers, and the CCSB social worker. The
commissioner should direct the respondent's counsel to
explain to his or her client the terms and consequences of
the order. (4) The CCSB social worker, under the direction
of the court, should notify and confer with the petitioners
or any other third parties, other than the treatment
provider(s), who may be affected by the conditional release
of the respondent. (5) While the final commitment hearing
is pending, and following a final commitment order to a
treatment alternative less restrictive than
hospitalization, the CCSB social worker should monitor the
respondent's compliance with ordered treatment terms. If
the CCSB social worker discovers that a respondent has
violated ordered treatment terms, or if such a violation is
reliably reported to the social worker (e.g., by the
treatment provider or by a reliable third party), the
social worker should immediately report the violation to
corporation counsel or to the court. (6)(a) If a
respondent has materially violated a conditional release
pending final hearing, corporation counsel or the court
should request that a law enforcement officer take the
respondent into custody and transport him or her to an
appropriate inpatient treatment facility. A new detention
order should not be required. The final commitment hearing
should be accelerated. (b) If a respondent fails to comply
with the terms of a final commitment order to a treatment
alternative less restrictive than hospitalization, the
court, or the treatment provider if so provided by statute
or in the commitment order, should take appropriate
remedial action as provided in statute or in the commitment
order.(110)

Social Work Resources

24.

(1) A social worker should be assigned to every involuntary
civil commitment case to assist the attorneys and the court
in identifying the least restrictive, appropriate treatment
and care and to monitor respondents' compliance with
conditions of negotiated settlements and court orders. (2)
The Planning Council for Mental Health and Social Services,
Inc. and the Task Force on Human Services and the Law
should study the current social work performed under the
auspices of CCSB and the State Public Defender's Office in
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Milwaukee and recommend the most effective, equitable,
efficient, and acceptable administrative and organizational
structure to support the social work function.(113)

Final Commitment Hearing

18.

20.

21.

(1) The final hearing court should carefully distinguish
the two questions which it must address: committability
and treatment. To ensure that these questions are
considered in proper order, the court should implement a
two-phase approach to final commitment hearings. (2)
During the first phase, the "committability phase,' the
court should allow the parties to present evidence
concerning only whether the respondent meets Chapter 51
commitment criteria. Evidence concerning the appropriate
treatment disposition should be minimized. (3) The second
phase, the '"treatment phase," should commence immediately
after (and only if) the court enters a finding that the
respondent is committable. During this phase, the court
should require the parties to present evidence concerning
the least restrictive treatment altermative appropriate
given the respondent's disabling condition.(95)

Attorneys representing respondents at final commitment
hearings should carefully consider how to cross—examine
expert witnesses offered by corporation counsel as
proponents for involuntary hospitalizatiom. Important
cross—examination concerns might include how the witness
reached the conclusion that hospitalization is the least
restrictive alternative sufficient given the respondent's
disabling condition, and specifically which treatment
alternatives the witness investigated and why they were
insufficient.(98)

(1) In appropriate cases, the final hearing court should
commit respondents to treatment programs less restrictive
than hospitalization. (2) To ensure that the court is able
to make well-informed dispositional decisiouns, -and to
ensure that respondents' counsel systematically investigate
and present treatment alternatives, whenever a respondent's
attorney fails to present alternatives evidence, the court
should privately brief the attorney regarding his or her
responsibility for investigating and presenting such
alternatives.(99)

The Fifth Commitment Standard

22.

Although the proposed addition of a fifth standard may
merit consideration as a matter of substantive law,
legislative reform is not recommended. At the present
time, the resources of the mental health~legal community in
Milwaukee County should be channeled into improvements of
the practices in involuntary civil commitment proceedings
under the current State Mental Health Act rather than into
seeking improvements by legislative reform.(101)

xvii



Linkages, Coordination, and Cooperation

25.

(1) In accordance with the powers and duties prescribed in
Section 51.42 of the State Mental Health Act, 'the Combined
Community Services Board of Milwaukee County should provide
for the integration of the administration of all agencies,
services, and facilities involved in the involuntary civil
commitment process, including the Probate Division of the
Circuit Court, law enforcement agencies, the Protective
Services Management Team, Corporation Counsel, the Public
Defender's Office, the Legal Aid Society, Ward 53B, the
Crisis Intervention Service, Wiscomnsin Correctional
Service, community mental health clinics, and other
voluntary, non-profit and public services as may be
appropriate. (2) The Combined Community Services Board
should establish an advisory board to encourage linkages,
coordination, and cooperation among the facilities,
services, and agencies listed in paragraph (1)}. (3) The
advisory board should be comprised of representatives of
the facilities, services, and agencies in paragraph (1) who
are involved in the involuntary civil commitment process.
(4) The Task Force on Human Services and the Law should be
specifically charged by the Combined Community Services
Board with reviewing and facilitating linkages,
coordination, and cooperation among the various components
of the mental health-legal system involved in the
involuntary civil commitment process in Milwaukee
County.(117)

Training and Education

17.

19.

(1) As prerequisites to initial and continued inclusion on
the list of private attorneys who are potential appointees
as respondents' counsel, attorneys should be required to
participate in an orientation and continuing education
program. (2) This program should be a cooperative effort
among the components of the legal and mental health
community in Milwaukee County. The State Public Defender's
Office, the Milwaukee Bar Association, the Probate Court,
the Legal Aid Society, or another appropriate entity should
coordinate the program. (3) This program should seek to
inform attorneys regarding the civil commitment process in
Milwaukee County and of their role and function in it.(91)

(1) The orientation and continuing education program
prerequisite to inclusion on the appointment list of
private attormeys should include instruction regarding (a)
the statutory mandate concerning the least restrictive
alternative, (b) the responsibility of respondent's counsel
for exploring less restrictive alternatives and for
offering these alternatives to the court, (c) the
alternative treatment modalities available in the
community, and (d) the procedure of enlisting the
assistance of social workers in identifying, exploring and
communicating these alternatives. (2) Attorneys
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representing respondents in involuntary civil commitment
proceedings should explore treatment altermatives less
restrictive than hospitalization and should present these
alternatives to the final hearing court. Respondents'
attorneys are encouraged to enlist the assistance of social
workers in identifying, exploring, and communicating less
restrictive alternmatives.(97)

26. The Mental Health Association in Milwaukee County, the Task
Force on Human Services and the Law, the Planning Council
for Mental Health and Social Services, the advisory board
proposed in Recommendation 25 above, or some other
appropriate agency, organization, or group designated by
the Milwaukee County Combined Community Services Board,
should arrange for the preparation of a set of standard
orientation materials to be used by professionals in the
mental health-legal network who become involved with
involuntary civil commitment proceedings in Milwaukee
County.(119)

27. The Mental Health Association in Milwaukee County, the Task
Force on Human Services and the Law, the Planning Council
for Mental Health and Social Services, the advisory board
proposed in Recommendation 25 above, or some other
appropriate agency designated by the Milwaukee County
Combined Community Services Board, should arrange for
periodic continuing education seminars in Milwaukee County
to keep professionals who work in the mental health-legal

system abreast of relevant developments in mental health
and the law.(120) ’

28. The Mental Health Association in Milwaukee County or some
other app;opriate agency, organization, or group, should
mount a vigorous campaign to educate the Milwaukee County
public about the theory and practice of involuntary civil
commitment in Milwaukee County.(122)

Institute on Mental Disability and the Law
National Center for State Courts
Williamsburg, Virginia 23185

(804) 253~2000

25 April 1983
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

All those concerned with the involuntary
commitment debate should recognize that most
propoaents of commitment are not unconcerned with
the liberty of those effected and that most
proponents of legalization or abolishment of
commitment are not lacking in compassion or
concern for citizens who are disordered and
apparently unable to cope successfully in our
society. Name calling should cease, and
advocates should no longer use unrepresentative
cases to support their positiomns, for such
evidence produces both poor social science and
unsound bases for sensible public policy. What
should be clear is that there is no ideal
solution to the persomal, family, and social
problems associated with mental disorder.

If the energy that has been devoted to arguing

the extremes of the issue [civil commitment] can

be channeled into finding creative solutions that

accommodate both sides of the debate, a partial

swing of the pendulum to a more moderate position

ought not be an impossible task, With luck, the
 process may have already begun.

Involuntary civil commitment is the legal and psychosocial
process whereby an individual alleged to be mentally disabled and
dangerous is restrained, cared for, and treated against his or her will,
presumably for his or her own good or the good of others. This process
has engendered considerable public interest, intemse public scrutiny, and
heated debate among those in the mental health-legal community in
Milwaukee County.” Some observers in Milwaukee have expressed the
concern that the views of the various interest groups in Milwaukee County
are so polarized that a balancing of interests and compromise aimed at
improving the involuntary civil commitment process seem unlikely.

3Morse, S.J. A preference for liberty: The case against involuntary
commitment of the mentally disordered. In C.A.B. Warrem, Mental Illness

and the Law: The Court of Last Resort. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1982, at 71.

4Appelbaum, P.S., Civil commitment: Is the pendulum changing
direction? Hospital & Community Psychiatry, 1982, 33, 703-704, at 704.

5Since the beginning of 1982, Milwaukee's two daily newspapers, The
Milwaukee Journal and The Milwaukee Sentinel, have published numerous
articles and Milwaukee's broadcast media has aired several editorials
pertaining to the involuntary civil commitment process.




In early July 1982, amid this controversy, Milwaukee's Planning
Council for Mental Health and Social Services, Inc. commissioned the
Institute for Mental Disability and the Law, National Center for State
Courts, of Williamsburg, Virginia to evaluate the involuntary civil
commitment process and provide recommendations for sclving existing
problems and improving the civil commitment process in Milwaukee County.
The hope was that the Institute, as an unbiased organization outside of
the controversy, might provide the objective view to channel the energies
of the polarized groups in Milwaukee County toward compromise,
collaboration, and cooperation. This is the final report of that
evaluation which began in August 1982 and ended in April 1983. The
report contains 28 recommendations aimed at improving the involuntary
civil commitment process in Milwaukee County. The general theme of the
report is suggested by the words of Stephen J. Morse, a California lawver
and psychologist, and Paul S. Appelbaum, a Pennsylvania psychiatrist,
quoted in the beginning of this chapter.

This introduction begins with a discussion of the plan and
general perspective of the report. This is followed by a summary of the

involuntary civil commitment procedures in Wisconsin as contemplated in
of the State Mental Health Act.

THE PLAN AND PERSPECTIVE OF THE REPORT

It seems impossible to comsider involuntary civil commitment in
Milwaukee County, or anywhere else in the country, without confronting
fundamental differences of opinion and conflicting attitudes about mental

illness and society's proper response. At its simplest, the involuntary
civil commitment process will be appreciated to the extent that it can

accommodate one of two basic values. First, because of a perceived
obvious need for treatment of mentally ill individuals and because a
presumed societal responsibility to respond to that need, some people
value a process that can readily provide prompt treatment and care, even
if treatment and care must be coerced. Second, others wvalue a process to
the extent that it can protect individuals from having hospitalization or
treatment thrust upon them against their will. For ease of reference,
the first of these values will be referred to as the "helping attitude"
and the second as the "liberty attitude.”

Some people in Milwaukee County and elsewhere hold these
attitudes in the extreme. Those who are strongly biased toward the
helping attitude may contend that mentally illness is, per se, a
sufficient reason to treat an individual against his or her will because
that person's capacity for voluntary and intelligent decision-making 1is
necessarily impaired. This is not to say, however, that those who
subscribe firmly to the helping attitude are unconcerned with the rights
of those effected. Indeed, they may maintain a strong orientation toward
respecting patients’' dignity, minimizing unnecessary restrictions,
providing humane and adequate care, and so on. At the other extreme,
those who hold the liberty attitude may contend that mental illness does




not exist except as a convenient tool of social control.® They view
persons as having wide ranges of behavior which society must accommodate
without interference. They agree that behavior harmful to others 1is
cause for concern, but argue, however, that it should be handled by the
criminal rather than the civil justice system. In other words, mentally
disordered persons who have not committed crimes should not be legally
distinguishable from normzl persons.

Try as one may to balance the helping attitude and the liberty
attitude, many situations arise in civil commitment proceedings that
bring these two attitudes into sharp conflict. Although the attitudes
are not necessarily contradictory, decisions arise where the two may
compel contradictory procedures. Disagreements about the effectiveness,
efficiency, equity, and public acceptibility of a civil commitment system
frequently can be understood by reference to these differing attitudinal
perspectives. The best process, we believe, will find ways to
accommodate both interests, but conflicts between them are impossible tc

always avoid, and a failure of compromise may occasionally force a choice
between one or the other.

This report is of an evaluation of the effectiveness,
efficiency, and equity of, and public satisfaction with the imvoluntary
civil commitment process in Milwaukee County. The perspective taken in
the report is suggested by the quotations in the beginning of this
chapter. It is a perspective emphasizing balance, compromise,
collaboration, and cooperation. The emphasis in the report is squarely
on improvement of the everyday practices in the entire involuntary civil

commitment process; practices which are often incongruent with state
statutes and mental health law theory, and practices that should reflect

the best intents of existing law. Recommendations contained in the
report are directed primarily at practice, not theory or legal reform,
although many of the recommendations are explained with references to
substantive and procedural law and legal theory.

The perspective is similar to that taken by the courts as they
struggle with striking a balance among important, legitimate, yet
conflicting interests. Such balancing in the context of involuntary
civil commitment proceedings involves weighing (1) the private,
individual interests (e.g., liberty and privacy) that are effected by a
particular procedure or judicial action; (2) the interests of family and
friends in assuring that the person 1s given the prompt care and
treatment that he or she needs, but may be unwilling and unable to obtain
voluntarily (they also may wish to rid themselves of the debilitating
burden that the state's failure to intervene on behalf of the individual

6This view, sometimes referred to as a labeling perspective, 1is
propounded by such theorists as Thomas S. Szasz, Thomas J. Scheff, and
Alan V. Horwitz. See, generally, Szasz, T.S. The myth of mental

illness. New York: Harper, 1961; Scheff, T.J. Being mentally ill: A

sociological theory. Chicago: Aldine, 1966; Horwitz, A.V. The social

control of mental illness. New York: Academic Press, 1982.




may be causing); and finally, (3) the state's interests in protecting its
citizens from mentally ill and dangerous persons, and in taking care of
its sick and helpless. Another legitimate interest of the state, related
to its obligation to protect its citizenry, is its interest in efficiency
and economy, that is, not imposing undue programmatic, fiscal, and
administrative burdens by the procedures that it may require as a matter
of law. Unfortunately, as suggested by Stephen J. Morse, there is no
ideal balance among the competing interests of the individual, the
family, and the state. Even within the last 15 years, legal reform,

social changes, and shifts in social policy have dramatically altered
this balance.

In the final analysis, the decision between individual liberty
and state intervention in the lives of allegedly mentally disturbed
persons may be based more on values and morals than on fact and legic,
and may entail judgments that probably should be made by our lawmakers.
Unfortunately, the people in the mental health-legal system charged with
the responsibility of deciding between commitment and freedom in
individual cases do not have the luxury of waiting for legislative
directives. Decisions are being made today and will continue to be made
in the absence of final judgments about the state's justification for
inavoluntary commitment, and the patient's interest in the right to
treatment, the right to refuse treatment, prompt judicial review, and so
forth. Our aim in this report is to help those individuals who must make
these difficult decisions on a daily basis. In brief, the perspective in
this report, tends to shy away from theory and ultimate questions (e.g.,
Does the state have any compelling interests in interfering in the lives

of mentally ill persons who have not committed crimes?), preferring
instead to focus on everyday practice. The report emphasizes action that

necessarily needs to strike a balance between competing interests. As
one philosopher has quipped, philosophic speculation about problems seems

to be abundant at times that do not possess the logical and practical
means to solve those problems.

Chapters Two through Five of this report are organized roughly
according to the typical chronology of events in the involuntary civil
commitment process in Milwaukee County, from the initiation of commitment
proceedings, discussed in Chapter Two, through judicial hearings,
discussed in Chapter Five. (This chronological order is, of course,
inexact. Some events and issues arise in reality in different sequences
than are represented in the text. Some issues dealt with in one chapter
may have bearing on events and issues discussed in another chapter.)
Following the discussion of specific aspects of commitment proceedings,
Chapter Six explores the perceived need in Milwaukee County to build
linkages, coordination, and cooperation among the various components of
the mental health-legal community. This chapter also deals with the
issue of training and educatiom of professionals and the public in
Milwaukee County. Many (one would hope most) of the standardized forms
used in the involuntary civil commitment process in Milwaukee County are
reproduced in Appendix A. Finally, a discussion of the methods used to

evaluate the involuntary civil commitment process in Milwaukee 1is
presented in Appendix B.

7Morse, supra, note 1.




SUMMARY OF INVOLUNTARY CIVIL COMMITMENT IN WISCONSIN

The following is a summary of the involuntary civil commitment
process as envisioned in the Wisconsin State Mental Health Act
(sMHA) .8 1t is presented here for two purposes: (1) to acquaint the
reader with the applicable statutory provisions and (2) to lay the
groundwork for discussions in several parts of the report indicating that
actual practice may conflict with or transcend statutcrg procedures.
This section will focus exclusively on SMHA provisions. Beginning in

Chapter Two we will focus on how these provisions have been implemented
and transcended in Milwaukee County.

An analysis of the SMHA, allows the involuntary civil commitment
process to be summarized in terms of eight steps: (1) initiating
involuntary civil commitment; (2) detention or release pending probable
cause hearing; (3) probable cause hearing; (4) detention or release
pending final commitment hearing; (5) prehearing examination; (6) final
commitment hearing; (7) placement of the individual meeting commitment

criteria into the least restrictive treatment alternative; and (8) review
of the commitment.

Initiating Involuntary Civil Commitment

The involuntary civil commitment process may be initiated in
Wisconsin either by the filing of a written petition for examination or
by the initiation of emergency detention. A petition must allege that
the individual to be examined:

(1) 1is mentally ill, drug dependent, or

developmentally disabled, and is a proper subject
for treatment; and

(2) 1is dangerous because the individual (a) evidences
a substantial probability of physical harm to
himself or herself as manifested by evidence of
recent threats of or attempts at suicide or
serious bodily harm; (b) evidences a substantial
probability of physical harm to other individuals
as manifested by evidence of recent homicidal or
other violent behavior, or by evidence that
others are placed in reasonable fear of violent
behavior or serious physical harm to them, as
evidenced by a recent overt act, attempt or
threat to do serious physical harm; (c) evidences
such impaired judgment, manifested by evidence of

8Wis. Stat. Ann., Chapter 51 (1975).

91n this section only, citations to specific statutory provisions are not
included. Citations will be included in subsequent chapters where the

practical significance of these provisions in Milwaukee County is discussed in

depth.



a pattern of recent acts or omissions, that there
is a substantial probability of physical
impairment or injury to himself or herself (the
probability is not substantial if reasounable
provision for the individual's protection is
available in the community); or (d) evidences
behavior manifested by recent acts or omissions
that, due to mental illness, he or she is unable
to satisfy basic needs for nourishment, medical
care, shelter or safety without prompt and
adequate treatment so that a substantial
probability exists that death, serious physical
injury, serious physical debilitation or serious
physical disease will imminently ensue unless the
individual receives prompt and adequate treatment
for this mental illness (no substantial
probability of harm exists if reasonable
provision for the individual's treatment and
protection is available in the community).

If an individual is already voluntarily admitted or
involuntarily committed immediately before the initiatiom of the
proceedings, the recent overt act, attempt, or threat requirements, may
be shown by demonstrating a substantial likelihood, based on the person's
treatment record, that if treatment were withdrawn the individual would
be a proper subject for commitment. The petition must be signed by three
adults, at least one of whom has personal knowledge of the individual's
conduct. The petition is filed in the court assigned to exercise probate
jurisdiction in the county where the individual is located or in the
county of his or her legal residence. The petition must include a clear
and concise sworn statement of the facts constituting probable cause to
believe the allegations of the petition. When a petition is filed, the
court should assure that the individual is represented by adversary
counsel. Counsel should be appointed for indigent individuals.

In emergency situatioms, initiation of involuntary civil
commitment may not require the filing of a petition. SMHA prescribes
procedures for the emergency detention of an individual whose behavior
gives a law enforcement officer '"cause to believe' that the individual is
mentally ill, drug dependent or developmentally disabled, and evidences a
substantial probability of harm to himself or herself or others, or 1is
unable to satisfy his or her basic physical needs. Emergency detention,
without a petition signed by three individuals, is justified if the
officer's belief is based on a specific recent overt act, attempt or

10According to the Supreme Court of Wisconsin's decision in State ex
rel Memmel v. Mundy, 75 Wis. 2d 276, 249 N.W. 2d 573 (1977), counsel
appointed in civil commitment proceedings has the same functiom, duties,
and responsibilities as retained counsel in any civil proceeding. This
mandatory appointment of adversary coumsel at the initiation of
commitment proceedings replaces the discretionary appointment of a
guardian ad litem at any stage of the proceedings.

---‘--—-----



threat to act, or omission, made by the individual and observed by or
reliably reported to the officer. When a law enforcement officer takes
emergency custody of an individual, the officer must sign a statement of
emergency detention which details information concerning the recent overt
act, attempt or threat to act, or omission upon which the custody-taking
is based, and the names of the persons observing or reporting that
information. Although the officer need not specify whether the subject
individual is mentally ill, developmentally disabled, or drug dependent,
the officer must allege that he or she has cause to believe that the
individual evidences one or more of these conditions. The statement of
emergency detention should be delivered to the detention facility when
the subject individual is taken there.

Detention or Release Pending Probable Cause Hearing

Upon filing of a petition, the court reviews the petition to
determine whether to issue a detention order. The individual should be
detained only if there is '"cause to believe'" that he or she meets
commitment criteria. The statute fails to clearly state under what
circumstances the subject individual should be released, or not initially
detained, pending the probable cause hearing. If the individual 1is
detained, he or she has a right to a hearing to determine probable cause
for commitment within 72 hours after arrival at the facility, excluding
Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays. If the individual is not

detained, the probable cause hearing should be held within a reasonable
time.

When a law enforcement officer detains a subject individual
pursuant to a detention order, the officer must present the individual
with a notice of hearing, a copy of the petition and detention order, a
written statement of the criteria under which he or she may be committed,
and a written statement of the individual’'s rights to an attorney, to a
jury trial if requested more than 48 hours prior to final hearing, and to
a probable cause hearing. If the individual is not detained, the officer
must serve these documents on the individual, and orally inform him or
her of these rights.

The SMHA specifies certain individuals who must receive notice
of all commitment proceedings. These include the individual, his or her
counsel, and any other persons whom the court may designate. Notice of
the time and place of a hearing must be personally served on the

individual and his or her attormey within a reasonable time prior to the
probable cause hearing.

A law enforcement officer may take a person into custody
pursuant to a detention order, or without such an order if the officer
has cause to believe that the person meets the emergency detention
criteria articulated above. After an individual is detained by an
officer, upon arrival at the detention facility, facility staff should
present the documents mentioned above to the individual, and orally
inform the individual of his or her rights. The place of detention
following a petition or an emergency detention may be a hospital approved
by the department or under contract with the county board, an approved



public treatment facility, a mental health institute, a center for the
developmentally disabled, a state treatment facility, or am approved
private treatment facility if the facility so agrees.

When an individual subject to emergency detention is delivered
to a detention facility, the facility director, or his or her designee,
must orally and in writing inform the individual of his or her rights.
These rights include the right to contact an attorney and a member of the
individual's immediate family, the right to appointed counsel (if the
individual is indigent), and the right to remain silent (including the
right to a warning that any statements made may be used as a basis for
commitment). The individual should also receive a copy of the statement
of emergency detentiom.

Within 24 hours after an individual is delivered to a detention
facility, the treatment director, or his or her designee, must determine
whether the individual will be detained (and treated, if the director or
designee advises the individual of the right to refuse treatment and the
individual consents to the treatment). The director or designee must
release the individual or detain him or her for not more than 72 hours
(excluding Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays) after delivery of the
individual to the facility. If the individual is detained, the director
or designee may supplement the law enforcement officer's statement of
emergency detention. This supplement should state the belief concerning
whether the individual is mentally ill, developmentally disabled, or drug
dependent, and may specify information concerning whether the individual
should be subject to commitment. The director or designee should
promptly file the officer's statement, and any supplement, together with
the notice of detention, with the court. This filing has the same effect
as the filing of a petition for commitment.

Probable Cause Hearing

A detained individual has a right to a probable cause hearing.
This hearing must be held within 72 hours after the individual arrives at
the detention facility, excluding Saturdays, Sundays, and legal
holidays. The individual or his or her counsel may request a
postponement of the hearing not exceeding seven days. If the individual
is not detained, the hearing must be held within a reasonable time of the
filing of the petition. This hearing, and all other hearings required
under SMHA, must conform to the essentials of due process including the
rights to an open hearing, to request a closad hearing, to counsel, to
present and cross—examine witnesses, and to remain silent. The court may
hold the hearing at the detention facility, unless the individual or his
or her attormey objects.

If the court determines that no probable cause to believe the
allegations exists, the court merely dismisses the proceeding. If the
court finds probable cause, however, it should schedule the matter for a
final commitment hearing within 14 days from the time of initial
detention of the individual (the period may be lomger if the individual
or his or her counsel requests a jury trial). If the court has
previously granted a postponement of the probable cause hearing, the
final commitment hearing must be scheduled within 21 days of the initial
detention. If the individual has not been detained, the final hearing
must be scheduled within 30 days of the probable cause hearing.

8




The court may determine that no probable cause exists to commit
the subject individual, but that probable cause exists to believe that
the individual is a fit subject for guardianship and protective placement
or services. If the court finds guardianship and protective placement or
services to be warranted, the court may appoint a temporary guardian and
order emergency protective placement or services.

Disposition Pending Final Commitment Hearing

If probable cause is established, the court may either release
or detain the subject individual pending the final commitment hearing.
If release is ordered, the individual has a right to receive voluntary
treatment services from the community board or from the department. The
court may issue an order stating counditious of release. If acceptance of
treatment is one of the conditions, the individual may elect to accept
the conditions or to submit to detention. The court may specify in the
release order what remedial actions may be taken upon breach of stated

conditions. The final commitment hearing must be held within 30 days of
a release order.

If the court finds that release and voluntary treatment services
would be unavailable, unsuitable, or undesirable because of the
individual's condition, the court may issue a detention order. Detention
may be for 14 days, or for up to 21 days if the court previously granted
a postponement of the probable cause hearing. Proper facilities for
placement of an individual detained pending final hearing are the same as
the facilities mentioned above for placement pending probable cause
hearing.

During detention, a physician may order the administration of
medications and therapies provided that the subject individual has been
informed of the right to refuse treatment and has signed a written
consent to the treatment. The individual has a right to refuse all
treatment except that which is court-ordered or that which is necessary
to prevent serious physical harm to the individual or to others. The
court may issue an order permitting administration of medication without
the individual's consent if prior to such an order the court holds a
hearing and determines (1) that the medicationm will have therapeutic
value, (2) that the medication will not unreasonably impair the
individual's ability to prepare for or to participate in subsequent legal
proceedings, and (3) that probable cause exists to believe that the
individual is incompetent to refuse medication. An individual is
incompetent to refuse medicaticn if because of mental illness,
developmental disability, or alcohol or other drug dependence, the
individual is incapable of understanding the advantages and disadvantages
of accepting treatment, as well as the alternatives to the particular
treatment offered. No medication may be administered to the subject
individual unless ordered in writing by a physician. A record of all
medications administered to the individual must be kept in the
individual's medical file. The director of the treatment facility in
which the subject individual is detained, or his or her designee, must
file with the court a report of all treatment provided to the individual,
along with the written consent of the individual.



Prehearing Examination

After a finding of probable cause to believe the allegations in
the petition, the court should appoint two examiners to examine the
individual to determine whether he or she meets the commitment criteria
and what treatment modalities or facilities might be appropriate. These
examiners should be two licensed psychiatrists, one licensed physician
and one licensed psychologist, or two licensed physicians (one of whom
has specialized training in psychiatry, if such is available), or two
physicians. The court should appoint examiners having specialized
training appropriate to the needs of the individual. The individual may
select one of these examiners if the individual informs the court of his
or her selection within 24 hours after the probable cause hearing. The
court may deny appointment of the individual's selected examiner,
however, if the court determines that the examiner does not meet
statutory requirements or is unavailable. The individual, his or her
attorney, or any other interested party with court permission, may secure

an additional medical or psychological examination, and may offer that
examiner's testimony as evidence at hearing.

Prior to the examination, the individual must be informed that
his or her statements may be used as a basis for commitment and that he
or she has the right to remain silent. This warning establishes a
presumption that the individual understands his or her right to remain
silent during the examination.

Each examiner must make an independent report to the court
concerning the individual's mental conditiom. If the examiner determines
that the subject individual is a proper subject for treatment, the
examiner should make recommendations concerning the least restrictive
level of treatment appropriate for the individual. On motion of either
party, all parties must produce all physicial evidence, including
examiner's reports, which they intend to introduce at hearing, so that
the other party may inspect, copy, or transcribe the evidence.

Final Commitment Hearing

The final commitment hearing, and all other hearings in the
involuntary civil commitment process, must be open to the public, unless
the subject individual, or his or her attormey acting with the
individual's consent, requests that the hearing be closed. If the
hearing is closed, only interested persoms, including representatives of
service providers, attorneys, and witnesses may be present.

Within a reasonable time prior to the hearing, the petitioner's
counsel must notify the subject individual and his or her attorney of
persons who may testify in favor of commitment, and of the time and place
of the final hearing. The court may designate additional persons who
must recelive notice of the time and place of the hearing.

10



At least 48 hours prior to the final hearing, the individual's
counsel must be given access to all psychiatric and other reports. At
the commitment hearing, the rules of evidence followed in civil actioms
generally apply. Throughout the proceedings, the court must disregard
any "harmless'" errors or defects in the pleadings or proceedings, that
is, errors or dafects which do not affect the substantial rights of
either party. The petitioner has the burden of proving all required
facts by clear and convincing evidence.

The subject individual has a right to a jury to determine if the
allegations in the petition are true. The individual, -or his or her
counsel if the individual does not object, must demand a jury at least 48
hours prior to the hearing or a jury trial is deemed waived, provided
that the individual or his or her counsel has been given notice of the
time requirement. After a timely demand for a jury trial, the court must
direct that a jury of six people be drawn. If the jury trial demand is
made within five days of detention, the final hearing must be held within
14 days of detention. If the demand is made after five days, however,
the final hearing must be held 14 days from the date of the demand.

Placement of Individual Meeting Commitment Criteria

If the court determines that the individual does not meet
commitment criteria, it has several dispositional alternmatives. First,
the court may simply dismiss the petition. Second, if the court
determines that the individual should not be committed but that
guardianship or protective placement or services are warranted, the court
may appoint a temporary guardian and order temporary placement or
services not to exceed 30 days. Any interested person may then file a
petition for permanent guardianship or protective placement or services.
A third alternative emerges when a petition is dismissed: the subject
individual may voluntarily remain in the detention facility for the time
necessary for alternative plans to be made for his or her care.

If the court determines that the individual meets commitment
criteria, the court should order commitment to appropriate inpatient care
or outpatient treatment. The court should designate the facility or
service which is to receive the individual. The community board should
arrange for treatment in the least restrictive manner consistent with the
individual's needs and the maximum level of inpatient care permitted by
the court order. The county board must report to the court concerning
the initial treatment plan. The board has the ongoing responsibility to
review the individual's needs and to transfer the individual to the least
restrictive treatment program consistent with those needs. If the court
finds that the subject individual's dangerousness can be controlled by
medication on an outpatient basis, the court may condition release upon
the individual continuing to take prescribed medication and to report to
a particular treatment facility as an outpatient as often as required for
evaluation. If the subject individual is a nonresident, or was or is to
be transferred from a state correctional facility or jail, commitment to
the department should be ordered. An appeal of the court's commitment
decision may be taken to the court of appeals by the individual, the
individual's guardian, the petitioner, or the public representative.

11



The initial commitment period may never exceed six months. Each
subsequent, consecutive order of commitment may not exceed one year. In
one situation, however, the commitment pericd may not exceed 45 days in
any 365-day period. This limit applies 1f the criterion upon which the
commitment is based is the fourth standard for involuntary commitment,
namely that due to mental illness, the individual is unable to satisfy
his or her own basic needs for nourishment, medical care, shelter or
safety.

Proceedings to continue commitment beyond the initial coumitment
period are initiated when the department or the board having custody of
the individual apply for an extension of the commitment. A judicial
hearing, conducted in the same manner as the final commitment hearing, is
then held to determine whether the subject individual continues to meet
commitment criteria. The board or other person seeking continued
commitment has the burden of proving that the subject individual is in
need of continued commitment.

At any time during a commitment pericd, the department or the
board may transfer an individual committed to it, or admitted to a
facility under its supervision or operating under an agreement with it,
from one treatment facility to another, or from a treatment facility into
the community, if such a transfer is consistent with reasonable medical
and clinical judgment. The board should discharge any committed
individual when it determines that the individual no longer meets
commitment criteria.

Review of Cowmitment

Treatment staff must periodically reevaluate an involuntarily
committed person to determine whether the individual has progressed
sufficiently to warrant discharge or transfer to a less restrictive
facility. Periodic reevaluations must occur within 30 days after the
commitment, within three months after the initial reevaluation, and again
thereafter at least once each six months. The findings of these
reevaluations must be written in the individual's treatment record. A
copy of these findings must be sent to the board having responsibility
for the individual and to the committing court.

In addition to these automatic periodic reevaluations, a
comnitted individual may at any time file a petition requesting a
reexamination or requesting the court to modify or cancel the commitment
order. The petition is filed with the court having jurisdictiom in
probate matters, either in the county from which the person was committed
or in the county in which the person is detained. If a hearing regarding
the person's commitment has been held within 30 days of the filing of the
petition, no hearing on the petition must be held. If a hearing has been
held more than 30 days but less than 120 days from the filing, within 24
hours of the filing, the court must order the appropriate board to
complete an examination within seven days. A hearing may then be held in
the court's discretion. If no hearing concerning the commitment has been
held within 120 days of the filing of a petition for reexamination, a
hearing on the petition must be held within 30 days. The hearing on the
petition should be conducted according to the standards discussed above
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for a judicial hearing pursuant to extension of a commitment.
Reexaminations should be conducted in the same manner as were the
prehearing examinations. Subsequent reexaminations may be given at any
time in the court's discretion; subsequent reexaminations may be
compelled after 120 days of the preceding examination. The pendency of
an appeal in either the court of appeals or the supreme court does not
deprive the circuit court of jurisdiction to conduct reexamination
proceedings.
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CHAPTER TWO
INITTIATING INVOLUNTARY CIVIL COMMITMENT

The Wisconsin State Mental Health Act,11 like the mental
health law in most states, provides for two major means for initiating
involuntary civil commitment of a person alleged to be a proper subject
for such an action: emergency and non-emergency. The first is
characterized, and differentiated from the latter, by the need for
immediate mental health intervention, including temporary emergency
detention without a judicial order or prior judicial approval. This
means of initiating involuntary civil commitment often involves some type
of crisis intervention by mental health or law enforcement personnel.
Non-emergency procedures require a formal petition to the court
requesting mental health examination of the respondent pursuant to
involuntary civil commitment. A petition must be signed by three adult
persons, at least one of whom has personal knowledge of the behavior of
the respondent(51.20(1)(b))., In 1981, according to statistics compiled
by the Milwaukee County Office of the Register of Probate, approximately
61 percent of the 699 involuntary commitment proceedings were initiated
via the emergency detention route; the remaining 39 percent were
non-emergency petitions filed with Milwaukee County's Office of
Corporation Counsel.

EMERGENCY DETENTION

Section 51.15(1) of the Wisconsin State Mental Health Act (SMHA)
authorizes a law enforcement officer to take an individual into custody
if the officer has "cause to believe that such individual is mentally
ill, drug dependent or developmentally disabled'" and evidences a
substantial probability of harm to himself or herself or others, or is
"unable to satisfy basic needs for nourishment, medical care, shelter or
safety without prompt and adequate treatment.'" The term "law enforcement
officer'" is defined as "any person who by virtue of the person's office
or public employment is vested by law with the duty to maintain public
order or to make arrests for crimes while acting withim the scope of the
person's authority" (51.01(11)). The law enforcement officer's belief
that the person is mentally ill and should be subject to temporary
emergency detention must be based on "a specific recent overt act,
attempt or threat to act or omission made by the individual and observed
by or reliably reported to the officer” (51.15(1)(b); emphasis added).

llyisc. stat. Ann., Chapter 51 (1975); hereafter, references to the
State Mental Health Act will be by section number only.

127hese statistics do not take into account petitions filed regarding
alleged alcohol and other drug abusers, petitions filed for
re-examination, and petitions filed for emergency detention through the

Office of the Protective Services Management Team under Chapter 55 of the
Wisconsin Statutes.



An officer does not necessarily have to witness the behavior
warranting emergency detention, but may initiate emergency detention on
the basis of reliable information reported by an eyewitness. The officer
need only believe that the informant is a reliable source. The officer,
in effect, serves as the agent through whom proceedings are initiated.
There have been reports that officers in Milwaukee have in the past
refused to detain mentally ill persons because they did not actually
observe the dangerous behavior themselves.! Whether every
lawenforcement officer in Milwaukee County is aware of his or her
authority to act on the reliable report from an eyewitness, and will in
fact do so if the situation should arise, is a question that is far
beyond the scope of this report. However, interviews with several police
officers and others familiar with police work, suggested that officers
are generally aware of their authority in emergency detentions and will
refuse to detain a person only if they believe that the person does not
meet statutory criteria for emergency detention. Any avoidance or
non-enforcement of laws by police officers in Milwaukee did not appear to
us to be any more noticeable in Milwaukee than in other cities in
which the Institute has conducted studies of involuntary civil commitment.

In practice, according to a representative of Milwaukee's
Department of Police, determining 'cause to believe' is no different in
emergency detentions than in arrests in criminal cases. That is, the
officer's response is determined by the allegedly mentally ill person's
recent and specific actions which seriously threaten the safety of the
person or others. Although we did not speak to this point directly with
the police officers we intereviewed, it is probably also influenced by
many other factors such as the demands of obedience to superiors, loyalty
to colleagues, responsiveness to the community, adherance to operational
norms, and personal factors (e.g., mood, work experiences, and the
individual officer's attitudes toward mentally ill persons). It is our
belief that law enforcement officers' respomnses to mentally ill persons
in Milwaukee are shaped much less by a close tracking of statutory
provisions that define what they can or camnot do, than by an exercise of
discretion determined by the joint impact of the beliefs contained within
an operational style and the assessment of risks and opportunities
undertaken in any given situation.

135 dangerous misunderstanding (Editorial). The Milwaukee Journal,

March 8, 1982; also, see Gerhardstein, R. P. Panel and additional notes
to panel discussion, "The Commitment Laws, Is There A Need For Change?
The View from a Mental Health Center." Annual meeting of the Alliance for
the Mentally Ill of Wisconsin, Milwaukee, September 25, 1982.

Layew York, Columbus (Ohio), Winston-Salem (North Carolina, Los
Angeles, and Chicago.

15§£., for example, Brown, M. K. Working the street: Police discretion
and the dilempas of reform. New York: Sage, 1981, Chapter 8.
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An officer has four basic options when confronting a mentally
aberrant person who he or she believes is exhibiting strange or
frightening behavior: (1) criminal arrest, (2) emergency detention
pursuant to Section 51.15 of SMHA, (3) referral of the '"complainants" to
the Protective Services Management Team or the Office of Corporation
Counsel for filing of a formal petition for examination of the person
pursuant to involuntary commitment (51.20); or (4) referral to some other
service or facility (e.g., Crisis Intervention Service). The present
law, it seems, allows individual officers to exercise discretion, make
moral judgments, and react compassionately to situations. We doubt that
more rules and regulations for law enforcement officials will silence
critics of the exercise of this broad discretion by police in emergency

detentions. We suggest that community expectations be brought in line
with the realities of police work.

Under the present emergency detention law (51.15), the authority
to take an individual into custody is limited to law enforcement
officers. Generally speaking, restricting entry into the involuntary
civil commitment system by way of emergency detention has considerable
merit. The ease or difficulty with which the commitment process can be
initiated, and by whom it can be initiated, will largely determine the
number and types of cases involved in this process and the extent of
involvement. It is not difficult to envision abuse of the civil
commitment process if it were easily accessible and viewed as a
convenient answer to interpersonal, family, and relatively mild social
problems. In our view, however, the emergency detention power can be
extended beyond law enforcement personnel to designated mental health
personnel to some advantage and without inviting abuse.

RECOMMENDATION 1: EMERGENCY DETENTION AUTHORITY
UNDER SECTION 51.15 OF THE STATE MENTAL HEALTH
ACT SHOULD BE EXTENDED BEYOND LAW ENFORCEMENT
OFFICERS TO A LIMITED AND CONTROLLED NUMBER OF
DESIGNATED COUNTY OFFICIALS.

In Los Angeles County, only "designated county personnel," as
defined by state and county regulations, may take a person into custody
pursuant to emergency detentiomn. The following class of officials, or
"gatekeepers,' are authorized to take into custody and detain allegedly
mentally disordered persons for emergency evaluation and treatment:
peace officers, members of the attending staff of an evaluation facility
properly designated by Los Angeles County, and members of community
mental health centers' mobile crisis or psychiatric emergency teams.!
The extension of emergency powers in involuntary civil commitment
proceedings beyond peace officers to a limited category of persons
designated by the county, to our knowledge, has not engendered abuse and
improper emergency detentions in Los Angeles County.

16California Welfare and Institutions Code, Section 31.30; see also,
Keilitz, I., Fitch, W.L., and McGraw, B.D. Involuntary Civil Commitment
in Los Angeles County. Williamsburg, Virginia: WNational Center for

State Courts, 1982 (hereafter Los Angeles).
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The restrictions on initiating involuntary civil commitment in
emergency situations cut two ways: at the same time that the
restrictions make it more difficult to effect improper detention of a
person, they often make it quite a formidable (some in Milwaukee would
say impossible) task to get much needed care and treatment for a persom.
We recommend that emergency power in Milwaukee County be extended,
following the Los Angeles procedure, beyond law enforcement officers to
include the following ''gatekeepers": the Crisis Intervention Service and
designated members of the attending staff of the Milwaukee County Mental
Health Complex and other evaluation facilities (e.g., the Psychiatric
Emergency Service) properly designated by the county. Only those
categories of persons capable of effecting emergency detention, including
conveyance to the Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex, without law
enforcement assistance should be empowered to initiate emergency
detention.

In its review of this rcommendation,17 the Subcommittee on
Involuntary Commitment Study (hereafter Subcommittee) suggested that any
statutory revision required by this recommendation should be worked
broadly to allow each county to designate which county officials may have
emergency detention authority. One reviewer, representing the Milwaukee
County Mental Health Center, suggested that the following staff should
have authority to make emergency detention in Milwaukee County should
this recommendation become law: members of the psychiatry and psychology
staff of the Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex; all outpatient
clinic managers; and all members of the staff of the Psychiatric
Emergency Service and the Crisis Intervention Service. This reviewer
further recommended that any revision of the law should specifically
state that emergency detentions by designated county personnel should be
made with the assistance of the police whenever necessary.

Similar recommendations to increase the categories of officials
authorized to initiate emergency detentions have previously been made in
Milwaukee.l We generally oppose recommendations to expand the
categories of persons empowered to initiate emergency detention to
teachers, building inspectors, public health officers, and others who
would, of necessity, need to summon law enforcement officers to take into
custody and convey the person to the Milwaukee County Mental Health
Complex.

17Supra, note 1.

18Gerhardstein, R. P., supra, note 10; see also, Background Information
Concerning Recommendations Made By Robert McKnight on Status of Mental
Health Laws in Wisconsin. The Planning Council for Mental Health and
Social Services, Inc. Unpublished memcrandum. March &4, 1982.
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According to a number of interviewees, limitation of the
emergency detention power to only law enforcement officers has engendered
some practical difficulties and seemingly senseless impediments to the
provision of prompt mental health care. For instance, when an individual
with severe mental disturbances arrives at the Psychiatric Emergency
Service of the Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex, but refuses
voluntary admission, staff of the Psychiatric Emergency Service have
several options: (1) release the person; (2) urge relatives or friends,
who typically have accompanied the individual, to petition for an
examination of the person pursuant to involuntary civil commitment;l9
or (3) attempt to convince one of the institution deputies (a Deputy
Sheriff assigned to Milwaukee County's Mental Health Complex and Medical
Complex) that the individual is mentally ill and a proper subject for
emergency detention. Reportedly, sheriff's deputies assigned to the
Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex are reluctant to initiate
emergency detention and transport the individual to Ward 53B of the
Mental Health Complex solely on the report of Psychiatric Emergency
Service staff without having witnessed the behavior of the individual
themselves.

The extension of emergency detention powers to designated mental
health personnel may balance the present emphasis on observable overt
acts or omissions in emergency detention by law enforcement officers with
a concern for treatment and care by designated mental health
gatekeepers. Our recommendation is not intended to suggest that law
enforcement officials presently use solely the "recent overt act or
omission" criterion as the basis for emergency action, nor that mental
health personnel, when given emergency powers, should use only the care
and treatment criterion embodied in the Wisconsin commitment standards.
The recommendation, instead, strives for a balance of interests beginning
at the earliest stage of the involuntary civil commitment process.

The emergency detention process typically is initiated either by
a telephone call from a family member, friend, or acquaintance of the
potential respondent, or by direct observation by a law enforcement
officer. At the scene, the law enforcement officer makes an initial
assessment of possible criminal actions and/or mental disturbance of the
individual. According to a manual used in the training of police
officers in Milwaukee, a police officer should do the following in the
handling of apparently mentally disturbed individuals: protect the
public, safeguard his or her own life, and treat the mentally disturbed
person as a sick person and not a criminal.2? According to a
representative of Milwaukee's Department of Police, orientation and

19This option can usually only be exercised the following day, at the
earliest, due to the distance between the Milwaukea County Mental Health
Center and the Milwaukee County Courthouse where petitions must be filed.

2040w To Recognize and Handle Abnormal People. Arlington, Virginia:
National Association for Mental Health, Inc., 1978.
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continuing education is provided to police officers in order to assist
them in identifying mentally ill persoms, understanding the problems
involved, and making proper referrals. The handling of mentally
disturbed persons is discussed in recruit officer's and in-service
instruction in a number of areas of police respomsibility including
patrol procedures, the handling of domestic violence, investigating
suspicious persons, and Wisconsin State Statutes. Individual lesson
plans are developed and written using state laws, court opinions, and
communications from other agencies.

If a law enforcement officer is upnsure whether am emergency
detention is proper in a given case, the officer may call the Milwaukee
Crisis Intervention Service for assistance in making the
determination. Alternatively, the officer refers '"complainants" to
the Milwaukee County Office of Corporation Councel or the Milwaukee
County Department of Social Services to obtain a petition for
non—-emergency involuntary civil commitment. This latter course of action
may be appropriate in situations where the officer does not make a
criminal arrest and also fails to find the persom a fit subject for
emergency detention pursuant to Section 51.15.

In cases where the officer believes that the individual is a
proper subject for emergency detention, he or she transports the
individual, or arranges for transportation by an ambulance or "paddy
wagon," to the Milwaukee County General Hospital Emergency Admitting
Center. Once the person is "medically cleared'" by staff of the Center,
the person is taken to Ward 53B of the Milwaukee County Mental Health
Complex. The officer remains with the person in the Emergency Admitting
Center during the medical examination by the physician on duty. A
standard form, referred to as a '"blue sheet" (see Appendix A, pp. 3-4),
documenting the medical clearance by the Emergency Center, is given to
the officer to take to Ward 53B.

215 discussion of the interaction between law enforcement officers and
Crisis Intervention Service counselors appears later in this chapter.

22Contrary to a misunderstanding among some mental health-legal
personnel in Milwaukee County, the Psychiatric Emergency Service located
in the Milwaukee County Medical Complex is not involved, except very
rarely, in involuntary civil commitments. The mission of the Psychiatric
Emergency Service is crisis intervention, psychiatric assessment, and
diagnosis of patients on a voluntary basis. The staff consists of one
psychiatrist and three psychiatric social workers; during evening hours,
duties are performed by one psychiatric social worker and a psychiatric
resident. Two-thirds of the patients of the Psychiatric Emergency
Service are self-referred; the remaining one-~third are accompanied by
relatives or friends at the time of admission. According to a spokesman
for the Psychiatric Emergency Service, interactions between staff of the
Psychiatric Emergency Service and Ward 53B, the involuntary admission
ward of the Mental Health Complex, are infrequent.
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In the City of Milwaukee, the investigating officer may not
convey the allegedly mentally disturbed individual to the Mental Health
Complex but may call for a paddy wagon or ambulance to transport the
respondent. According to Milwaukee Police Department policy, the
investigating officer usually completes a form requesting and stating the
reason for such a conveyance. Investigating officers from law
enforcement agencies outside of the City of Milwaukee, in most cases,
transport an individual to the Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex
themselves. A

When a law enforcement officer believes that an individual is
mentally disturbed but not sufficiently so to proceed with emergency
detention under Section 51.15, the transportation of the person to a
facility for temporary emergency care and treatment has posed some
problems. Milwaukee City police officers are required to justify and
document their reasons for a conveyance request. The Milwaukee Police
Department's Form PP-42 (Protective Custody or Transfer of Prisoner for
Medical Care) requires that an investigating officer provide reasomns for
conveyance requests based on four separate provisicns in Wisconsin's
statutes: (1) protective custody of intoxicated persons (51.45(11)(a));
(2) protective custody of incapacitated persoms (51.45(11)(b)); (3)
temporary emergency detention for mental health examination (51.15); and
(4) the transfer of prisoners in need of medical or hospital care
(53.38). 1If police officers have no basis upon which to pursue emergency
detention under Section 51.15, they lack the formal authority to
transport an individual to a detentiom facility, even if the person is in
need of some other type of treatment and care. According to a
representative of the Milwaukee Police Department, in such cases a
referral i1s made and assistance is sought from the Mental Health Complex
or the Crisis Intervention service. Nonetheless, lack of resources may
cause a person to be without transportation to a mental health facility.

In Milwaukee County, law enforcement officers taking emergency
detention of a person are required to provide ''detailed specific
information concerning the recent overt act, attempt or threat to act or
omission" upon which the emergency detention is based or, alternatively,
the names of persoms who witnessed the recent overt act, attempt or
threat to act, or omission (51.15(4)(a)). The law further requires that
the law enforcement officer provide this statement to the staff of the
detention facility upon transporting the person to the facility. The
filing of this statement with the court, together with any supplemental
statement ("Treatment Director's Supplement to Law Enforcement Officers
Statement of Detention"; see Appendix A, p. 5) by the examining
psychiatrist in Ward 53B, has the same effect as a "three-party' petition
for non-emergency involuntary civil commitment.

Milwaukee police officers detail the specific information on
which an emergency detention is based by completing a standardized form
(Form PE-18, "Statement of Emergency Detention By Law Enforcement
Officer"). A properly completed form sets forth the statutory basis for
the detention, the names of the person(s) who reliably reported the basis
of the detention to the investigating officer (if the detention was not
based upon the officer's personal observations) and a narrative
description of the events upon which the allegations are based. The form
must be signed by the detaining officer and collaborating officer, if
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any. A typical statement of emergency detention by a law enforcement
officer in the City of Milwaukee included the following observations:

Attempt to cut her left wrist open, causing minor
abrasions to same, with an unknown object. She stated
that at the time she is fed up with society and no
matter what happens to her today she will try the same
thing again when she can. She further stated she is
very depressed and wants to end her life.

In the City of Milwaukee, law enforcement officers are required
to complete the statement of emergency detention in quadruplicate. The
original and two copies of the form accompany the respondent to the
Mental Health Complex. The fourth copy is forwarded to the Medical
Section of the Milwaukee Police Department. While Milwaukee County law
enforcement officers outside of the City of Milwaukee do not use the same
printed form for their statement of emergency detention, they use a
printed form similar in all essential components to that used by city
police (see Appendix A, p. 6).

Once the allegedly mentally disturbed person is '"medically
cleared" by the Milwaukee County General Hospital Emergency Admitting
Center and is transported by the detaining officer to Ward 53B of the
Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex, the procedures pursuant to
involuntary civil commitment via by the emergency detention route (51.15)
and the non-emergency, petition route (51.20), are, except for some minor
differences, the same.

NON~EMERGENCY INVOLUNTARY COMMITMENT

Wisconsin, like most states,23 allows a more deliberate
process of involuntary civil commitment to be initiated in non-emergency
cases. Section 51.20 of the State Mental Health Act allows any person to
file a petition alleging that a person is a proper subject for
involuntary civil commitment and, further, requesting that the court
order the person to be examined and that a hearing be held to determine
whether the person should be committed. A "petition for examination"
must be signed by three adult persons, at least one of whom has 'personal
knowledge of the conduct'" of the individual who is the subject of the
petition (51.20(b)). The form, "Petition for Examination" (see Appendix
A, p. 7), formally invoking the jurisdiction of the court, lists the
criteria for involuntary civil commitment as they are set forth in the
State Mental Health Act.

23Institute on Mental Disability and the Law. Provisional Substantive
and Procedural Guidelines for Involuntary Civil Commitment. Williamsburg,
Virginia: National Center for State Courts, 1982 (hereafter Imstitute).

24The preprinted form, "Petition For Examination' (Appendix A, p. 7),
contains an error that appears to have resulted from an incorrect
transcription of Section 51.20 of the Wisconsin State Mental Health Act.
The second sentence of paragraph (c), referring to the exception provided
when less restrictive alternatives are available, should not contain the
word ''mot'" in the last phrase. This phrase should read "...if the
individual is appropriate for placement under s. 55.06." This error was
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The petition serves as a formal allegation by three persomns (the
petitioners) that another person (the respondent) is a proper subject for
commitment. From a legal perspective, the petition comstitutes the basis
to establish "probable cause" to believe that the respondent requires
commitment and should be involuntarily detained pending judicial hearing.

The petition process is almost always initiated by a telephone
call to the Office of the Protective Service Management Team (PSMT)
located on the lower floor of the Milwaukee County Courthouse. Callers
may be, or may be referred by, law enforcement officers, members of the
Crisis Intervention Service, mental health or social service personnel,
attorneys, or other persons or agencies in the community. The PSMT
intake worker answering a call, typically queries a caller about the

respondent's present mental condition, behavior, and prior mental health
history.

First and foremost, the intake worker determines whether an
emergency exists. If there is an emergency, a caller is referred to the
police or to the Crisis Intervention Service.2? If no emergency
appears to exist, a caller may be referred to the nearest community
mental health center or some other agency or facility (e.g., the
Wisconsin Correctional Service or the Human Service Triangle).
Alternatively, staff of the PSMT may pursue with a caller the possibility
of filing a petition for protective placement and services under Chapter
55 of the SMHA or, as a last resort, involuntary civil commitment
(51.20). (See the following section in this chapter for a discussion of
the PSMT's screening and diversion in collaboration with the Crisis
Intervention Service.) If the latter option is pursued, a caller is

brought to the attention of the Office of Corporation Counsel and the
Office of the Protective Service Management Team by the authors on
December 16, 1982. 1In several other respects, the preprinted form does
not accurately transcribe Section 51.20. Although these inaccuracies may
not be "errors'" and may be immaterial in view of Wisconsin's harmless
error rule (51.20(10)(c)), they should be modified: (1) in paragraph
"1.", line 3, the words "believed to be" should be deleted (see
51.20(1)(al)1.); (2) in paragraph "2.", the words "and evidences one or
more of the following' should be deleted and replaced by
(continued)"because the subject" (see 51.20(1)(a)2.) [this change will
require adding the word '"Evidences' at the beginning of paragraph
"2.(b)"]; (3) in paragraph "2.(b)", line 6, “such" should be replaced by
"do'" (see 51.20(1)(a)2.b.); (4) in paragraph "2.(c)", lines 2, 5, and 10,
the word “very" should be deleted (see 51.20(1l)(a)2.c.); and in paragraph
"2.(e)'", lines 3 and 4, "the requirements of specific recent overt acts,
attempts or threats" should be deleted and replaced by ''the requirements
of a recent overt act, attempt or threat' (see 51.20(1l)(am)). Also,
"2.(e)" omits the last sentence of 51.20(1)(am), which probably should be

included. We would suggest a careful review and revision of the petition
form.

25See the discussion regarding the Crisis Intervention Sarvice
immediately following this section.
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provided with a description of the "three-party" petition process and is
asked to provide the PSMT with basic information such as his or her name,
telephone number, and the name and location of the potential respondent.
Finally, an appointment is made for all three potential petitioners to
complete a three-party petition in the PSMT office. All three potential
petitioners must be present to execute the petition; otherwise, the PSMT
will not initiate the petition process. Appointments are usually
scheduled promptly, depending mostly upon the potential petitiocmners’
ability to travel to the PSMT office to complete the petitiou.

At the time of the appointment, the PSMT intake worker
interviews all three petitioners and obtains the necessary information to
complete a proper petition (i.e., specific dates when the respondent's
behavior occurred, identities of observers, and specific facts which
might constitute probable cause to believe the allegations in the
petition (51.20(1)(c)). According to a member of the PSMT, few petition
requests are rejected once three petitioners have been interviewed,
although some potential petitioners require more extensive questioning by
the interviewer to extract the detailed, specific information required by
the SMHA.

Once a three-party petition has been completed to the
satisfaction of the PSMT, the petitiomers take the petitiom to Milwaukee
County's Office of Corporatiom Counsel located on the third floor of the
courthouse, where they are sworn and sign the petition (see Appendix A,
p. 8, for the standardized form signed by petitioners). In accordance
with the SMHA (51.20(4)), corporation counsel represents the "interests
of the publice" and has the responsibility to approve or disapprove
petitions submitted to him. In reviewing a petition, corporation counsel
may speak to one or more of the petitionmers, usually by telephone.
Extensive communication about a petition between corporation counsel and
the PSMT, once a petition reaches the corporation counsel, is rare.

The petitioning process, up to this point, is sequential and
usually not iterative. Once corporation counsel has completed his review
of the petition and is convinced that involuntary commitment is
warranted, he files the original petition and sworn affidavit with the
clerk of the Circuit Court who time-stamps and dates the petitiom,
prepares all the necessary papers related to the action (i.e., a "hearing
data sheet," an unsigned judicial order of detention, notices of rights
and service, and the original petition and sworn affidavit), and submits
the petition to the circuit judge of the Probate Division. In accordance
with the SMHA, Section 51.20(2), a circuit court judge reviews the
petition and determines whether a detention order should be issued.
Although the subject of a petition may remain free pending probable cause
hearing, a detention order is almost always issued.

The Circuit Court Clerk then prepares the necessary papers and
notifies the Sheriff's Department to take the individual into custody.
With some minimal information about the individual to be detained
provided by the PSMT (e.g., whereabouts, appearance, likelihood of
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violence), members of the Process Service Division of the Sheriff's
Department take the respondent into custody (see 51.20(2)). When taking
the respondent into custody, they must present the individual with a
notice of hearing (see Appendix A, p. 9), a copy of the petition and
detention order, a copy of the criteria under which he or she may be
committed, and a written statement of the individual's rights
(51.20(2)). If the judge does not issue a detention order, the other
documents must be served on the individual, and he or she must be orally
informed of his or her rights (51.20(2)).

In contrast to the procedures for temporary emergency detention
followed by law enforcement persommel in Milwaukee County, members of the
Sheriff's Department's Process Service Division do not first transport a
person taken into custody subject to non-emergency detention to the
Milwaukee County General Hospital Emergency Admitting Center for "medical
clearance" but, instead, transport the person directly to Ward 53B of the
Mental Health Center. This inconsistency in custody-taking procedures
conceivably may be justified by differences in the needs for medical
clearance between emergency detainees and non—emergency detainees. That
is, since the custody and detention of a person subject to a three-party
petition does not constitute, by definition, an emergency situation,
medical examination and clearance by the Milwaukee County General
Hospital Emergency Admitting Center may not be warranted. Furthermore,
because most of the non—-emergency detentions are made during working
hours when a psychiatrist on Ward 53B of the Mental Health Center 1is
likely to be present to conduct a physical examination of the detainee,

transporting the detainee to the Emergency Admitting Center first may be
unnecessary-.

These justifications, adduced by the authors, were not supported
by personnel of Ward 53B. Although conceding that most non—emergency
admittees to Ward 53B are in good shape physically, onme interviewee
stated that the lack of resocurces and personnel to conduct physical
examinations and the need for consistency of procedures dictate that all
respondents be "medically cleared" by the Milwaukee County General
Hospital Emergency Admitting Center befcre being admitted to Ward 53B.
This interviewee suggested that the difference in medical clearance
procedures may not be due to a policy based upon acknowledged differences
between the medical needs of emergency and non-emergency detainees, but
rather it may be based upon the fact that the official court order (see
Appendix A, p. 10) requires that the sheriff's deputies taking a person
into custody pursuant to Chapter 51.20 shall take the person to Ward 53B
of the Milwaukee County Mental Health Center. The order does not
specifically require the sheriff's deputies to transport the person to
the Milwaukee County General Hospital Emergency Admitting Center for
medical examination and clearance.

One psychologist noted that there is sometimes a wait of hours
for non-emergency medical evaluation at the Emergency Admitting Center.
Such a long waiting time, he stated, is not only a misuse of the
detaining officer's time, but adds to the stress on the detained
individual. He recommended that a less stressful means of conducting
medical examinations be found, whether the physical examination is
performed at the Emergency Admitting Center or Ward 53B.
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RECOMMENDATION 2: (1) THE MILWAUKEE COUNTY
INSTITUTIONS AND DEPARTMENTS, IN CONJUNCTION WITH
LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES IN MILWAUKEE COUNTY,
SHOULD DEVELOP A CONSISTENT METHOD FOR MEDICAL
EXAMINATION AND CLEARANCE OF ALL CHAPTER 51
EMERGENCY AND NON-EMERGENCY DETAINEES BEFORE
THEIR ADMITTANCE TO WARD 53B.

(2) THE METHOD(S) DEVELOPED SHOULD NOT PLACE
UNDUE PROCEDURAL OR FISCAL BURDENS ON THE
MILWAUKEE COUNTY MEDICAL COMPLEX, THE MILWAUKEE
COUNTY MENTAL HEALTH CENTER, OR LAW ENFORCEMENT
AGENCIES IN MILWAUKEE COUNTY RESPONSIBLE FOR
TRANSPORTING PERSONS SUBJECT TO EITHER EMERGENCY
DETENTION (51.15) OR NON-EMERGENCY DETENT ION
(51.20). '

(3) ANY CHANGE IN PROCEDURE SHOULD BE REFLECTED
IN THE POLICIES, STAFF ORIENTATION AND TRAINING,
AND OPERATIONS MANUALS OF EFFECTED AGENCIES OR
UNITS THEREOF.

This recommendation does not articulate a method for medical
examination and clearance of detainees before their admittance to Ward
53B, but leaves the development of such a method to the affected
agencies. Thus, this recommendation differs from the recommendation made
in the review draft of this report that all persons subject to either
emergency detention or non~emergency detention should first be
transported by law enforcement officers to the Milwaukee County General
Hospital Emergency Admitting Center before being transported and admitted
to Ward 53B of the Milwaukee County Mental Health Center. Although
reviewers of the earlier recommendation expressed considerable feeling
that there may be a more efficient way of conducting medical examinationms
of non—-emergency detainees, most reviewers that commented on this
recommendation expressed their concern that transporting persons subject
to non—emergency detention to the Emergency Admitting Center would
involve prohibitive costs. One reviewer noted that all patients at the
Mental Health Complex receive a compliete physical examination within 24
hours of admission. He reported that in 1982 the Mental Health Center
had 1,725 non-emergency voluntary admissions. His major concerns were
that if each of these admittees first had to be transported to the
Medical Complex, there could be additional costs related to
transportation of admittees, that extra waiting-time would be required of
the detaining law enforcement officer while the individual completes the
medical examination, and that extra staff resources may be required to
perform the medical examinations. While any requirement for first
transporting to the medical complex persons subject to non—emergency
involuntary detention would not include the voluntary patients alluded to
by the reviewer and, in comparison, would affect only a relatively small
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number of involuntary patients,,26 the concerns about costs expressed

by this and other reviewers should not go unheeded. As we have indicated
earlier, it is our belief that in carrying out its duties and
responsibilities in the involuntary civil commitment process, the state
has the obligation to not impose undue programmatic, fiscal, and
administrative burdens by any procedures that may be required.

CRISIS INTERVENTION SERVICEZ’

The Crisis Intervention Service (CIS) is a Milwaukee County
agency which provides emergency services and counseling to persoms who
are experiencing crises related to mental health, family conflicts,
alcoholism or other drug abuse, and emergency social service needs. CIS
maintains a 24-hour hotline and 24-hour mobile teams for these purposes.
At the time of our research in Milwaukee, CIS employed seven full-time
and one half-time staff including two with masters degrees in psychology,
two nurses, and four with masters degrees in social work (one of whom
worked half time). The primary function of CIS is under Chapter 55 (the
Protective Services Law) of the Wisconsin Statutes. According to a

261n 1981, 699 involuntary commitment proceedings were initiated in
Milwaukee County. -Of this total, 39 percent were non—emergency detainees
(see supra, note 12). This subgroup, or about 273 individuals in 1981,
would be affected by any change in the manner that involuntary detainees
are provided medical clearance. This group is obviously smaller than and
does not overlap, at least initially, with the large group of vecluntary
Patients referred to by the reviewer.

27The Crisis Intervention Service, perhaps more than any other

Milwaukee County agency involved with involuntary civil commitment, has
undergone extensive organizational and administrative changes since the
dissemination of the review draft of this report in late February 1983.

The Crisis Intervention Hotline, the Mobile Outreach,
and the Psychiatric Emergency Service have combined to
form the Mental Health Emergency Service. William I.
Gore, the newly appointed administrator and his
administrative assistant, Bruce Berg, are in the
process of restructuring the service in order to
provide maximum service despite limited resources of
budget and staff. Ten full time employees and one
part—-time employee divide their time between the
walk-in service, the Hotline, and the Mobile Outreach
Service, as demand requires. The mobile unit is
available Monday through Friday and is busiest between
the hours of 10 a.m. and 10 p.m. ... . [T]he Hotline
will continue to provide 24-hour emergency counseling

and aid. ("Thrce in One Emergency Services Merge."
The AMI, April 1983, 3.)
(continued)
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representative of CIS, CI5 effected ninety—-seven percent of the

appggximately 60 emergency detentions occurring in 1981 under Chapter
55,

CIS also performs important functions under both the emergency
and anon-emergency procedures of the SMHA. Pursuant to the non-emergency
procedures (51.20), CIS often does screening for the Protective Services
Management Team (PSMT) to evaluate whether a three-party petition is
appropriate. Although this screening of individuals potentially subject
to three-party petiticns is not required by the SMHA, it provides a means
for diverting individuals away from the coumitment process when the
screening evaluation warrants such diversion.

According to a representative of PSMT, a three—party petitiom 1is
the last resort. When the PSMT intake worker receives a telephone call
from a person seeking a three-party petition, the intake worker gquestioms
the person to determine what actions have been taken (e.g., by the
allegedly mentally ill person's family) to mitigate the condition or
circumstances prompting the telephome call. If the intake worker
determines that the caller or the disturbed person's family has taken
gction to mitigate the situation with no or minimal success, the intake
worker will schedule an appointment for the caller and two other adult
persons to come to the PSMT office to fill out forms pursuant to a
three—~party petition. If mitigating action has not been taken, however,
the intake worker may call CIS or the Wiscomsin Correctiomal Service, for
example, to get assistance. Often the intake worker will telephone CIS
while the caller is still connected and simply tramsfer the caller to CIS.

The CIS mental health counselor then continues the telephcne
screening. Reportedly, an average call received by CIS takes about 20
minutes and includes assessment, negotiating a care plan, and referring
the caller to a treatment facility or agency. In many cases such

Because this section of the report deals primarily with
practices of the Crisis Intervention Service and not with administrative
and organizational structure, it retains its relevance to current
policies and practices.

28The remainder were accomplished by the Protective Services Management
Team. According to statistics compiled by Milwaukee County's Register in
Probata, a total of 56 emergency detention were effected under the
Protective Services Law during 198l. This can be compared with a total
of 425 emergency detentions under Chapter 51. It should be noted that
Chapter 55 dces not specify who specifically should be authorized by the
CC5B to take persons into protective custody. Sheriffs, police officers,
firemen, and guardians may also perform that functiom (55.06).

29This characterization of incoming calls includes not only those

received as referrals from the PSMT, but also includes all incoming calls
received as referrals or directly from individuals experiencing crises.
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telephone intervention is all that is required to assist the caller in
resolving the crisis situation. Other situations, however, require
face-to-face intervention. One psychologist, who has frequently been
appointed as an examiner in involuntary civil commitment matters and is
familiar with the work of CIS, noted that this type of screening by CIS
appropriately places an emphasis upon persuasion rather than coersion to
get candidates for involuntary commitment to become voluntary patients.
He expressed the opinion that more individuals would be diverted from the
commitment process prior to the prehearing examination if more such
emphasis was placed upon counseling and persuasion.

When on-site intervention is warranted, CIS mental health
counselors work in teams of two. Reportedly, because crisis situations
are often unpredictable (e.g., a team may be confronted with violent
behavior), CIS counselors very rarely work alone. Mobile crisis
intervention team members are required to hold a master's degree in a
mental health discipline or a bachelor's degree in nursing with three
years of psychiatric experience. Although telephone intervention by CIS
extends from Milwaukee County to the counties of Washington, Ozaukee, and
Waukesha, the mobile catchment area is limited to Milwaukee County. CIS
teams travel to intervention locations in omne of two passenger cars
leased for that purpose. Each car is equipped with a telephone to allow
continued contact with a caller when the situation demands it.

CIS Mobile Teams continue their screening and intervention on
site by administering a standardized, three-part assessment of the
subject individual (see Appendix A, pp. 11-16, "Milwaukee County Crisis
Intervention Services, Assessment and History"). The three areas of
assessment are the biological, psychological, and social factors. In
making these assessments, mobile teams use an eleven—page, standardized
form which they fill out either on site or when they return to their
office. The bioclogical assessment includes review of the person's chief
medical complaint (if any), his or her medical history, his or her
general appearance, and his or her bodily systems (e.g., neurological,
pulmonary, cardiovascular). The psychological assessment includes review
of such areas as behavior, orientation, judgement, suicide risk,
potential danger to others, and alcohol or drug abuse. The social
assessment includes inquiry into such areas as the person's age, marital
status, ethnicity, education, type of employment, income, social support
system, family conflicts, and involvement with the criminal justice

system. The Mobile Teams complete the three—part assessment in all but
extreme circumstances.

Based on this assessment, the mental health counselors form
diagnostic impressions and determine the treatment route or routes they
deem optimal and should be pursued. If the counselors determine that
Chapter 51 commitment criteria are met, they may refer the case back to
the PSMT for a three-party petition or may contact the police regarding
emergency detention of the person. According to one representative of
CIS, the only circumstances in which a mobile team would call the police
expressly pursuant to a Chapter 51 emergency detention is one in which a



potential exists for a drug overdose.30 Reportedly, approximately 60
percent of all the cases hamndled by CIS in 1981 resulted in crisis
counseling or referral to outpatient services, An additiomnal 31 percent
of CIS c¢lients were hospitalized; of these, 23 percent wege'voluntary
admissions and eight percent were involuntary admissions. 1

Although most of the instances in which CIS and the police work
cooperatively are initiated by police, such interaction may also be
initiated by a CIS counselor. When a CIS mobile team encounters an
individual who is viclent or has a weapon, CIS counselors will almost
always call for police assistance. CIS counselors generally are not
experienced or trained in handling violent individuals. When contacted,
police come to the scene and provide assistance. The police may provide
consultation or assistance in controlling the violent individual. Such

situations may lead to a c¢riminal arrest or to a Chapter 51 emergency
detention.

Whenever CIS counselors become involved in Chapter 51.15
emergency detentions, they work in conjunction with police officers.
Reportedly, police and CIS counselors work together in about 20 percent
of all CIS mobile cases. When police officers encounter an individual
whom they believe may need mental health care, if they are uncertain
whether the individual is mentally ill and should be detained, the police
may call CIS for assistance in determining whether the individual meets
emergency detention criteria. CIS may provide comsultation by telephone
or on location. Because Section 51.15 of the SMHA authorizes only law
enforcement officers to take an individual into custody pursuant to
involuntary civil commitment, the police make the final decision
concerning whether the individual will be detained. Thus, 1f a CIS
counselor determines that emergency detention criteria are met, he or she
can only recommend that the police take custody of the subject individual.

Reportedly, police officers generally follow CIS counselors'
recommendations. However, police officers sometimes disagree with CIS
determinations that the "fourth standard," or what has been called the
"basi¢ needs" criterion, is met and refuse to take custody of the
individual. The fourth standard requires that the law enforcement
officer have cause to believe that the subject individual is mentally
ill, drug dependent, or developmentally disabled, and is '‘unable to
satisfy basic needs for nourishment, medical care, shelter or safety

3OHoﬁeVer, CIS does become involved in othaer types of cases when law
enforcement officers initiate the call to CIS. CIS may also call the
police for assistance in handling violent individuals. The interaction
between CIS and the police is discussed in more detail below.

3lThese figures do not differentiate the involuntary hospitalizations
pursuant to Chapter 51 (the Mental Health Act) and Chapter 55 (the
Protective Services Law).
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without prompt and adequate treatment so that a substantial probability
exists that death, serious physical injury, serious physical debilitation
or serious physical disease will imminently ensue unless the individual
receives prompt and adequate treatment for his mental illness"
(51.20(1)(a)2.c.). One CIS counselor we interviewed said she was
unable to recall any occasion that a police officer agreed to detain an
individual when CIS recommended emergency detention based on the fourth
standard. Although our research suggested that police officers in
Milwaukee generally will take a person into custody if they have cause to
believe that he or she meets commitment criteria, the comments of CIS
counselors whom we interviewed suggest that the '"basic needs' criterion
is not always used in Milwaukee as contemplated by lawmakers.

Although the CIS interviewees were generally pleased with the
cooperative efforts of the police, they suggested that the police could
further the treatment needs of allegedly mentally disturbed persons by
being more willing to take custody of persons meeting the '"basic needs"
criterion. They suggested that the reluctance of the police to apply the
criterion may be attributable to two factors: (1) police officers prefer
to perscnally observe dangerous acts or omissions rather than to rely on
the reports of informants, and (2) police officers are frustrated because
many persons detained on the basis of this fourth standard are later
diverted from involuntary commitment.

As stated earlier, the present law allows individual police
officers broad discretion in making emergency detentions. It is beyond
the scope of our evaluation of the involuntary civil commitment process
in Milwaukee County to ascertain and dictate how every police officer in
Milwaukee County exercises that discretion. However, without expressing
a judgment about how strictly Milwaukee law enforcement officers apply
the statutory emergency detention criteria, and notwithstanding the
recommendation made earlier to expand the emergency detention power under
Chapter 51.15, we make the following recommendation.

RECOMMENDATION 3: POLICE OFFICERS SHOULD
RELY ON THE EXPERTISE OF CRISIS INTERVENTION
SERVICE MENTAL HEALTH COUNSELORS AND GIVE
GREAT WEIGHT TO THEIR RECOMMENDATIONS ABQUT
EMERGENCY DETENTION UNDER THE '"'BASIC NEEDS"
COMMITMENT CRITERION.

Reportedly, when the CIS counselors believe that a subject
individual meets emergency detention criteria but the police decide not
to take custody of the person, CIS refers the case to the PSMT for a
three-party petition to initiate non~emergency commitment of the persoan.
Although in most cases it would be permissible for a CIS counselor to
sign a three—party petition as one of the petiticners, CIS counselors do
not act as petitiomers. Rather, CIS counselors urge the allegedly

32This fourth commitment criterion was added to the three previous
criteria by revision of the SMHA in July 1980. It was intended to loosen
the statuteory commitment standards and strike a balance between making
commitment too hard and too easy. Cf., Friedrich, C. E. Lawmakers fine
tune commitment law. The Milwaukee Journal, July 6, 1980.
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mentally ill person's family or other witnesses to PSMT to sign as
petitioners. 1f requested by Corporation Counsel, however, CIS
counselors will testify at judicial hearings.

Generally, cooperation between CIS and police appear
praiseworthy. Some people we interviewed, however, stated that CIS
presently does not, or is unable to , provide complete on-site
intervention 24 hours a day as advertised. A representative of CIS
stated that recent budget,cuts and reductions in staff have rendered it
impossible for CIS to respond to about 25 percent of incoming calls
requiring mobile intervention. He stated that CIS originally had 20
staff members but that because the community was then unaware of the
availability of CIS, there was insufficient demand for such a large
staff. Now, with reduced staff and increased community awaremness of CIS,
CIS is unable to respond to the demand for its services. Others have
acknowledged these resource limitations but suggest that even within
these constraints CIS is not operating to full capacity. One interviewee
stated that CIS is "too selective" with incoming calls.

Achieving a balance between the resources available to CIS and
the need in the community for emergency intervention will require
additional observation and inquiry. As noted earlier, presently CIS has
detention power only under the Protective Services Law (Chapter 55) but
not under the SMHA (Chapter 51). Extending CIS' detention power to
encompass emergency detentions under the SMHA, as recommended, should not
~ substantially change the character of CIS intervention, but probably will

necessitate increased CIS resources. These additional rescurce
requirements should be offset, however, by a decrease in the demands on
police resources, particularly by a decrease in the number of situations
in which CIS and the police must work together in effecting an emergency
detention.

OTHER ROUTES TO INVOLUNTARY MENTAL HEALTH INTERVENTION

Legal reform of involuntary civil commitment in Wiscomsin and
throughout the country has caused burdens of proof, evidentiary
procedures, and the adversary process to approach the rigor of criminal
proceedings. Too often this rigorous adversarial approach has proven
unworkable, requiring complex and onerous procedures, and demanding
excessive resources and time of the mental health-legal system. The
laws, policies, and practices of involuntary civil commitment are shaped
by subtle influences both from within and without the commitment
process. As one observer has recently noted, "if one aspect of mental
health law is tinkered or tampered with, pressures are likely to mount
that will push towards certain types of tipkering or tampering with other
aspects of mental health law or practice."”

335ee "Guide to Mental Health Resources in Milwaukee County" compiled
by Mental Health Association in Milwaukee County, Patient Services
Committee. Revised 1982,

3L"Wexler, D.B. Mental health law: Major issues. New York: Plenum,
1981, at 2.
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If civil commitment laws are tightenmed such that the initiation
of involuntary commitment proceedings along the emergency and
non—~emergency routes discussed above becomes more difficult, it is likely
that some people who may have been civilly committed under looser laws
will find other routes into the mental health system. Some of these
routes may be by way of the criminal courts. Evidence exists, for
example, that criminal commitment for incompetence to stand trial may be
commonly used as an alternative to civil commitment in states, such as
Wisconsin, with particularly stringent commitment laws.3 Also, as we
have observed in Milwaukee, ''voluntary'" participation in a mental health
treatment program may be made a condition of bail for mentally disturbed
persons charged with minor offenses.

In this section, we will discuss routes leading to involuntary
mental health intervention other than the emergency and non-emergency
procedures discussed earlier. Although we did not have the opportunity
to study some of these areas as thoroughly as we would have liked, we
will discuss the interelationships between criminal commitment and civil
commitment in Milwaukee County. We will conclude this section by
highlighting some serious public safety problems in the handling of
mentally adherrant individuals who have committed violant acts but are
not readily accommodated by either the criminal or civil justice
systems.

Voluntary to Involuntary Status

Section 51.10(5) of the SMHA prescribes a procedure by which a
voluntary patient in an inpatient treatment facility may, under specified
circumstances, become subject to involuntary civil commitment
proceedings. When a person is admitted to a hospital as a voluntary
inpatient, the person must be informed of this possibility
(51.10(5)(a)). Commitment proceedings may be initiated by the treatment
director, or his or her designee, when a voluntary patient submits to
hospital staff a written request for discharge against medical advice
(51.10(5)(a)). Following such a request the patient must be released
unless the treatment director takes affirmative action (see
51.10(5)(c)). The patient may be detained if the treatment director has
reason to believe that the patient is 'dangerous" as defined in
51.20(1)(a)2. or (am). To detain the patient, the treatment director
must file a statement of emergency detention under 51.15 before the end
of the court's next business day (51.10(5)(c)) (see Appendix A,
"Treatment Director's Statement of Emergency Detention", pp. 17-18).
Prior to filing of this statement, the patient may be detained only long
enough for the hospital staff to evaluate the patient’s condition and
file the statement (51.20(5)(c)). Once the statement is filed, the

35ee e.g., Dickey, W. Incompetency and the non-dangerous mentally ill
client. Criminal Law Bulletin, 1980, 16, 22-40; also, generally Wexler,
D.B. The structure of civil commitment: Patterns, pressures, and
interactions in mental health legislation. Law and Human Behavior, 1983,
7 (1), 1-18.
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patient may be detained pursuant to 51.15 emergency procedures

(51.10(5)(c)). A probable cause hearing must be held within 72 hours of
the initial request for discharge (51.10(5)(c)).

The statute allows the treatment director comnsiderable
discretion in determining whether to initiate commitment proceedings
against a voluntary patient requesting discharge against medical advice.
The treatment director need not believe that the patient meets the
relatively strict commitment criteria contained in 51.20(1)(a). The
discretion permitted to the treatment director is broader than that which
law enforcement officers may exercise in detaining persons under 51.15
emergency procedures. There is no specific statutory requirement that
the treatment director believe the patient to be mentally ill, drug
dependent, or developmentally disabled (as under 51.15(1)(a) and
51.20(a)(a)l.) or that he or she believe that the patient is at that time

a proper subject for involuntary treatment (as under 51.20(1)(a)l.). The
"dangerousness'" requirement included in 51.20 commitment criteria is also
relaxed for purposes of a treatment director's emergency detention. In
particular, Section 51.20(1)(am) relaxes the standard by stating that the
"recent overt act(s) or omission(s)" requirement may be satisfied by "a
subtantial likelihood, based on the subject individual's treatment
record, that the individual would be a proper subject for commitment if
treatment were withdrawn." If a voluntary patient has been in a hospital
for not more than 30 days prior to the commencement of proceedings, the
recent act(s) or omission(s) requirement may be met by showing an act(s)
or omission(s) which occurred immediately prior to admission
(51.20(1)(am)). This provision appears to contemplate that if a patient
has been in the hospital more than 30 days, no overt act(s) or
omission(s) would be required. Only a potential for such an act(s) or
omission(s) if treatment were withdrawn would be required.

As a practical matter, it is unlikely that a treatment director
would detain a voluntary patient if he or she did not believe that the
patient had a mental disability and was a proper subject for treatment.
Indeed, the second paragraph of the Treatment Director's Statement of
Emergency Detention (see Appendix A, p. 17) goes beyond statutory
requirements and states that the signer of the petition is of the opinion
that the patient is mentally ill, drug dependent or developmentally
disabled, and is a proper subject for involuntary treatment. Despite the
broad discretion which the SMHA allows treatment directors, and
notwithstanding the often—heard charge that involuntary hospitalization
is too difficult in Milwaukee COunty,36 this discretion is rarely
exercised by treatment directors in Milwaukee County. Although hospital
staff may emncourage a patient to remain in the hospital, treating
physicians rarely use a ''treatment director's hold.'" One psychiatrist
commented that facility treatment directors do not exercise their
authority to 'hold" voluntary patients requesting discharge against
medical advice because it is so difficult to do so. He added that the
procedure is an "exercise in futility" and that one "almost has to be an
attorney to get the job dome.”

385ee e.g., Libman, R. Commitment law can deny needed help. The
Milwaukee Journal, January 6, 1983.




Contrary to the belief of some in Milwaukee, a treatment
director's hold is not used following a "court-ordered voluntary"
stipulation (see Chapter Four). Under such a stipulated settlement, a
patient relinquishes his or her right to be discharged agaimst medical
advice. If the patient fails to cooperate with the treatment program
under such a stipulation, the proper remedy is for hospital staff to
notify corporation coungel who, in turn, will schedule a final commitment
hearing within 14 days. Thus the treatment director's hold
procedures apply only to voluntary patients who do not have voluntary
status by virtue of such stipulation. A treatment director's hold is,
thus, a distinct route into involuntary mental health treatment. The
relaxed dangerousness requirement makes this route a relatively
efficacious route into involuntary treatment, and one which should not be
overlooked.

RECOMMENDATION 4: (1) IN APPROPRIATE CASES,
FACILITY TREATMENT DIRECTORS, OR THEIR DESIGNEES,
SHOULD INCREASE THEIR EXERCISE OF THE
DISCRETIONARY POWER PROVIDED IN SECTION
51.10(5) (c) TO INITIATE CIVIL COMMITMENT
PROCEEDINGS AGAINST VOLUNTARY PATIENTS REQUESTING
DISCHARGE AGAINST MEDICAL ADVICE.

(2) THE MILWAUKEE COUNTY MENTAL HEALTH COMPLEX
SHOULD CONDUCT INSERVICE TRAINING TO FAMILIARIZE
FACILITY DIRECTORS AND THEIR DESIGNEES IN THE
PROCEDURES AND CONSEQUENCES OF INITIATING
INVOLUNTARY COMMITMENT PROCEEDINGS AGAINST

VOLUNTARY PATIENTS REQUESTING DISCHARGE AGAINST
MEDICAL ADVICE.

Overlap of the Criminal and Civil Justice Systems

Wisconsin Correctiocnal Service. The concern has frequently been

voiced in Milwaukee County38 and elsewhere throughcut the country

that many people in need of mental health treatment find their way into
the criminal justice system. When this happens, a mentally ill person
may end up in jail rather than in a treatment program. The Wisconsin
Correctional Service (WCS) has established screening and
treatment-planning programs designed to intervene in the criminal justice
system and to guide or divert mentally ill and develcpmentally disabled
arrestees to the treatment and care they need.

373ce Appendix A, p. 19, for the form used for stipulation of a

"court-ordered voluntary" admission. Chapter Four explores in some
detail this type of stipulation settlement of cases.

388ee Zahn, M. and Patrinos, D. Mentally ill behind bars. Milwaukee
Sentinel. (A special reprint of articles which appeared in August 1981);
more recently, see Libman, supra, note 28.

398eg Bonovitz, J. C. and Guy, E. G. Impact of restrictive civil
commitment procedures on a prison psychiatric service. American Journal
of Psychiatry, 1979, 136, 1045-1048.
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One WCS program, funded in part by United Way of Milwaukee,
seeks to identify and divert mentally ill arrestees from jail toward
mental health intervention prior to and during the ''charging conference"
at the Milwaukee County Office of District Attornmey. This unit, referred
to as '"DA-MHU," began functioning in January 1982, and is staffed by two
social workers who screen possibly mentally ill arrestees immediately
after they are brought to the district attormey's office by police
officers. All persons arrested in Milwaukee's 12 precincts for alleged
offenses against the State must be brought to the district attorney's
office to be formally charged with a crime.*Y The WCS social worker or
"screeners' do not interview all arrestees but rather only those who come
to their attention as possibly mentally ill.

Reportedly, whether the WCS screeners will interview a
particular arrestee is determined by several factors. First, the
arresting police officer(s) is provided a small card on which the
arresting officer notes whether the arrestee evidences or has any history
of mental disorder, or whether the officer has any other information
indicating that the arrestee may be a medical or suicidal risk. This
"screening card" provides a simple mechanism to immediately detect
persons who may be mentally ill. Second, the WCS social workers monitor
the incoming arrestees to look for familiar names and for individuals
apprehended for offenses typical of mentally ill people. The social
workers conduct this monitoring by reviewing four clipboards on which the
names and offenses are recorded. The four clipboards are labeled
"felony," "misdemeanor," "“traffic offense," or "domestic violence.'" WCS
has compiled a complete list of charges against arrestees interviewed by
the DA-MHU during eight months in 1982. The list indicates that the
majority of arrestees interviewed by the DA-MHU face charges for
misdemeanor offenses. The most prevalent offenses include disorderly
conduct, battery, shoplifting, and damage to property. The third way the
WCS social workers determine whether to interview particular arrestees is
by referrals from staff of the district attormey's office and, to a
lesser extent, from public defenders or other defense attorneys, or from
other concerned individuals (e.g., a probation agent, a relative of the
arrestee, or the arrestee him or herself).

Once it is determined that an arrestee may have a mental health
problem, a DA-MHU social worker interviews the person. This interview
may typically last for ten minutes to one hour, or as long as the
district attorney is preparing for the charging conference. During the
interview, the social worker determines the nature of any present mental
health problem and develops a strategy for mental health intervention to
discuss at the charging conference (see Appendix A, p. 20 for the DA-MHU
screening form).

4004 occasion a police officer may not bring an arrestee to the
district attorney' office if the arrestee is violent or unmanageable.
Presumably, the police take such arrestees directly to jail.
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Whether an arrestee is charged with a crime or is diverted to
the mental health system is determined at the charging conference.
During the conference the arresting police officer relates to the
district attorney the circumstances leading to the arrest. Witnesses to
the alleged criminal conduct may also present their stories. Following
the factual inquiry, the WCS social worker who interviewed the arrestee
presents the treatment plan developed in the initial interview.
Reportedly, approximately one~third of the arrestees referred to DA-MHU
are not prosecuted in lieu of participation in a treatment program
recommended by the social workers. Typically, if the district attorney
does not charge an arrestee for whom a WCS social worker has recommended
mental health care and treatment, the district attorney will hold the
case open and send the arrestee to participate in the proposed program.
Participation in the care and treatment program is made more likely when
the district attorney makes compliance with the conditions of such a
program a condition of bail. WCS monitors the arrestees participation in

the program to ensure compliance. The district attorney eventually may
drop the case against the arrestee.

If an arrestee has a severe mental health problem, WCS may
pursue non-emergency commitment by means of a three-party petition as an
alternative to a criminal charge against the arrestee. The witnesses to
the arrestee's alleged criminal conduct are usually present at the
charging conference and may sign as petitioners. Generally, however, if
an arrestee's condition is not appropriate for outpatient treatment, or
if he or she won't accept the conditiomal treatment, the person is
criminally charged rather than civilly committed. Interviewees from the

district attorney's office and from WCS told us that such arrestees
usually are not diverted from the district attorney's office to

involuntary civil commitment because, under certain circumstances,
charging a person is perceived as a more effective and efficient means of
getting the arrestee needed treatment. Interviewees expressed concerns
that people who enter the involuntary civil commitment process often end
up in voluntary treatment programs in which participation is inadequately
monitored. (The concern about compliance with the terms of outpatient or
voluntary treatment and care is discussed in detail in Chapter Five.)
Charging an individual and requiring mental health treatment as a
condition of bail was viewed as more effective than involuntary civil
commitment. When bail is conditioned on compliance with a treatment
program, the WCS, which monitors compliance, has the laverage to ensure
that an arrestee, in fact, cooperates and participates in the treatment
program. Reportedly, because of this leverage that the bail condition
provides, this procedure works more effectively than a 'court-ordered
voluntary' resulting from a stipulated settlement (see Chapter Four). A
bail condition for arrestees may be a more effective mechanism for
ensuring the needed treatment in those cases that the arrestees would not
be involuntarily committed if referred for a three-party petitiom.

A problem remains, however, with regard to those arrestees who
are appropriate for civil commitment under Chapter 51. It 1s these
people who are the primary subject of the oftan-voiced concern that
mentally ill people are finding their way into jail rather than into
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treatment.*! For these persons outpatient treatment is not enough,
claimed several of the interviewees. Nor is it likely that jail time and
punishment for a crime (typically involving nuisances and lesser
offenses) serve to change or deter their criminal or aberrant behavior.
Thus, these individuals should be diverted from the criminal justice
system to involuntary civil commitment. Accomplishing this diversion
will require cooperation among the district attorney's office, the DA-MHU
social workers, and the Corporation Counsel's office. In the next few
paragraphs, we will suggest a scemario for such a cooperative effort.

When a DA-MHU social worker suspects that an arrestee may be a
proper subject for involuntary civil commitment, the social worker would
conduct an extensive mental health asessment of the arrestee. One social
worker we interviewed stated that, on occasion, time demands of the
initial interview of an arrestee require the social workers to make
treatment recommendations in the charging conference based primarily on
"impressions' formed about the arrestee’s condition. Whenever a social
worker suspects that commitment may be proper, the screener should
request that the district attorney allow more time prior to the charging
conference so that a more extensive mental health evaluation can be
conducted. The social worker should focus the interview on determining
whether the arrestee meets Chapter 51 commitment criteria. If the social
worker determines that commitment would be inappropriate, he or she
should proceed to the charging conference and recommend an appropriate
treatment plan. On the other hand, if the social worker determines that
the arrestee is a fit subject for commitment, the social worker should
recommend that commitment proceedings be initiated and that the district
attorney defer charging the arrestee. Although the final decision
concerning whether to charge an arrestee rests with the district
attorney, the district attorney should give great weight to a social
worker's recommendation to pursue commitment in these exigent cases.

When the district attormey defers charging in order that civil
commitment can be pursued, the DA-MHU social worker should have the
witnesses who are present sign a three—party petition as petitioners.
Because Sectiom 51.20(1)(b) requires only that one petitioner have
personal knowledge of the conduct of the subject individual, the DA-MHU
social workers could sign as petitiomers if other petitioners are not
readily available. Because an arrestee who is subject to a three-party
petition is already in custody following a criminal arrest, to permit
continuity of custody, the social worker would immediately seek a
detention order under Section 51.20(1). When the DA-MHU social workers
have determined that any treatment short of involuntary hospitalization
would be insufficient for a particular arrestee, they should so inform
corporation counsel. Corporation counsel should give this advice great
weight and consider a stipulated settlement only if the examining
physician or psychologist appointed pursuant to Section 51.20(9)
expresses doubts that commitment criteria are met.

41Supra, notes 36, 38, and 39.
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Because the district attorney and social workers have already
reviewed the case of an arrestee determined to be a fit candidate for
involuntary civil commitment, a review approximating the social and legal
review given by the Protective Services Management Team and corporation
counsel, we recommend an expedited petitioning process for cases
originating from the District Attorney's Office and WCS. This expedited
process should alleviate the concern of one district attorney who
complained that, even when civil commitment might otherwise be preferred,
he often avoided this route to mental health intervention largely due to
the length of time required and the cumbersome nature of the 51.20
petitioning process.

RECOMMENDATION 5: (1) WHENEVER A SOCIAL
WORKER OF THE WISCONSIN CORRECTIONAL SERVICE
DETERMINES THAT AN ARRESTEE MEETS CHAPTER 51
COMMITMENT CRITERIA, HE OR SHE SHOULD
RECOMMEND AT THE CHARGING CONFERENCE THAT
INVOLUNTARY CIVIL COMMITMENT PROCEEDINGS BE
INITIATED AND THAT THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY
DEFER CRIMINALLY CHARGING THE ARRESTEE. THE
SOCIAL WORKER SHOULD THEN INITIATE A
THREE-PARTY PETITION AND SHOULD SEEK A
DETENTION ORDER.

(2) IN DETERMINING WHETHER TO CHARGE AN
ARRESTEE OR TQO PERMIT CIVIL COMMITMENT
PROCEEDINGS TO BE INITIATED, THE DISTRICT
ATTORNEY SHOULD GIVE GREAT WEIGHT TO THE
SOCIAL WORKER'S RECOMMENDATIONS TO PURSUE
CIVIL COMMITMENT. .

(3) IN CASES WHERE THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY'S
OFFICE SEEKS CIVIL COMMITMENT OF AN
ARRESTEE, THE PETITIONING PROCESS SHOULD BE
EXPEDITED. THE PROTECTIVE SERVICES
MANAGEMENT TEAM AND CORPORATION COUNSEL
SHOULD FOREGO THEIR CUSTOMARY INTERVIEWS AND
SCREENINGS OF PETITIONERS AND FACILITATE THE
ISSUANCE OF A COURT ORDER TO DETAIN THE
PERSON PURSUANT TO SECTION 51.20
NON-EMERGENCY COMMITMENT.

(4) WHENEVER THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY'S OFFICE
INITIATES A THREE~-PARTY PETITION AND ADVISES
CORPORATION COUNSEL THAT INVOLUNTARY
HOSPITALIZATION IS THE LEAST RESTRICTIVE
TREATMENT ALTERNATIVE APPROPRIATE FOR THE
PARTICULAR ARRESTEE, CORPORATION COUNSEL
SHOULD GIVE GREAT WEIGHT TO THIS ADVICE AND
ACCEPT A STIPULATED SETTLEMENT ONLY IF THE
EXAMINERS APPOINTED PURSUANT TO SECTION
51.20(9) COMMUNICATE SERIOUS DOUBTS THAT
COMMITMENT CRITERIA ARE MET.
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At least two reviewers objected to this recommendation in its
draft form. The strongest objection was raised by a public defender who
objected to the draft recommendation because, in his view, it limited
corporation counsel's exercise of prosecutorial discretion in 2 manner
that might violate the code of professional responsibility which requires
a prosecutor to exercise such discretion without third-party
intervention. We do not share the view that this recommendation
necessarily limits the prosecutorial discretion of corporation counsel.
While it may, indeed, be unethical for corporation counsel to allow
himself to be governed by the advice of a WCS social worker and the
district attormey in these cases, we do not recommend that corporation
counsel be bound to their advice. We recommend simply that corporation
counsel be highly attentive to this advice just as he is attentive to the
PSMT staff's recommendations regarding the merits of a three-party
petition.

The greatest concern expressed regarding the draft
recommendation was that an expedited three—party petition process
initiated by the district attorney's office may inappropriately limit
corporation counsel's ability or willingness to accept negotiated
settlements of cases. We do not share this concermn. The intent of the
recommendation, already shown to be at least initially workable in
practice, is to facilitate the conversion of appropriate misdemeanor
criminal cases to civil commitment cases by avoiding unnecessarily
time—~consuming, complex repetition of the social and legal review of a
three~party petition. Although the question may be answerable only by
empirical research, it is our opinion that the recommended expedited
petition process should not adversely affect the disposition and
settlement of these cases.

Although there was general agreement with the basic intent of
Recommendation 5, several reviewers of the draft recommendation pointed
out that using 51.15 emergency detention procedures for persons brought
to the District Attorney's Office may be simpler and less time consuming
than the three-party petition process and therefore preferable.
Emergency detention procedures may, indeed, be preferable in some cases.
Whether emergency procedures will work in a given case will depend upon
whether the law enforcement officer who originally detained and
transported the arrestee to the District Attormey's Office is willing to
exercise the 51.15 detention power.

In any case in which the DA-MHU social workers and district
attorneys do not pursue commitment in lieu of criminal prosecution, a
bail condition seems to be an effective means of increasing the
likelihood that a mentally ill arrestee receives treatment and care he or
she needs. Reportedly, the DA-MHU social workers have recently begun
going to the intake court to make bail motions recommending release with
treatment conditions. Whenever a treatment program might be helpful to
an arrestee, the social workers request that the district attorney agree
to recommend the program to the judicial officer presiding at the
arrestee's initial court appearance. Reportedly, these bail motions have

4lrask Force on Human Services and the Law, supra, note 1 at 3.
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signficantly increased the number of arrestees whom the DA-MHU has been
successful in getting into treatment and care programs.

According to a representative of WCS, the DA-MHU social workers
currently identify about 60 individuals a month who are brought to the
district attorney's office under criminal arrest, and who are in need of
mental health treatment. Over half of these people participate in some
type of treatment program whether or not they are actually charged. WCS
monitors each arrestee's participation in the agreed upon treatment
program to ensure the arrestee's progress and compliance with a bail
condition, if applicable. The clinic to which arrestees are most
frequently referred for outpatient treatment is the WCS Outpatient Clinic
located in the City of Milwaukee. It employes five social workers and
three nurses; two physicians work at the clinic three times weekly for
four to six hours. The clinic provides such services as securing housing
for clients in the community, and securing social security or welfare
income, as well as the more conventional mental health intervention
including psychiatric evaluation, psychotherapy, medication monitoring,
and support groups. Many clients are required to come to the clinic
daily to receive a daily income allowance and medication. Reportedly,
conditioning payment of a patient's daily income allowance on the
patient's taking his or her medication is the reason that many patients
return to the clinic daily; it provides WCS with leverage to ensure that
patients comply with a treatment program. Finally, WCS refers patients
to other community programs for treatment services which the Outpatient
Clinic does not provide.

The Municipal Courts. Municipal courts in Wiscomsin have no
statutory authority to directly order mentally ill persons into mental
health treatment. The power to order involuntary treatment is reserved
to the circuit courts (see 51.20(1)(c)). According to many persons we
interviewed, however, the municipal courts are sometimes confronted with
people who have violated municipal ordinances but show signs of mental
disabilities. One interviewee stated that such persons appear in
municipal court approximately four times each day.42 Because municipal
court judges have no formal authority to order treatment and care, they
must resort to informal measures. One interviewee said that very often a
judge will take no affirmative steps to ensure that an apparently
mentally ill defendant receives treatment and care, but will omly refrain
from imposing a jail sentence as a contempt sanction if he or she fails
to pay the imposed fine. Apparently, the reluctance of the municipal
courts to impose jail sentences on defendants who appear mentally
disordered may be at least partially motivated by the desire to avoid
recurrences of unfortunate past incidents involving mentally disordered

Sentinel, August 31, 1979.

42”[Municipal Judge]Siefert said that there are five or six persons in
need of mental observation who are brought into court each day;" see
Fauber, Jr. Special tape aims at law on commitmeant. The Milwaukee
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persons left uncared for and unattended in jail.43

When judges do take affirmative action, it might take one of
several forms. A judge may simply suspend the sentence imposed and
recommend that the defendant seek treatment, perhaps coupled with a stern
warning of dire consequences if the recommendation is not taken. A judge
might take a more direct approach, however, and order the arresting
officers to make out a statement of emergency detention pursuant to
involuntary civil commitment. This approach has led to problems. If the
officers have not observed actions on the defendant's part which
demonstrate a substantial probability of harm occurring, the officers may
choose not to make out the emergency detention form (see the discussion
of police officer's discretion in emergency detention in the beginning of
this chapter). When this occurs, a confrontation between the judge and
the officers is likely. A judge might also refer the case to the
Protective Services Management Team for a three-party petition. It 1is
unclear whether the judge would then become a petitioner on the
three-party petition. A final manner in which municipal judges have
dealt with the problems of mentally disturbed defendants in their court
is to refer them to the District Attormey's Office for screening by the
WCS mental health unit. This may be accomplished by use of a state
charge, such as disorderly conduct, against the defendant.

Several additional solutions to this problem have been
proposed. One is that rather than suspension of sentence and treatment
recommendations, the judge should actually condition the suspension of
sentence on the defendant accepting treatment. If the defendant failed
to accept treatment, the suspension would be revoked. Checks on the
defendant's participation in treatment might be conducted in much the
same way as a probation officer supervises a person placed on probation
by a criminal court. Another proposal is to place a mental health
screening unit in the City Attorney's Office similar to that which WCS
currently has in the District Attorney's Office. Finally, it has been
proposed that the SMHA be amended to give municipal court judges
dispositional powers such as emergency detention powers. This last
proposal has received little support. Opponents have stated that because
municipal court judges in Wisconsin are not statutorially required to
have legal training, they may be unqualified to make such detention
decisions. They have argued that municipal judges in Milwaukee do not
have the authority to impose jail sentences (except as a contempt
sanction), and should not be granted emergency detention power. One
municipal judge, who reviewed this section in draft form, noted that
whether or not municipal judges have the authority tc impose jail
sentences may be a 'distinction without a difference'" in practice. He
stated that any jail time imposed by any municipal judges is, technically
speaking, for "failure to pay a forfeiture." He contended, however, that
despite this technicality hundreds of persons are in the House of
Correction each day on sentences from the Milwaukee Municipal Court.

435ee Zahn and Patrinos, supra, note 30.
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The possibility of an expedited three-party petition process

- similar to that recommended for the District Attorney's Office above

should be considered. A municipal court judge who has witnessed aberrant
behavior by a defendent in the courtroom should consider executing a
three-party petition by personally signing as a petitioner. The
remaining two petitioners might be police officers or members of the
Protective Services Management Team.

It has been suggested that the frequency with which apparently
mentally ill persons appear in the municipal courts might be greatly
reduced by the cooperative efforts of CIS and the police. Such
cooperative efforts undoubtedly have already resulted in persons being
diverted to mental health treatment before even reaching the municipal
court. We recommend that such efforts be continued and increased. This
recommendation does not, however, address directly the problem of helping
mentally ill individuals who do end up in municipal court.

It is apparent that the municipal courts in Milwaukee County
represent a gate through which mentally ill persons can enter the mental
health delivery system. No uniform, understandable, or controllable
procedure has emerged, however, to divert such people to treatment. This
problem must be acknowledged and dealt with. Provision for referral of
mentally ill defendants to treatment is the minimum that is required.
Once these people have come to the threshold of the mental

. health-judicial system, they should not be turned back into the streets.

Precisely how these people should be diverted to mental health treatment
is a matter that will require further study. The logistics and
ramifications of the alternmative solutions listed above should be
considered.

RECOMMENDATION 6: THE PLANNING COUNCIL FOR
MENTAL HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES AND THE TASK
FORCE ON HUMAN SERVICES AND THE LAW, IN
CONJUNCTION WITH THE MUNICIPAL COURTS AND THE
CITY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE, SHOULD ACTIVELY EXPLORE
ALTERNATIVE METHODS BY WHICH THE MUNICIPAL COURTS
MIGHT DIVERT MENTALLY ILL DEFENDANTS TO MENTAL
HEALTH CARE AND TREATMENT. THESE ORGANIZATIONS
SHOULD ENCOURAGE THE UNIFORM IMPLEMENTATION OF
THE ALTERNATIVE WHICH THEY DETERMINE TO BE THE
MOST EFFECTIVE, UNDERSTANDABLE, AND CONTROLLABLE.

The implementation of this recommendation may require the
crossing of jurisdictional lines between the City and County of
Milwaukee. In this regard, one reviewer of the draft of this
recommendation, questioned whether County dollars may be appropriately
spent for developing programs which are outside the jurisdiction of the
County.

Conversion to Civil Status of Persons Incompetent to Stand

Trial. We predict that the message alluded to in the beginning of this

section--that nothing is ummixed within the involuntary civil commitment
process, and within the field of mental health law in general--
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will be heard more often in the near future. The swift, vigorous, and
professional outcry following the aquittal and civil commitment in the
case of John Hinckley, Jr. may already indicate a widespread recognition
of the important interrelationships between criminal and civil
proceedings. The perception of public safety and public confidence in
the administration of justice is at stake in making the elements of
mental health law, policy, and procedures not only fair to the public and
the accused, but also logically consistent with each other.

It is for these reasons that we call attention to the precarious
and makeshift nature of the security provisions under both Chapter 51 and
Chapter 55 applicable to persons who have been charged with but not
convicted of violent crimes because they have been determined to be
permanently incompetent to stand criminal trial. Unlike the persons,
discussed earlier, who may have committed minor offenses and are diverted
from criminal proceedings by WCS, these persons have been involved in sex
offenses, arson, and homicides and pose a real threat to public safety in
Milwaukee. They are persons who easily meet almost any standards of
dangerousness, but who fail to meet the commitment criteria of Chapter 51
because they are "untreatable." Although the number of mentally ill
persons in Milwaukee County who fit into this category is relatively
small, the justice system's failure to adequately deal with this category
of persons would, in our opinion, comstitute a major setback for the
mental health-legal community in Milwaukee County.

One reviewer of the draft of this report regretably acknowledged
that we were not commissioned to directly study the public safety problem
in committing and otherwise restraining violent mentally ill persons that
may have been involved in criminal proceedings. The reviewer,
nonetheless, recommended that the special problem of "conversion of a
criminal incompetent to civil status'" be given consideration in this
report. Given that we share this reviewer's concern regarding the
seriousness of this problem, but recognizing that we have not studied
this problem thoroughly enough in Milwaukee County to describe the
problem in any great detail or to offer solutions, we have decided to
reproduce the very thoughtful and detailed comments of this reviewer.

There is a potentially explosive problem in both
the criminal commitment and the involuntary civil
commitment procedures. It concerns protection of
the community from chronically mentally ill
persons with tendencies to commit sexual assault,
arson, homicide and other crimes of violence.
These persons present a special problem both to
the legal system and the hospital system.

Within the legal system there is a question as to
whether such persons belong under Chapter 51
(treatable involuntary commitment) or Chapter 55
(protective placement) and the additional legal
problem (which also may be a philosophical
problem) as to whether and how long they can be
committed.
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Within the hospital system, there is the ever
present expectation that such persouns have to be
isolated from other patients and specially
watched because of their tendency toward
seriously disruptive conduct. The total problem
is additionally complicated if these persons are
diagnosed as "unlikely to become competent' or
"untreatable." The ordinary scenario is for
these persons to commit a serious crime, usually
a felony. They are arrested and brought to
court. Early in the court proceedings, the issue
of their competence to stand trial is raised.
Wisconsin Statutes sec. 971.13(1) is invoked to
the effect that "no person who lacks substantial
mental capacity to understand the proceedings or
to assist in his or her own defense may be tried,
convicted or sentenced for the commission of an
offense so long as the incapacity endures.” A
competency examination is then ordered under
Wisconsin Statutes sec. 971.14 and if the court
determines, following the examinatiom, that the
defendant is not competent, the defendant can be
committed to the custody of the Department of
Health and Social Services for a period not to
exceed 18 months, or the maximum sentence for the
most serious offense charged, whichever is less.

The very longest that such a person can be held,
rapist or petty thief, is 18 months. An
additional and complicating provision requires
the court to discharge the defendant from this
commitment if "it is unlikely that the defendant
will become competent within the commitment
period." The discharge is hinged on the theory
that "we have no right to hold a person we can
never bring to trial."

On a finding of 'untreatability," the defendant
is either released or held briefly so that

proceedings for civil commitment under Chapter 51
or Chapter 55 can be instituted.

The conversion to civil commitment is usually
begun by an emergency order and immediately a
question arises: Is the defendant eligible for
processing under Chapter 517

If the defendant is deemed to be treatable, which
means that he has probably completed 18 months in
the criminal commitment system, the legal problem
is not so great. Section 51.20 can be invoked
without difficulty and the defendant committed
for a reasonable period of time. The problem for
the hospital system, however, has now begun.



Under Sec. 51.20 the commitment is to an acute
treatment ward, and the defendant becomes
disruptive to other patients. In Milwaukee
County there is no totally adequate
"detention~type," acute ward for such a
disruptive person. The only alternative, besides
constant vigilance and attention, is transfer to
the Winnebago Mental Health Institute. Transfer
to the state poses a serious budget problem
because the county is liable for all costs of
civil commitment and the Winnebago commitment
charge against Milwaukee County carries a very
high daily rate. Solutiomn of the hospitalization
problem for the treatable, criminally ill
defendent in Milwaukee County requires either a
facility for isolation of such persons or a
better cost arrangement with the State of
Wisconsin.

For the "untreatable," criminally inclined,
chronically mentally ill person, the same
hospitalization problem exists. The legal and
procedural problems for the '"untreatable" are
much greater than for the "treatable." Under
Milwaukee County interpretation, and indeed a
strict reading of the definition of treatment
[51.01(17], untreatable persons cannot be
committed under Chapter 51.

The only way to protect the public, therefore, is
utilization of Chapter 55, the Wisconsin
protective service system. Chapter 55 in its
declaration of policy 1is intended to protect the
person, not the public. It is basically designed
for the infirmities of aging, chronic mental
illness, mental retardation, and other
developmental disabilities. Primarily it
provides ''care and custody.'" Whether or not,
philosophically, the kind of potentially serious
and untreatable offender we are describing
belongs within this secton, that's the only place
this persomn fits by strict statutory
interpretation.

The Chapter 55 special legal problem is that
insufficient time deadlines are available to hold
the person until a commitment order can be
ovbtained. Three to six months are ordinarily
required for guardianship and protective
placement under Chapter 53, particularly if the
commitment is contested.
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Emergency placement under sec. 55.06(11) is only
authorized if "it appears probable that an
individual will suffer irreparable injury or
death." A knowingly false statement is
punishable by a $5,000 fine or 5 years'
imprisonment. As a result of this difficulty in
holding a potentially serious, but untreatable
offender under Chapter 55, the county engages in
the legal fiction of always bringing the case
under Chapter 51 which has a 30-day holding
provision. Then an attempt is made to stipulate
or work out the Chapter 55 placement while the
person is being held under Chapter 51.

Needless to say, this is a makeshift system for
holding very dangerous people. It appears that
some statutory improvement is necessary. One
solution might be expanding the definitiom of
treatability under Chapter 51. Another solution
migzﬁ be providing a holding period under Chapter
55.

GATEKEEPERS

After reviewing recommendations contained in this chapter,
several reviewers suggested that we highlight in this report
recommendatons and guidelines previously made by Institute staff
regarding ''gatekeepers' in the involuntary civil commitment process.
Because of this interest in the ''gatekeeper" concept, we have excerpted,
at length with relatively few revisions, the following guidelines and
accompanying text from Provisiomal Substantive and Procedural Guidelines

for Involuntary Civil Commitment,45 a natiomally oriented document
published by the Institute in 1982. We have not adapted the following
excerpts for specific application in Milwaukee. Although these materials
should be generally useful in the commitment process in Milwaukee County,

certain aspects may need refinement to jibe with the demands of law and
practice in Milwaukee.

Prehearing matters may have more bearing on the equity,
effectiveness, and efficiency of a commitment system, and on the
public's satisfaction with the system, than the events at any
other stage in the commitment process. Systems that provide for
a prompt, reliable, and thorough screening procedure, and a
diversion of cases at the earliest stages, protect both the
liberty interests of the respondents, and the pocketbook of the
taxpayer. The guidelines in this chapter suggest that

John, H., Deputy District Attorney, Milwaukee County Office of

District Attormey. Personal communicatiom, April 14, 1983. (Quoted
by permission)

ASSee, Institute, supra, note 23, at Part II, Chapters One and
Three.
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involuntary civil commitment prehearing matters are an important
aspect of the process, that the prehearing process is malleable
without legislative reform, that responsibility for its
implementation is diffused, and, most importantly, that the
courts (i.e., judges, court administrators, and managers) should
take this initial stage of commitment into their purview and
should take shared responsibility for its monitoring and
regulation.

Commitment Routes, Detours, and Diversions

GUIDELINE II-A. (1) REGARDLESS OF THE COMMITMENT
ROUTE -- EMERGENCY, JUDICIAL, NON-JUDICIAL, OR
GUARDIANSHIP -- ENTRY INTO THE MENTAL HEALTH~JUDICIAL
SYSTEM SHOULD BE MONITORED AND REGULATED BY AUTHORIZED
"GATEKEEPERS" AT DESIGNATED 'PORTALS" IN THE
COMMUNITY. THESE GATEKEEPERS SHOULD BE EMPOWERED AND
QUALIFIED TO INITIATE INVOLUNTARY CIVIL COMMITMENT
ALONG ITS VARIOUS ROUTES OR TO DIVERT CASES TO LESS
RESTRICTIVE ALTERNATIVES.

(2) COMMUNITY PORTALS, SERVING AS SCREENING AGENCIES
WITHIN THE COMMUNITY, SHOULD REVIEW AND INVESTIGATE
APPLICATIONS FOR INVOLUNTARY COMMITMENT, AND, IF
APPROPRIATE, SHOULD DIVERT CASES TO LESS RESTRICTIVE
TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES (AS PRESCRIBED IN GUIDELINES
II-S THROUGH II-U). SCREENING REPORTS SHOULD BE FILED
WITH THE COURT.

GUIDELINE II-B. JUDGES, COURT ADMINISTRATORS, AND
COURT MANAGERS SHOULD INFLUENCE THE POLICIES OF PORTAL
AGENCIES (E.G., POLICE DEPARTMENTS, SHERIFF'S
DEPARTMENTS, MENTAL HEALTH DEPARTMENTS, COMMUNITY
MENTAL HEALTH AGENCIES, AND HOSPITALS) TO FOSTER A
UNIFORM, UNDERSTANDABLE, AND CONTROLLABLE PROCEDURE
FOR INITIATING AND SCREENING INVOLUNTARY COMMITMENT
CASES.

GUIDELINE II-C. THE COURT SHOULD REVIEW, MONITOR, AND
REGULATE, THE ACCESS TO THE MENTAL HEALTH-JUDICIAL

SYSTEM BY THE VARIOUS INVOLUNTARY CIVIL COMMITMENT
ROUTES.

GUIDELINE II-D. JUDGES AND ATTORNEYS SHOULD BE
THOROUGHLY FAMILIAR WITH THE METHODS AND OPERATIONS OF
THE COMMUNITY PORTALS AND GATEXEEPERS REGULATING
INVOLUNTARY CIVIL COMMITMENT CASES.

Comment

In most jurisdictioms, the practices in the initial stages
of the commitment process evolved in the absence of rigorous
reviews of their equity, efficiency, and effectiveness, except
for occasional reviews by the federal judiciary. The
administration of agency linkages and cooperation, and the
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management of resources from various units of the mental
health-judicial systems, have been largely left to expediency.
In Chicago, Los Angeles, and New York City, for example,
although non-emergency routes are provided by statute, access to
involuntary commitment is usually limited to the emergency
route. Because non-emergency routes are expensive,
time—-consuming, and burdensome to an already strained system,
their use is discouraged by court personnel and mental health
practitioners. Because the emergency route is the quickest way
to get someone into the hospital, with the least amount of red
tape, it is likely that many persons involuntarily hospitalized

via this route are not the emergency cases envisioned by
legislators.

Guidelines II-A through II-D propose that the courts take
control of the initiation process. The arrangements of

. community portals for entry into the mental health-judicial

system are malleable. Without legislative reform, the courts
can regulate the gatekeeper's practices in the initial stages of
commitment. Typically, several units of the mental
health-judicial system are involved in initiating involuntary
civil commitment: law enforcement agencies, community mental
health centers, hospitals, and courts. Responsibility for a
particular case shifts back and forth from one unit to another
as a case proceeds through the system, until it settles largely
with a court during judicial hearing. The courts are in the
best position to effect cooperation among agencies, thereby

achieving the maximum design and fair implementation of
community portals and gatekeepers.

The identification and configuration of community portals,
and the precise confluence of cases through those portals,
should be locally determined. In Arizona and occasionally in
North Carolina (see Involuntary Civil Commitment in
Winston~Salem, p. 32 (1982); hereafter Winston-Salem), peace
officers confer with hospital staff by telephone before
proceeding toward detention and involuntary hospitalization of a
person whom they have apprehended, and, thereby divert
inappropriate cases from hospitalization. In Columbus, Ohio, a
mental health review unit of the probate court works
cooperatively with hospitals and local community mental health
centers to funnel all involuntary civil commitment cases through
the community centers for review and screening (see Part VII,
Chapter Two). In nearby Dayton, Ohio, a court liaisom, employed
by the court but located in a community mental health center,
screens all petitions for involuntary civil cowmmitment,
diverting many cases from forced hospitalization. Finally, in
Los Angeles, mobile psychiatric emergency teams -— consisting of
community mental health workers and the police -~ serve as
gatekeepers to the mental health-judicial system.

At a minimum the arrangement of community portals and
methods of gatekeepers should:
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(a) Be visible, accessible, and manageable by
the courts, working in cooperation with
agencies involved in the initial stages of
the commitment process; ’

(b) be monitored, if not regulated, by the
courts;

(¢) provide all legal safeguards mandated by
statutes;

(d) be an extension or an adaptation of existing
service delivery systems now accessible to
the public (e.g., community mental health
centers or court clinics);

(e) provide prompt access to mental health
facilities without undue delays in emergency
treatment and care;

(f£) provide fair, prompt, and reliable
decisionmaking about involuntary
hospitalization and diversion alternatives;

(g) facilitate diversion of the maximum number
of cases from involuntary hospitalization
and the mental health-judicial system;

(h) be fair, effective, and efficient; and
finally,

(i) avoid onerous complexity.

The Gatekeepers

GUIDELINE II~-E. (1) GATEKEEPERS SHOULD BE MENTAL
HEALTH PROFESSIONALS, OR COURT PERSONNEL WORKING IN
COOPERATION WITH MENTAL HEALTH PROFESSIONALS,
EXPERIENCED IN THE DIAGNOSIS OF MENTAL ILLNESS AND
FACILE IN APPLYING THE LEGAL, PSYCHOLOGICAL, AND
SOCIAL CONSTRUCTS USED IN MAKING DECISIONS CCNCERNING
DETENTION PURSUANT TO INVOLUNTARY HOSPITALIZATION,
RELEASE, AND ALL INTERMEDIATE ALTERNATIVES.

(2) GATEKEEPERS SHALL SERVE AS SCREENERS, OR WORK IN
CLOSE COOPERATION WITH SCREENERS, TO CAUSE REVIEW AND
INVESTIGATION OF COMMITMENT APPLICATIONS, AND THE
SCREENING AND DIVERSION OF CASES FROM COMPULSORY
HOSPITALIZATION AS DESCRIBED IN GUIDELINES II-S
THROUGH II-U.

GUIDELINE II-F. GATEKEEPERS SHOULD HAVE THE AUTHORITY
TO ORDER INVOLUNTARY DETENTION AND TO REQUEST
AMBULANCE OR POLICE ASSISTANCE FOR TRANSPORTING
RESPONDENTS TO AND FROM APPROPRIATE MENTAL HEALTH
FACILITIES.
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Comment

The decision by mental health persomnel or police to
initiate the involuntary civil commitment process, in most
jurisdictions, invariably causes an individual some curtailment
of liberty, loss of rights, and stigma of being labeled
"mentally 111l." Thorough mental health screening and
evaluation, and judicial review of a case before detention and
forced hospitalization, has remained a matter of theory. "The
majority of courts addressing the issue of whether there is a
right to a probable-cause hearing in civil commitment
proceedings, implicitly acknowledge the need for a hearing
before a non—emergency admission is made, but primarily address
the arguments for or against a prompt probable-cause hearing
soon after the initial detention" (Mental Disability Law
Reporter, 5(4), 290 (1981); emphasis added).

The decisions regarding entry into the mental
health-judicial system entail more than determining whether the
psychological criteria for inveoluntary civil commitment, as
defined by statutes, have been met in particular cases. Good
decisions are based on knowledge of conditions in state
institutions, availability of less restrictive alternatives for
particular classes of persons (e.g., gravely disabled, those
harmless to others, elderly persomns), and the budgetary
restraints on the units of the mental health-judicial system
likely to be involved in the case. They also entail a good
understanding of linking the courts and other units of the
mental health-judicial system in cooperative strategies.

Qualifications appropriate for a gatekeeper may trace the
qualifications of a "mental health review officer," as proposed
in a suggested statute on civil commitment presented in 1977 by
the Mental Health Law Project in Washington, D.C.:

"Mental health review officer" means a
person designated as such by [the county mental
health authority or human rights committee] who
was actively engaged in the treatment and
diagnosis of mental disorders during at least two
of the three years immediately preceding such
designation and who is:

(a) a psychiatrist;

(b) a psychologist with a doctoral degree
from an accredited clinical program and
such experience in the treatment and
diagnosis of serious mental disorders as
is required under rules and regulations
adopted by the Commissioner; or
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(¢) in counties in which sufficient
persons having the qualifications
required under the preceding subsections
(a) and (b) are, with the approval of
the Commissioner, found to be
unavailable, a person with the following
qualifications who has such experience
in the treatment and diagnosis of
serious mental disorder as is required
under regulations adopted by the
Commissioner:

(1) an earned graduate degree in

psychology from an accredited
clinical program;

(ii) a social worker with an
earned graduate degree in social
work with field training in a
psychiatric facility from an
accredited program; or

(ii1) a registered nurse with
a graduate degree in psychiatric
nursing from an accredited program.

The "mental health review officer'" is a
mental health professional, preferably
independent of evaluation and treatment
facilities, whose functions include the screening
of petitions for evaluation and various
preliminary or short~term determinations in the
course of commitment proceedings, evaluation and
treatment. A provision to avoid
conflict~of-interest situations in individual
situations is included in the definitionm.
(Suggested statute on civil commitment. Mental
Disability Law Reporter, 2(1), 132, 134 (1977)).

Guidelines II-E and II-F suggest the identification of
gatekeepers that function on the threshold of involuntary civil
commitment much as judges function during hearings later in the
commitment process. They should be knowledgeable and talented
individuals, capable of making, and empowered to implement,
decisions about release, involuntary confinement, and all the
options between those extremes, in the context of legal
requirements, mental health practices, social values, and
resource allocations from various sources within the mental
health~judicial system. Given these demands on gatekeepers,
teams comprised of two or more individuals from different parts
of the system may need to function cooperatively to do the job.
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GUIDELINE II-R. APPLICATIONS TO GATEKEEPERS SHOULD BE
READILY AVAILABLE AT DESIGNATED PORTALS AND MAY BE
EXECUTED BY ANY ADULT PERSON WITH THE ASSISTANCE OF
GATEKEEPERS. A SINGLE PREPRINTED FORM SHOULD BE USED
FOR ALL COMMITMENT APPLICATIONS, REGARDLESS OF THE
ROUTE TAKEN. "

Screening and Diversion of Cases

GUIDELINE II-S. WHEN A COMMUNITY PORTAL RECEIVES A
REQUEST FOR AN APPLICATION FOR INVOLUNTARY COMMITMENT,
A GATEKEEPER SHALL: (a) IMMEDIATELY DETERMINE WHETHER
TO PURSUE COMMITMENT PROCEEDINGS, OR TO ADVISE THE
APPLICANT TO SEEK ALTERNATIVES TO COMPULSORY
HOSPITALIZATION; (b) IF SUCH ALTERNATIVES ARE NOT
PURSUED BY THE APPLICANT, ASSIST THE APPLICANT IN
COMPLETING THE APPLICATION FOR INVOLUNTARY COMMITMENT;
AND, (c) PREPARE FOR A REVIEW AND INVESTIGATION, OF
THE APPLICATION, AND SCREENING OF THE CASE.

GUIDELINE II-T. (1) WHEN A COMMUNITY PORTAL RECEIVES
AN APPLICATION, AND A GATEKEEPER DETERMINES THAT
INVOLUNTARY COMMITMENT PROCEEDINGS SHOULD BE INITIATED
PURSUANT TO GUIDELINE II-S, PARAGRAPH (a), THE
GATEKEEPER SHALL CAUSE AN INVESTIGATION AND REVIEW OF
THE APPLICATION, AND POSSIBLE SCREENING AND DIVERSION
OF THE RESPONDENT FROM COMPULSORY HOSPITALIZATION, TO
BE COMPLETED BY THE END OF THE SECOND DAY AFTER
RECEIPT OF THE APPLICATION.

(2) INVESTIGATION AND REVIEW OF THE APPLICATION SHALL
INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING: (a) REVIEW AND ASSESSMENT OF
THE RELIABILITY AND CREDIBILITY OF ALL FACTUAL
INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE WRITTEN APPLICATION AS
PRESCRIBED IN GUIDELINE II-Q, PARAGRAPHS (a) THROUGH
(¢); AND, (b) INTERVIEWS OF THE APPLICANT AND
AVAILABLE WITNESSES WHO HAVE KNOWLEDGE OF THE
'RESPONDENT THROUGH PERSONAL INFORMATION.

(3) SCREENING SHALL INCLUDE A PERSONAL INTERVIEW WITH
THE RESPONDENT WHEREUPON A DETERMINATION IS MADE TO
PURSUE INVOLUNTARY CIVIL COMMITMENT OR TO DIVERT THE
RESPONDENT TO LESS RESTRICTIVE TREATMENT AND CARE.

THE INTERVIEW SHALL BE CONDUCTED AT A COMMUNITY PORTAL
AT A SPECIFIC TIME AND DATE OR, IF THE RESPONDENT IS
UNWILLING OR UNABLE TO COME TO THE PORTAL, AT THE
RESIDENCE OR OTHER LOCATION OF THE RESPONDENT OR, IF A
PERSONAL FACE-TO~FACE INTERVIEW CANNOT BE ARRANGED
WITHIN THE PRESCRIBED TIME LIMITS, THE INTERVIEW MAY
BE CONDUCTED BY TELEPHONE. THE INTERVIEW SHALL
INCLUDE: (a) GIVING THE RESPONDENT A COPY OF THE
COMPLETED APPLICATION AND AN ORAL EXPLANATION OF THE
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NATURE, PURPOSE, AND POSSIBLE CONSEQUENCES OF THE
INTERVIEW; (b) WRITTEN NOTICE AND ORAL EXPLANATION OF
ALL RIGHTS PRESCRIBED BY LAW, AND AN OFFER OF
ASSISTANCE TO THE RESPONDENT TO REALIZE THOSE RIGHTS;
AND, (c) MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES SUCH AS CRISIS
INTERVENTION, COUNSELING, MENTAL HEALTH THERAPY, AND
OTHER PSYCHIATRIC, WELFARE, PSYCHOLOGICAL, AND LEGAL
SERVICES AIMED AT AVOIDING UNNECESSARY AND
INAPPROPRIATE COMPULSORY HOSPITALIZATION AND PROVIDING
CARE AND TREATMENT IN THE LEAST RESTRICTIVE SETTING.

GUIDELINE II-U. (1) AT THE COMPLETION OF THE
INVESTIGATION, REVIEW, AND SCREENING, THE GATEKEEPER
SHALL DETERMINE WHETHER TO PURSUE COMMITMENT
PROCEEDINGS, TO DIVERT THE CASE TO SOME ALTERNATIVE
TREATMENT OR CARE, OR TO TERMINATE ANY FURTHER ACTIONS
IN THE CASE.

(2) 1IF THE GATEKEEPER DETERMINES THAT THE RESPONDENT
MEETS THE COMMITMENT CRITERIA AND THAT THE RESPONDENT
CANNOT BE SERVED IN A SETTING LESS RESTRICTIVE THAN
THAT PROVIDED BY COMPULSORY HOSPITALIZATION WITHOUT
GIVING RISE TO IMMEDIATE AND SUBSTANTIAL RISKS TO THE
RESPONDENT OR OTHERS, THE GATEKEEPER SHOULD CAUSE THE
RESPONDENT TO BE TAKEN TO A MENTAL HEALTH FACILITY
PURSUANT TO INVOLUNTARY COMMITMENT.

GUIDELINE II-V. (1) THE GATEKEEPER SHALL CAUSE A
REPORT OF THE REVIEW, INVESTIGATION, AND SCREENING
PURSUANT TO GUIDELINE II-T, TO BE SUBMITTED TO THE
COURT WITH THE APPLICATION FOR INVOLUNTARY CIVIL
COMMITMENT NO LATER THAN THREE DAYS AFTER RECEIPT OF
THE APPLICATION.

Comment

Guidelines II-S5 through II1-V encourage the accomplishment
of reviewing, investigating, and screening, of mental health
cases before 2 respondent is taken into custody pursuant to
involuntary civil commitment. In all cases, gatekeepers must
cause a review and investigation of the application for
involuntary civil commitment, and must accomplish a screening,
to avoid unnecessary detention and compulsory hospitalization
when (1) there are inadequate grounds to believe that the
respondent presents a likelihood of serious harm to self or
others as a result of mental disorder, and (2) when there are
less restrictive alternatives for care and treatment available
to the respondent. The review, investigation, and screening
should be completed prior to custody—taking and detention,
unless a gatekeeper or a peace officer, upon consultation with a
gatekeeper, determines that immediate detention 1is necessary to
prevent serious harm to the respondent or others. In such
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emergency cases, at least telephone contact and consultation
between a gatekeeper and a peace officer should establish the
necessity for immediate detention. Even in such emergency
cases, however, the filing of an application for involurntary
commitment, and investigation, review, and screening, should
occur after detention as prescribed in Guidelines II-P through
II-V.

The screening guidelines in this section propose that all
requests and actions pursuant to involuntary civil commitment be
funneled through community portals. The development of
mechanisms for screening, investigation, and review of cases
before a formal judicial hearing takes place, must be achieved
by a cooperative effort involving mental health practitiomers,
court personnel, and to a lesser extent, law enforcement
officials. Review and investigation of cases, and screening and
diversion of respondents from compulsory hospitalization, serve
the interests of the respondent, the applicant or petitiomer,
the court, and the taxpayer. The respondent's interests are met
by the avoidance of unnecessary detention and involuntary
hospitalization, as well as his or her interest in access to
less restrictive mental health care and treatment. The
applicant or petitioner's interests are served by providing
immediate support and assistance for a persomn whom he or she
believes is incapable of caring for him or herself, and by
providing an education resource during a time of crisis. The
courts and the community are served by a more efficient and
economical allocation of resources.
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CHAPTER THREE

HOSPITAL ADMISSION AND DETENTION

ADMISSION TO MILWAUKEE COUNTY MENTAL HEALTH COMPLEX

Ward 53B, or Sunny Sands, as it is sometimes called, is a secure
unit of the Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex. Ward staff provide
theraputic detention and psychotropic medication to respondents
involuntarily detained under the authority of the emergency (51.15) and
non-emergency (51.20) provisions of the SMHA. Only involuntarily
detained respondents awaiting a final determination of their legal status
are placed in Ward 53B. This includes respondents awaiting a probable
cause hearing, held within 72 hours of hospital admission, and
respondents who have had a probable cause hearing and are awaiting a
final commitment hearing. (This latter category includes only those
respondents who are awaiting final hearings but who have refused
treatment. Presently, according to one Ward 53B psychiatrist, those
persons who accept treatment while they are awaiting final hearing are
transferred to one of the treatment wards in the Mental Health Complex.
This point is discussed later in this chapter.) Ward 53B has the
bed-capacity for 24 patients. At the time of one of our visits to Ward
53B (November 17, 1982), the ward had seven patients, two awaiting
probable cause hearings and five awaiting their final commitment
hearings. According to ward staff, the dailZ census on Ward 53B ranges
from 7 to 14, only rarely reaching capacity. 6

Reportedly, the purpose of Ward 53B is not primarily to provide
treatment, but rather to provide therapeutic restraint of respondents
awalting the determination of their legal status. Although staff do
observe and interact with patients, the only formal treatment provided is
psychotropic medication. An exception noted by an examining psychologist
who reviewed the draft of this chapter, is the provision of occupational
therapy occasionally conducted in a group setting with Ward 53B
patients. Generally, individual, group, occupational, and recreational
therapies, ground passes, and other mental health interventions provided
on the treatment wards of the Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex are
not provided to the patients on Ward 53B.

An individual subject to an emergency detention is delivered to
Ward 53B at the Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex by the law
enforcement officer(s) who intially took the person into custody (see
Chapter Two). The officer and the detained person are met at the door of
Ward 53B by a staff physician, intern, resident, or ward nurse. If the
person 1is taken into custody and transported to Ward 53B by police
officers pursuant to an emergency detention, the admitting staff receives
the police officer's statement of emergency detention and the "blue

4614 the winter, according to Ward 53B staff, the daily census
increases to approximatey 12-14 patients. However, in our latest

conversation with Ward 33B staff on April 20, 1983, the daily census had
reached 28. -



sheet" (see Appendix A, pp. 3-4) documenting the medical clearance by the
Emergency Center. Upon arrival at Ward 33B, the person is considered to
be in the custody of the facility (51.15(3)). However, detaining
officers typically remain with the respondent until emergency medical or
behavioral problems are controlled. According to a spakesman of the
Milwaukee Police Department, officers transporting respondents to Ward
538 may sometimes object to excessive time spent waiting and assisting
Ward 53B staff in the admission process but recognize the necessity of
their assistance,

Section 51.15(9) requires that a detention facility director, or
his or her designee, orally and in writing, inform a detained person of
his or her rights when the persom arrives at the facility. These rights
include the right to contact an attorney and a member of the detainee's
immediate family, the right to appointed counsel if the individual is
indigent, and the right to remain silent including that the individual's
statements may be used as a basis for commitment. The detainee should
also receive a copy of the statement of emergency detention. In
accordance with these provisions in the law, upon admission to Ward 53B
respondents are interviewed by a member of the Ward 53B staff, orally
informed of their legal rights, and provided with a set of written
materials setting forth those legal rights. Following the notification
of rights, the respondent is asked to sign and date several forms
contained in the written materials provided to acknowledge the oral and
written notification of rights (see Appendix A, pp. 25-28). The person
providing the notification of rights then signs an affidavit of service
(see Appendix A, p. 29) certifying that the respondent was informed of
his or her rights. Finally, the respondent is asked to authorize the
Milwaukee Mental Health Complex to acknowledge his or her presence in
Ward 53B to parties that may be personally interested in the respondent's
whereabouts. A standardized consent form is used for this purpose (see
Appendix A, p. 30). The respondent is also asked to sign a consent form
directing that persons named by the respondent be given notice in the
even£7of his or her imminent discharge from Ward 53B (see Appendix A, p.
3L).

A respondent is subjected to a number of procedures as part of
his or her admission to Ward 53B. A nurse interviews the respondent and
conducts a mental status and physical examinatiomn. He or she takes the
respondent 's temperature, pulse rate, respiration rate, and blood
pressure. The information acquired is documented on a series of
standardized forms (see Appendix A, pp. 32-33). Also a nursing

47procedures for notification of involuntary detention, scheduled
hearings, and legal rights in non—emergency hospitalizations are not
conducted by Ward 33B staff at the time of admissiom, but rather by the
Sheriff's Deputies at the time the person is taken into custody (see
Chapter Two).
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assistant assists the respondent to take a shower or bath if desired or
needed. The nursing assistant also conducts a body check which includes
weight measurements. All respondents have a chest x-ray, a blood
analysis, and a complete physical examination, usually within 24 hours of
admissions. Each admittee is provided a wrist band with his or her name
and a hospital number for identification purposes. Finally the

respondent is assigned a bed, shown around 53B, and introduced to the
staff.

Respondents are usually provided hospital clothes to wear while
on Ward 53B. If a respondent desires to wear his or her own clothes, a
right provided by the State Mental Health Act (51.61(1){(q)), Ward 53B
staff ask that the respondent sign a form assuming responsibility for the
clothes. According to Ward 53B staff, this procedure was instituted
because of a problem with missing and stolen personal clothes on the ward.

There is a registered nurse, usually a licensed practical nurse,
on duty on Ward 53B at all times. Nursing assistants on each shift
include both males and females. All nursing staff wear name tags
identifying themselves, though most wear street clothes instead of
uniforms. Physicians are available or on call at all times.

PREHEARING CARE AND TREATMENT

The State Mental Health Act defines treatment as ''those
psychological, educational, social, chemical, medical or somatic
techniques designed to bring about rehabilitation of a mentally ill,
alcoholic, drug dependent, or developmentally disabled person"
(51.01(17)). Respondents detained in Ward 53B awaiting probable cause
hearings or final commitment hearings have the right to refuse all
treatment except when treatment is ordered by the court after a judicial
hearing and a determination of the respondent’s incompetency to make
treatment decisions, or when medication or treatment is necessary to
prevent serious physical harm to the respondent or to others (51.15(8);
51.20(8)(c); 51.61(g) and (h)). A respondent may consent to treatment,
but only after he or she has been informed of the right to refuse
treatment and has signed a written consent to such treatment (51.20(8)).

A report of all treatment provided shall be filed with the court
(51.20(8)(c) and 51.15(8)).

In Milwaukee County, like many other places throughout the
country, strong conflicting interests are at stake in treatment and
care before a full judicial review. On the one hand, when a respondent
is first admitted to Ward 533B, a judicial review has not yet determined
that the respondent meets Wiscomsin's involuntary civil commitment
criteria. The respondent may, in fact, have been wrongly detained. On
the other hand, the respondent's deteriorating mental condition and
aberrant behavior may seriously threaten not only his or her own safety,
but that of others in the hospital. Although not often openly
acknowledged, the factors of economy, efficiency, and administrative
convenience are also probably considered in attempting to balance
conflicting interests in treatment before full judicial review.

488ee, Iastitute, supra, note 23, at II-39.

59



As mentioned earlier, respondents on Ward 53B receive little in
the way of treatment 'designed to bring about rehabilitation" except for
the administration of psychotropic medication after a respondent has
consented to such treatment. Respondents are infrequently given
medication without informed consent, usually by means of intramuscular
injection, but only when they are deemed dangerous to themselves or
others. To the best of our knowledge, judicial hearings to determine

competency to refuse medication and court orders permitting medicatiom to
be administered without consent are rare.

A patient in Ward 53B has a qualified right to refuse
treatment. The intent of the law is clear: to protect the individual's
right to make informed choices about treatment and care, and to prevent
abusive, improper, capricious, or arbitrary treatment. The law allows
the individual's choice to be overriden, however, in an emergency or
after a due process proceeding. The qualification is intended, it
appears, to allow treatment to be administered when absolutely
necessary. No one we interviewed in Milwaukee opposed the fundamental
values inherent in this part of the law. The complaint in Milwaukee, and
elsewhere, is that the procedures to implement the law do not work
and that they compromise needed treatment.

Concern about treatment and care provided in Ward 53B voiced by
those we interviewed focused on two related but separable issues. The
first issue is the adequacy of care and treatment provided to the
patients on Ward 53B in general. The second issue is more specific:
under what circumstances and by what procedures is a patient's choice
overriden and treatment given without the patient's consent? These two
issues were often mixed when discussed by interviewees. Other people
commenting about the treatment and care provided to detained patients
awaiting final determinations of their legal status in Ward 53B have also
mixed these issues. Comments that the Medical Director of the Milwaukee
County Mental Health Complex made about Ward 338 at a recent conference
on Wisconsin's commitment laws are illustrative:

The present system holds the patient wihout treatment
for up to fourteen days, and occasionally even longer
due to legal adjournments. Thus the hospital becomes
a jail (but without security capability I might add).
During this waiting period without treatment, the
patients are very angry and frustrated, both by their
illness and because they are detained. The staff must
frequently resort to physical restraints during this
period when treatment is postpomed, and this leads to
more physical interaction between the staff and
patients and more frequent injury, especially of the

491760 often the adversary process has produced paper victories which
require solutions that are so complex or onerous that they are never
implemented." Hickman, F. J., Resnick, P. J., and Olsom, K. B. Right to
refuse psychotropic medication: An interdisciplinary proposal. Mental
Disability Law Reporter, 1982, 6 (2), 122-130, at 123.
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staff. More staff time is needed to provide this type of
control and supervision of agitated patients who are refusing
medication. Also, staff time in this context is money; this

extra staffing requirement raises the expense of detaining these
patients.

Secondly, from a more personal viewpoint, consider the effect of
the frustration of the treatment process on the mental health
professional. The background of the nurse, the social worker,
the psychologist and psychiatrist is one of training and
experience in helping, curing as far as possible, and relieving
anxiety and suffering. In a setting where treatment is
forbidden, these staff are reduced instead to controlling
behavior, often through the use of physical restraint or force.
When faced with this additional level of physical violence and
psychologial tension they become more preoccupied with their own
safety and tend to become defensive toward patients rather than
open and empathetic, supportive, and healing. Staff burnout in
such emergency care situation is always higher than in areas
without these stresses and burnout is exaggerated needlessly by
the prolonged period of waiting for treatment to begin.

Nothing in the SMHA requires '"facilities for detention"
(51.15(2)) to be mere reception centers, holding areas or "jails" for
detained patients. Staff of Ward 53B may, if they so choose, provide
appropriate treatment and care without statutory contraints (except for
especially intrusive procedures such as psychosurgery; see 51.61(k)) if
the patient consents. Thus, for one group of patients (i.e., those who
consent to treatment) included in the Ward 53B patient population, Ward

53B could provide a setting for timely, needed care. Such a setting
should be developed.

RECOMMENDATION 7: TO THE EXTENT THAT
SHORT-TERM TREATMENT CAN BE PROVIDED TO
RESPONDENTS PRIOR TO FINAL COMMITMENT
HEARINGS, AND IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION
51.61(1)(g) AND (h) OF THE STATE MENTAL
HEALTH ACT, RESPONDENTS IN WARD 53B OF THE
MILWAUKEE COUNTY MENTAL HEALTH COMPLEX
SHOULD BE PROVIDED WITH PROMPT AND ADEQUATE
TREATMENT APPROPRIATE FOR THEIR CONDITIONS,
INCLUDING ALL AVAILABLE PSYCHOLOGICAL,
EDUCATIONAL, SOCIAL, CHEMICAL, OR SOMATIC
TECHNIQUES DESIGNED TO BRING ABOUT
REHABILITATION.

Reviewers of this recommendation in its draft form exprassed
differing opinions regarding whether there are presently significant
numbers of persons who are not provided treatment in Ward 53B consistent
with Recommendation 7.°! oOne reviewer indicated that the Mental Health

50Gerhardstein R. P., supra note 13, at 5.

>lsee Task Force on Human Services and the Law, supra, note 1, at 4.
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Complex accepted this recommendation as a general principle but disagreed
with the implication that the Mental Health Complex is not providing
sufficient treatment on Ward 53B. To the best of our knowledge, the
disagreement among reviewers about the treatment policies and practices
on Ward 53B may have been largely due to changes instituted in recent
months (i.e., since the distribution of the review draft of this final
report). As suggested in the beginning of this chapter, the present
policy is to move patients from Ward 53B into treatment wards very
quickly. According to a Ward 53B psychiatrist with whom we spoke in late
April 1983, respondents detained pending the final commitment hearing are
moved to treatment wards if they do not refuse the recommended program of
treatment and care. The minority of respondents awaiting final hearing
who do refuse treatment (approximately 10% of the Ward 53B detainees)
remain in Ward 53B. Heretofore, apparently all Chapter 51 detainees who
were awaiting the final determination of their legal status were placed
in Ward 53B, and not moved to the treatment wards in the Mental Health
Complex, regardless of their willingness to accept treatment and care.
Because of this apparently newly-instituted change consistent with the
recommendation, Recommendation 7 is limited to (1) all Ward 53B detainees
who are waiting the short period of time until a probable cause hearing
and (2) those respondents who refuse accepted treatment and are awaiting
a final commitment hearing.

Notwithstanding, changes in policies and practices instituted
within the last six months, Recommendation 7 remains worthy of
consideration, though the problem to which it draws attention is clearly
not as pressing as it was six months ago. Consistent with our general
approach of not deleting recommendations and commentary because
procedural changes have been instituted in Milwaukee County since our
on-site research (see PREFACE), we have kept Recommendation 7 intact and
made only minor revisions in the remaining commentary supporting this
recommendation.

Recommendation 7 addresses the first issue raised earlier--the
general adequacy of treatment and care provided to the patients on Ward
53B. Respondents may be in Ward 53B for up to 14 days awaiting a final
commitment hearing (or 21 days if the court has granted a postponement of
the probable cause hearing; see 51.20(7)). At least as recemntly as six
months ago, the only form of treatment that respondents received was the
administration of psychotropic medication and custodial care. Ward
53B is_considered by some as a reception center and temporary holding
area. Group and individual therapies, occupational and recreational

52ye do not use the term custodial care in any pejorative sense. To

the contrary, in connection with Ward 53B it refers to the provision of
food and a safe, comfortable, and friendly environment. Ward 533 is an
excellent care facility. Staff appeared to perform their duties
competently. 1In view of the increasing number of homeless, helpless, and
mentally ill persons endangered on the streets of the Nation's cities,
custodial care as provided in Ward 53B has considerable value.

53Ger’nardstein, R.P., supra, note 10, at 1 and 5; also, see booklet
entitled "For Your Information: 5.3.B" given to Ward 53B admittees.
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therapies, and other types of treatment and rehabilitation encompassed by
the statutory definition of treatment (see 51.01(17)) are provided only
on the five treatment wards of the Milwaukee County Mental Bealth
Complex.5 Broadening the function of Ward 53B to include short term
treatment and care beyond medication would not only meet the concerns
that Ward 53B is little more than reception center for preventive
detention, but would also bring the Ward 53B admission and detention
procedures in line with statutory intents. As mentioned earlier, the
SMHA permits treatme%t of consenting respondents who are awaiting final
commitment hearing.?”? Much more importantly, Section 51.61(1)(f)
provides for treatment as a matter of right: "Each patient shall ...
have a right to receive prompt and adequate treatment, rehabilitation and
educational services appropriate for his or her condition."

Restricting the treatment of Ward 53B patients to administration
of medication, as a matter of policy, cannot be justified by the
relatively short time patients are detained in Ward 53B. Of course, for
some patients medication and temporary custodial care in Ward 53B are
appropriate. Others, however, may be released shortly after arrival with
little or no mental health intervention. For those staying on Ward 53B
for more than a day or two, anything short of "prompt and adequate
treatment, rehabilitation, and educational services appropriate for his
or her condition" cannot be justified.

The second, more specific issue--care and treatment of Ward 53B
detainees who refuse psychotropic drugs—--is more problematic. It is
probably this issue upon which Dr. Gerhardstein focused his remarks
quoted above. No doubt, the violent and abusive patient who refuses
treatment poses significant difficulties for Ward 53B. However,
according to estimates made by Ward 53B staff, only one out of ten
patients detained on Ward 53B refuse administration of psychotropic
drugs-56 While we do not minimize the great burdens and strains these

54Exceptions are made for a small, special cartegory of patients in Ward
53B who are awaiting transfer to the treatment wards of Milwaukee County
Hospital as voluntary patients or whose request for voluntary addmission
to one of the treatment wards has been rejected by the ward treatment
director. According to a Ward 53B psychiatrist, these "volunteer'
patients will be provided with some treatment and care, other than
medication, similar to that provided patients on the five treatment wards.

555ee Sections 51.15(2) and (8), 51.20(8)(c), and 51.61(1)(g) and (h).
(The reference in Section 51.15(2) to subsection (6) appears to be a
typographical error; the reference, we believe, should be to subsection
(8) regarding treatment.)

58This estimate is consistent with at least one study that found that
less than 10 percent of hospitalized patients refused medication in a
manner that interfered with treatment. (See Appelbaum, P.S., and
Gutheil, T.G. Drug refusal: A study of psychiatric inpatients.

American Journal of Psychiatry, 1980, 137, 340-346; see also (continued)
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uncooperative patients place on Ward 53B staff and resources, we do not

feel that this small minority should dictate the overall treatment policy

of Ward 53B.°7 The rights and welfare of the majority of 53B detainees
who consent to treatment seem to require a treatment policy consistent
with the above recommendation. Further, and more to the point of the
second issue, even as to patients who do not give their consent to
treatment, if the refused treatment is clearly in the patient's best
interests Ward 53B staff should follow the procedures provided in the
SMHA to override the patient's choice. For various reasons, the
statutory provisioms for overriding the patient's choice to refuse

treatment in clearly defined emergencies or after due process proceedings

seem not to be used in Milwaukee as they were intended.

RECOMMENDATION 8: (1) STAFF OF WARD 53B OF THE
MILWAUKEE COUNTY MENTAL HEALTH COMPLEX SHOULD, IN
ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 51.61(1)(g) AND (h),
OVERRIDE A PATIENT'S REFUSAL OF TREATMENT IN
CLEARLY DEFINED EMERGENCIES.

(2) WARD 53B SHOULD HAVE A WRITTEN POLICY
COVERING EMERGENCY SITUATIONS IN WHICH PATIENTS
ARE TREATED WITHOUT THEIR INFORMED CONSENT. THIS
POLICY SHOULD BE CONSISTENT WITH THE WRITTEN
POLICY GOVERNING THE USE OF RESTRAINT AND
ISOLATION REQUIRED BY SECTION 51.61(1)(i) OF THE
STATE MENTAL HEALTH ACT.

(3) THE PROCEDURES FOR EMERGENCY TREATMENT OF
NONCONSENTING PATIENTS SHOULD NOT BE SO ONERQUS

White, M.D., and White, C.A. Involuntarily committed patients'
constitutional right to refuse treatment: A challenge to psychelogy.
American Psychologist, 1981, 36, (9), 953-962 ("It is inconceivable that
great numbers of committed individuals or their guardians will refuse
legitimate psychological assistance with the problems that caused the
individual to be confined”" (P.959)). We do not mean to minimize the
disruptive effect that even a few patients who refuse medication may
cause. One mental health professional reports the result of a pertinment
study in Massachusetts as follows: "[W]e found that 20% of our refusing
sample refused treatment in a way that seriously impaired their own
treatment (one of this group committed suicide shortly after the study)
and that the distuption effect om the milieu caused by this group
significantly interferred with the treatment of other patients, as well
as with the right of those patieats to a safe, orderly, and therapeutic
environment =-- a right that is all too often scanted in discussion of
RTRT [right to refuse treatment].' Gutheil, T.G. More oun the right the
refuse treatment. American Psychologist, 1982, 37 (8), 974-975.

571n all fairmess to those who have criticized the policies and
procedures of Ward 533B, according to several interviewees, far more 33B
patients awaiting final commitment hearings refused treatment in the past
than have 533 patients after the arrival of the current key staff.

64

- -‘ - l- : i}



AND COMPLEX AS TO COMPROMISE NEEDED EMERGENCY
MENTAL HEALTH INTERVENTION, BUT SHOULD BE SIMPLE
AND EFFICIENT.

One representative of the Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex
who reviewed this recommendation in its draft form commented that the
Mental Health Complex is, indeed, using medication in spite of a
patient's refusal when a clear emergency exists. Further, he stated that
the Mental Health Complex has also trained staff to anticipate emergency

situations and begin treatment and care before a "potentially dangerous
situation erupts."

The intent of Recommendation 8 is not to suggest that we either
observed or infer abuses by Ward 53B staff of the emergency provision to
override patients' refusal of treatment, or that Ward 53B never acted in
accordance with this recommendation. We did not observe, nor were we
told about, any abuses. Instead, the recommendation is intended to
encourage use of the emergency treatment procedure in clearly defined
situations in accordance with Sections 51.61(1){(g) and (h) of the SMHA.
Any failure of Ward 53B staff to override a patient's refusal in
emergency situations, when they are of the firm oginion that the refused
treatment is in the best interest of the patient, 8 is, we believe,
contrary to Wisconsin law and good mental health practice. Given the
relatively small proportion of Ward 53B detainees who refuse treatment,
and given the polarization of the mental health-legal community in
Milwaukee, this recommendation may be less important to the day-to-day
operations of Ward 53B than to public perception and confidence in the

fairness and propriety of procedures employed in 53B. This also may be
true regarding the next recommendation addressing the procedures for
overriding treatment refusals in non-emergency cases.

RECOMMENDATION 9: (1) WHEN A PATIENT
REFUSES TREATMENT IN NON-EMERGENCY
SITUATIONS, AND WHEN THE REFUSED TREATMENT
IS IN THE BEST INTEREST OF THE PATIENT, WARD
53B STAFF SHOULD, IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION
51.61(1)(g) and (h), SEEK A COURT ORDER

PERMITTING TREATMENT WITHOUT A PATIENT'S
INFORMED CONSENT.

585t least five factors should be considered in deciding whether forced
treatment is in the best interest of the patient: (1) whether the
patient poses a threat of "serious physical harm" to himself or herself,
other patients, or staff; (2) the patient's capacity to make informed
choices about treatment; (3) the patient's reasons for refusing
treatment; (4) the availability of less restrictive or less intrusive
treatment or care; and (5) the likelihood of benefit and the risks of
side effects of the proposed treatment. These factors are part of a
model procedure agreed to by the attorneys for plaintiffs and State of
Ohio as a means of regulating treatment refusals in Chio's maximum
security hospital in Lima and implementing the decision in Davis v.
Hubbard, 506 F. Supp. 915 (N.D. Ohio 1980); see Hickman, Resnick, and
Olson, supra, note 49, at 122.
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(2) THE PROCEDURES FOR SECURING A COURT ORDER
PERMITTING TREATMENT WITHOUT THE PATIENT'S
INFORMED CONSENT SHOULD NOT BE SO COMPLEX OR
ONEROUS THAT THEY COMPROMISE NEEDED TREATMENT,
BUT SHOULD BE SIMPLE AND EFFICIENT.

Staff of Ward 53B have four possible responses to treatment
refusals: (1) overriding treatment refusals in clearly defined
emergencies, as permitted in Section 51.61(1)(g) and (h) of the State
Mental Health Act; (2) overriding treatment refusals through a judicial
hearing, adjudication of patients' incompetency to make treatment
decisions, and a court order permitting such treatment, as prescribed by
the same section of the law; (3) restraining and isolating of the patient
in acordance with Section 51.61(1)(i); and (4) simply coping with the
patient's refusal, as well as possible, until the final determination of
his or her legal status. It is our perception that response (4), above,
is the most frequent response of Ward 53B staff to the approximately 10%
of Ward 53B detainees who refuse medication. This response has
engendered the type of frustration reflected in the comments of the
mental health official quoted earlier. According to Ward 53B staff whom
we interviewed, no court orders for regarding treatment refusals have
been sought in the last two years. We submit that a policy encouraging
responses (1) and (2), above, in accordance with the last two
recommendations, would do much to instill greater public confidence in
the treatment and care provided patients in Ward 53B.

Although the procedures for securing a court order permitting
treatment without informed consent (see 51.61(1)(g) and (h)) may appear
complex and onerous, they need not be. Given the fact that only one out

of ten patients in Ward 53B refuse treatment, and that some of the
treatment refusals can be accommodated by Ward 53B staff without threat
to the safety and welfare of patients and staff, no more than one
adversarial hearing to determine '"probable cause to believe that the
individual is not competent to refuse medication" (51.61(1)(g)) may need
to be held every week or two. Furthermore, a sigmnificant portion of
these hearings can be combined with the required probable cause hearings
which are held within 72 hours of admission to Ward 533B (probable cause
hearings are conveniently held in a conference room on Ward 533B; see
Chapter Five). ’

INITIAL MENTAL HEALTH EVALUATION

Within 24 hours after an individual is delivered to a detention
facility, the treatment director, or his or her designee, must determine
whether the individual should remain in detention (51.15(4)(b)). Staff
of Ward 53B routinely conduct a mental health evaluation of incoming
detainees to determine if detention beyond 24 hours is warranted. If a
detainee arrives at 53B during the night, a psychiatric resident on call

>%e suggest that any attempts to regulate treatment refusals by Ward
53B patients, whether or not to implement the above recommendations, be
made with consideration of the interdisciplinary proposal put forth by
Hickman, Resnick, and Olson; supra, note 38,
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does an initial assessment of him or her. 1In rare cases the resident may
release the person immediately or the next morning. Generally, however,
the staff psychiatrist reevaluates such persons the following day.

Detainees who arrive during the day and those remaining after
night arrival are generally evaluated by a staff psychiatrist and a
social worker. These evaluations are conducted in an interview room near
the nurses' station on the ward. We were permitted to observe two intial
evaluations which 53B staff told us were representative of typical
evaluations.

At the beginning of each evaluation, the staff psychiatrist told
the patient being interviewed that his or her statements during the
interview were not confidential, that they would be noted on the

patient's chart and could be used in a court hearing. The interview that
followed was relatively informal.

The interviewer first read the police report to the patient,
asked the patient what he or she thought should now happen to him or her,
told the patient what might occur later, and advised the patient about
voluntary admission and cutpatient treatment. In one instance an
interviewer called a relative of the patient to ask how the relative
thought the patient might fare in outpatient treatment. After the
patient agreed to weekly outpatient counseling, the staff psychiatrist
released the patient. The other patient, who had been a patient at the
Mental Health Complex before, agreed to voluntary inpatient treatment.
The patient signed a form giving consent to voluntary treatment.

Reportedly, about 75 percent of patients who have previously
been at the Mental Health Center agree to request voluntary admission
status.®? About half of the remaining 25 percent agree to a ''l4-day
voluntary pending' arrangement. Under this arrangment, a person who
has been admitted to Ward 53B pursuant to emergency (51.15) or
non-emergency (51.20) hospitalization, may elect to become a voluntary
patient with restrictions. Practially speaking, the person signs into
the hospital for 14 days but cannot sign out during that period. The
patient has 14 days to prove his or her suitability for voluntary rather
than involuntary treatment. The treatment director must approve of the
voluntary admission within this time. The civil commitment proceedings
are suspended until the end of the l4-day period or until the treating
physician enters on the patient's chart that the patient is unsuitable
for voluntary treatment. At the end of l4 days, the patient becomes a
voluntary patient and the civil commitment proceeding is dismissed.

0ye have no statistics indicating the frequency with which first-time
patients agree to voluntary admission during the initial mental health
evaluation.

6lrhis procedure is apparently based on Sectiom 51.10(6) of the State

Mental Health Act. See Appendix for form entitled "Non-voluntary
Admission Case Suspension Agreement.'"
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However, if the treating physician determines at any time during the 14
days that the patient is unsuitable for voluntary treatment, the
physician may so note on the patient's chart. Such a chart entry begins
the running of the remaining 48 hours during which a probable cause
hearing is required. A hearing is usually held on the next day.

If the staff psychiatrist and social worker determine during the
initial evaluation that a patient should be further detained pursuant to
involuntary commitment, the staff psychiatrist completes a "Treatment
Director's Supplement” (TDS) (see Appendix A, p. 5). A TDS is authorized
but not required by Section 51.15(4)(b) of the SMHA. It is intended to
supplement the statement of emergency detention given by the police
officer who detained the person. The TDS should contain a statement
indicating whether the patient is believed to be mentally ill,
developmentally disabled or drug dependent, if the police officer did not
so state in the original statement. The person filling out the TDS may
also include any other information concerning why he or she believes that
the patient meets commitment criteria., Section 51.15(4)(b) requires that
the treatment director, or his or her designee, promptly file with the
probate court the original statement of emergency detention and any
supplement. The filing of these statements and of a notification of
detention have the same effect as a three-party petition under
nonemergency procedures of Sectiom 51.10. To carry out this procedure on
Ward 53B, the staff psychiatrist gives the completed forms to a court
liaison officer employed by the Mental Health Complex who, in turm,
forwards them to the Commissioner in Probate, the Corperation Counsel,
and the public defender or other defense counsel.

Both our observations and the comments of persons we interviewed
in Milwaukee County indicate that the staff of Ward 53B are solicitous to
both the treatment needs and the legal rights of detainees whom police
officers bring to the ward. The admissions procedure discussed above
appears to be effective in directing incoming patients to optimal types
of treatment. In two respects, however, 53B staff may be more solicitous
of incoming patients' legal interests. The first matter concerans
advising a patient of his or her right to remain silent at the beginning
of the initial evaluation. As mentioned above, the Ward 53B staff
psychiatrist conducting the evaluations we observed told each patient
that his or her statements were not confidential, that they would be
entered into the patient's chart, and that they could be used in a court
hearing. This precautionary statement may be sufficient in many cases,
but should preferably include notice to the patient of his or her right
to remain silent during the interview. Although strictly construed
Section 51.15(9) would require notificaticn of right only at the time the

82 The probable cause hearing is required within 72 hour, excluding
weekends and legal holidays, of the time a detainee arrives at the Mental
Health Complex (51.15(4)(b)). The 48~hour period menticned in the text
is that portion of this 72 hours which remains after the initial 24-hour
period during which the treatment director must determine whether
detention should be continued.
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patient initially arrives at the ward, because the initial interview is
the instance at which the right to remain silent becomes most significant
to a patient, it is important that the patient be reminded of that right.

RECOMMENDATION 10: WARD 53B STAFF WHO
CONDUCT THE INITIAL MENTAL HEALTH EVALUATION
OF PERSONS BROUGHT TO WARD 53B FOLLOWING AN
EMERGENCY DETENTION BY LAW ENFORCEMENT
OFFICERS SHOULD INCLUDE IN THE OPENING
PRECAUTIONARY STATEMENT TO SUCH PERSONS A
NOTIFICATION OF THE RIGHT TO REMAIN SILENT
DURING THE INTERVIEW.

Including such a notification is but a small departure from the
current procedure. It is, however, an important step. Most state
statutes do not require examiners to disclose to a patient the purpose,
nature, and consequences of the examination process in involuntary civil
commitment proceedings; nor do they require that detained patients be
informed of their right to remain silent during examinations.

Wisconsin, however, is one of the few states that requires that detained
patients be informed of their right to remain silent.%* Even though
statute does not expressly require that this notice be given at the
beginning of the initial interview, it is important that this be done
because, as mentioned above, this interview is the point at which
exercise of the right may become most crucial to the patient.
Furthermore, on the basis of professional ethics, at the beginning of
every examination a patient shtould be informed not only that his or her
statements may later be made public and serve as a basis for involuntary
hospitalization, but also that the patient has a right to prevent his or
her statements from becoming public by declining to talk in the first
instance. It has been our experience in studying civil commitment
procedures in other parts of the country that, when such notice is given,
few patients refuse to talk as a matter of legal right. Nevertheless,
notice is important to those patients who would exercise the right.

The second way in which 53B staff may be more solicitous of
incoming patients' rights arises also in the context of the initial
mental health evaluation. As mentioned earlier in this chapter, one
patient involved in an initial evaluation which we observed signed a form
consenting to voluntary, inpatient treatment. Prior to having the
patient sign the form, staff advised the patient to stay in the hospital
voluntarily but did not inform the patient of the rights and obligatioms
of a voluntary patient. The SMHA requires that a patient be so informed
except if the patient "applies for admission in writing" (51.10(4m)(a)).
We question whether, as a matter of policy, a person subject to an

63 See Institute, supra, note 23, at I1I-46.

64 gee State Mental Health Act, Section 51.15(9). Also, the provision
concerning the psychiatric examination of patients after the probable
cause hearing (51.20(9)) expressly requires that examiners, prior to the
examination, inform patients of their right to remain silent.
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emergency detention who merely signs a form (which, as in the case we
observed, the patient had not read) should be considered to have applied
for admission in writing. A better policy would be to orally and in
writing explain to each detained person the significance of accepting
voluntary, inpatient status. A person who has been taken into custody
and brought to the hospital by police officers presumably against his or
her will, may perceive signing voluntary as a way of escaping from his or
her '"captors.' Particularly if the person has beem an impatient before,
the patient may know that he or she as a voluntary patient would have a
right to leave the hospital. Because being a voluntary patient is a
legal status as well as a treatment status, before assuming that status
each detained person should understand its consequences, to the extent
that any mental disability that he or she may have would allow.

RECOMMENDATION 11: BEFORE ACCEPTING A
PERSON SUBJECT TO AN EMERGENCY DETENTION AS
A VOLUNTARY PATIENT, WARD 53B STAFF SHOULD
CAREFULLY EXPLAIN TO THE PERSON THE RIGHTS
AND OBLIGATIONS ARISING FROM VOLUNTARY
STATUS. THIS EXPLANATION SHOULD INCLUDE
NOTICE THAT ALTHOUGH THE PERSON HAS A RIGHT
TO LEAVE THE HOSPITAL UPON SUBMISSION OF A
WRITTEN REQUEST TO THE STAFF, THE PERSCN
MAY, NEVERTHELESS, BE FURTHER DETAINED IF
THE TREATMENT DIRECTOR, OR HIS OR HER
DESIGNEE, FILES A STATEMENT OF EMERGENCY
DETENTION.

Section 51.10(5)(a) requires that at the time of admission to
the hospital as a voluntary inpatient a person be informed orally and in
writing (1) of his or her right to leave the hospital upon submission of
a written request, and (2) that he or she may be further detained even
after a request for discharge if the treatment director files a statement
of emergency detention. Thus, at a minimum, the Ward 533B staff should so
inform detained persons during the initial evaluation prior to accepting
a voluntary admission. Requiring staff to give this explanation to
detained persons does not improperly cast them in the role of counsel for
the detainee. Rather, requiring staff to give this explanation merely
recognizes the logistics of the situation. The decision whether to
further detain a person must be made within 24 hours after the person
arrives at the ward. Because the detention decision is made at the
initial evaluation, explaining the consequences of voluntary status at
that time seems appropriate.6

651n addition to Ward 53B staff explaining these matters to detainees,
to ensure that each patient has knowingly and voluntarily accepted
voluntary status, it would be appropriate for an attorney to later meet
with patients who accept voluntary status during the initial mental
health evaluation. Because diversion from involuntary civil commitment
proceedings during the initial evaluation bypasses judicial involvement
in the matter, this additional check may be warranted.
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CHAPTER FOUR

NEGOTIATIONS AND SETTLEMENTS OF CASES
BEFORE JUDICIAL HEARING

A few years ago, representation by the State Public Defender's
Office in Milwaukee was characterized by the frequent use of legal
motions to challenge irregularities in commitment proceedings, especially
technical defects in statements of emergency detention or three-party
petitions. Almost 27 percent of the cases in which respondents were
represented by the State Public Defender's Office prior to May 1979
resulted in "technical' dismissals.®® cCritics charged that most of
these dismissals would have resulted in involuntary hospitalization had
the court reached the merits of the case, an allegation denied by at
least one public defender.®’ Today, perhaps due to corrections of
technical defects in the petition process, implementation of a '"harmless
error" rule (see 51.20(10)(c)), or a "mellowing' of the public defenders
in Milwaukee over time (as suggested by one probate court commissioner),
the character of the legal representation by the State Public Defender's

Office and of the Legal Aid Society of Milwaukee, Inc., is quite
different.

The representation provided respondents today by attornmeys of
Milwaukee's Office of the State Public Defender and the Legal Aid Society
of Milwaukee, Inc. is characterized by negotiation and settlement of
cases, and by a de-emphasis on confrontation in court. A litigious
approach has given way to a conciliatory approach. Central to this
change are the controversial tactics of "megotiated settlements,' or
"stipulated settlements," which respondent's attorneys use to divert
their clients from involuntary hospitalization to outpatient or voluntary
inpatient treatment. Approximately 25 to 60 percent of all involuntary

civil commitment cases in Milwaukee County are diverted by means of these
tactics.

662ander, T. K. The mental commitment law as a scapegoat: The real
problem is not with the mental commitment law, but with the lack of
community-based mental health services. Report to Milwaukee County

Board's Advisory Committee on Mental Commitment Standards and Procedures,
August 1979.

6714., at 13.

6835ee Libman, supra, note 36; also Bernstein, N. Alternatives running
out for patients. The Milwaukee Journal, December 1982.

69precise statistics on the number of cases in which the probable cause
hearing was postponed and the case was held open by means of a stipulated
settlement were difficult to acquire. The estimate of 20-50 percent is
based on statistics compiled by the Wisconsin Correctional Service for
July 1, 1981 through July 30, 1982, statistics for 1981 "mental
inquiries" compiled by the Clerk of the Circuit Cour:z, and by the
estimates of various interviewees in Milwaukee.
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Once a respondent is held in Ward 53B of the Milvaukee County
Mental Health Complex following an emergency detention or a three-party
petition, his or her attorney can pursue several alternatives less
restrictive than hospitalization, other than outright release, following
dismissal of the case at probable cause hearing: (1) conversion to
voluntary admission status as provided by Section 51.10(4m)(b) (implied
voluntary) or 51.10(6) ('regular' voluntary); (2) "court-ordered
voluntary' (COV) agreements; or (3) outpatient treatment by way of
stipulated settlement of the case. A respondent who fails to indicate a
desire to leave the Mental Health Complex but who refuses or is unable to
sign an application for admission is presumed to counsent to admission and
may be held for up to seven days as a voluntary patient (see
51.10(4m)(b)). Thus, a patient's consent to voluntary treatment for up
to seven days may be implied from his or her presense at Ward 53B coupled
with his or her inability to express a decision regarding treatment.
This "implied voluntary" dispositiom, in effect, maintains the status
quo. Voluntary admission may also be accomplished by a Ward 53B detainee
signing an application {see form entitled "Non-Voluntary Case Suspension
Agreement," Appendix A, p. 35) for voluntary admission. This application
is subject to the approval of the director of the 51.42 Combined
Community Services Board and the treatment director of the facility. If
the voluntary admission is approved, which is usually the case, the
commissioner or judge dismisses the involuntary civil commitment
proceedings (see 51.10(6)).

The court-ordered voluntary agreements (COV) and stipulated
settlements, which have spawned much debate_among members of the mental
health-legal community in Milwaukee County, are relatively new
procedures that are not expressly prescribed by the SMHA. Both
procedures entail the postponment of either the probable cause hearing or
the final commitment hearing for as long as ninety days. The SMHA
contains no specific provision for a respondent's waiver of the
statutorily prescribed hearing schedules or for an adjournment of the
official proceedings any longer than seven days. Reportedly, the
procedures evolved from discussions several years ago between corporation
counsel, public defenders, and the court. Acceptance of the innovative
procedures resulted from the perceived need for a mechanism for better
application of the least restrictive alternative doctrine, which provides
the policy foundation for the Wisconsin State Mental Health Act (see
51.001; also see the discussion of the least restrictive altermative
doctrine in Chapter Five in this report).

In 1979, one public defender involved in the discussions that
gave birth to these new procedures characterized this need as follows:

’OSee, supra, note 68. Also, a small part of the controvery regarding
COV agreements may have resulted from the choice of the inherenty
inconsistent label used to refer to these agreements. An 1igreement
cannot be 'court-ordered" and 'voluntary' at the same time. We would
suggest an alternmative label, such as "stipulated voluntary.”
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In the context of civil commitment, this [the
application of the least restrictive alternative
doctrine] means, for example, that if outpatient
treatment would be adequate to ameliorate the’
individual's mental illness or dangerousness,
involuntary inpatient treatment cannot be imposed
even if it is clinically preferrable for the
individual. Obviously, this principle and policy
favors the use of community-based treatment,
including outpatient treatment, halfway house
placement, and transitional housing.
Unfortunately, Milwaukee County's mental health
system has not caught up to this legislative
policy, and is still largely institution-
oriented.

A stipulated settlement results from relatively unstructured
conferences and negotiations between the attorney representing the
respondent and the corporation counsel. These conferences and
negotiations generally occur prior to the probable cause hearing and are
not formally part of that hearing. The parties negotiate, agree to the
arrangements, and then pursue an adjournment of the probable cause
hearing for a specified period of time. During that time period, the
respondent should participate in the treatment program stipulated in the
agreement. At the conclusion of that time period, the matter is
dismissed unless the corporation counsel requests that the case be
reopened due to his belief that the respondent did not comply with the
conditions of the stipulated settlement.

The matter may be held open for as little as three or four days
(although such a short postponement is rare) to ascertain if the terms of
the agreement are acceptable, or for as long as ninety (90) days.

Typical conditions of the agreements include outpatient administration of
psychotropic drugs, psychotherapy, vocational rehabilitation, day care,
placement in a group home or board-and-care facility, social services
such as General Assistance or supplementary security income, food stamps,
"meals—-on-wheels,'" homemaker services, and other conditions peculiar to
the case (e.g., no uninvited contacts with neighbors and other designated
individuals). At the time of the originally scheduled probable cause
hearing, the stipulated agreement is presented to the court and is
usually adopted by the commissioner as the order of the court (see form
entitled "Stipulation," Appendix A, p. 36). Serious questioning and
rejection of the stipulated agreement by the probate court commissioner
is infrequent. One interviewee stated, however, that the court
commissioners "will not let bad stipulated agreements slip by." This
interviewee's opinion was confirmed in our discussions with probate court
commissioners and others familiar with their performance at probable
cause hearings. One commissioner we interviewed, however, said that he
could recall only two occasions on which he did not approve the
settlement; these two settlements were approved, however, by the final

7lZander, T., supra, note 66, at 20.
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hearing court. Precise statistics on the frequency of court

commissioners' objections to and rejections of stipulated agreements are,
unfortunately, not available.

Under the conditions of a COV agreement, judicial proceedings
may be adjourned for up to six months or until such time as one of the
following occurs: (a) the respondent's counsel notifies the court that
his or her client wishes the case to be set for judicial hearing, or (b)
staff of the Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex determine that the
respondent is no longer a proper subject for inpatient hospitalization
and notify the court to that effect, in which case the pending
involuntary commitment petition is dismissed. The conditions of the COV
are ordered by the court subject to the approval of the treatment staff.
The resulting "voluntary'" admission is for the purpose of treatment and,
under the agreement, the respondent agrees to cooperate with the
treatment staff. Conditional release of the respomdent is possible under
the COV agreement but the case may be reopened if the respondent does not
cooperate with the conditions of the release (see the standardized form
for a COV agreement and court order in Appendix A, p. 19).

As mentioned earlier, the consultations, conferences, and
negotiations among the parties in the case, mental health persomnel
familiar with the respondent, petitioners, and family members are
unstructured and informal. Typically, public defenders or attormeys for
the Legal Aid Society representing the respondent construct the elements
of the proposed settlement after talking to the respondent (usually the
evening before the scheduled probable cause hearing), staff of Ward 53B
of the Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex (e.g., psychiatrists,
nurses, and attendants), social workers affiliated with the two public
defender programs in Milwaukee, and, although less frequently, family
members and petitioners. The operational question for the respondent's
counsel in formulating the terms of the settlement, according to one
public defender, is "What does my client want that the court will
accept?"” 1In other words, counsel's task is to translate the expressed
wishes of the respondent into legal actions, options, and conditioms
acceptable to the court.

In formulating the elements of a proposed settlement, the
respondent's counsel usually seeks and considers information gained about
the respondent by mental health personnel on Ward 538, especially that
gained by the staff psychiatrist who conducts the initial mental health
evaluation of the respondent. Public defenders visit Ward 53B almost
daily and are quite familiar with the staff and the ward's daily
routine. One indication of the accommodation of the public defenders
into the daily routine of Ward 53B is that public defenders have their
own keys to Ward 53B which is normally locked to other non-employees of
the Mental Health Complex. Public defenders have ready access to the
staff of 53B and to respondents' records available in the nurses’
station. In formulating a settlement proposal the respondent's counsel
considers past medical records when such histories are available.
Corporation counsel may also consider medical histories and make
independent inquiries with family memwbers and acquaintances prior to
accepting the proposal. Due to the short time that a respondent is in
Ward 53B prior to the probable cause hearing, the availability of past
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mental health records in Ward 53B is limited. When such information is
available, both Ward 53B staff and the public defenders appear eager to
use it to further the best interests of the respondent.

According to one Ward 53B psychiatrist, stipulated settlements
are, as a rule, formulated in discussions between the respondent's
counsel and the staff psychiatrist. This Ward 53B psychiatrist stated
quite emphatically that the first concern in these discussions 1is always
the best interest of the patient; legal matters are of secondary
concern. Reportedly, disagreements between the psychiatrist and the
respondents' attorneys are infrequent.

Typically, corporation counsel waits until a proposal for
settlement is presented to him by the respondent's counsel. He makes few
investigations of alternative arrangements before the respondent's
counsel presents a proposed stipulated settlement. Once a proposed
stipulated settlement is before corporation counsel, however, he may
review the proposal with the Ward 53B psychiatrist and with members of
the respondent's family to get their reactiom to it. Corporation counsel
might then accept the proposal as presented, negotiate modifications of
conditions of the proposal, or reject the proposal outright and proceed
to a probable cause hearing.

The negotiation and settlement process has been both criticized
and praised. Critics argue that the negotiations and settlements tip the
balance in involuntary civil commitment proceedings too much in favor of
the respondent's liberty interests, that they compromise much needed
treatment and care, that they ignore the community's interest in the
treatment and care of mentally disturbed individuals, that they do not
adequately take into account the interest of the respondent's family,
and, finally, that they are nothing but a ruse perpetrated by attormeys
of the two public defender programs in Milwaukee, a ruse to which
corporation counsel is a willing accomplice. Another criticism of the
negotiated settlement process, discussed at length in Chapter Five, is
that the monitoring of a respondent's compliance with the terms and
conditions of the negotiated settlement, usually some type of outpatient
care, is inadequate.

Supporters of the negotiated settlement process state that it
embodies the intents of the least restrictive alternative doctrine and
the legislative policy of the SMHA (see Section 51.001). They argue that
the negotiated settlement process serves Lo assure access to the least
restrictive treatment alternative appropriate to the respondent's needs,
that by avoiding prolonged and unmnecessary judicial proceedings the
process serves the community's and the court's interests by not imposing
undue fiscal and administrative burdens, and that the process saves the
considerable costs of unnecessary inpatient hospitalizatiom.

Unfortunately, the debate about the merits of the negotiatad
settlement process has been largely devoted to arguing extremes. To
buttress their positions, critics have cited apparently clear or "easy"
cases that make very difficult issues, such as balancing the competing
interests in the involuntary civil commitment process, appear easily
resolvable. Proponents of the process have countered by finding equally
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"easy" cases of clear success.’? Valid criticism and praise of the
negotiated settlement process have been largely obscured.

In general, we cannot find fault and can find much.to praise in
the negotiated settlement process. It appears to be an innovative and
successful application of the least restrictive alternative doctrine
insofar as it screens and diverts appropriate cases from involuntary
civil commitment to voluntary inpatient and outpatient care and
treatment. It has channeled the energies of attorneys, judges, and
mental health personnel, previously devoted to litigious confrontation in
the courts, to finding, investigating, and arguing the merits of mental
health care and treatment altermatives. It is consistent with the
national trend toward conciliation rather than litigious confrontation in
involuntary civil commitment proceedings by emphasizing neseded care and
treatment (without rejecting the civil-libertarian concerns reflected in
the SMHA), to promote cooperative efforts among the various compomnents
involved in the involuntary civil commitment process, and to recognize
the flexibility and adaptability of commitment criteria to individual
patient's situations. In our opinion, which we have expressed
previously, the procedures involved in the negotiation and settlement
of cases in Milwaukee County contains all the essential elements needed
to balance the interests of the respondent, the respondent's family, the
community, the court, and the taxpayer of Milwaukee County.

Modifications of the negotiated settlement process in accordance with the
improvements recommended below should serve to adequately balance these
interests.

RECOMMENDATION 12: (1) THE MENTAL HEALTH-LEGAL
COMMUNITY IN MILWAUKEE COUNTY SHOULD GIVE THEIR
SUPPORT TO THE GENERAL PROCESS OF THE NEGOTIATION
AND SETTLEMENT OF APPROPRIATE INVOLUNTARY CIVIL
COMMITMENT CASES.

(2) THE FOLLOWING IMPROVEMENTS OF THE PROCESS
SHOULD BE MADE: (a) INFORMATION OBTAINED FROM
PETITIONERS AND FAMILIES OF RESPONDENTS SHOULD BE
CONSIDERED IN EVERY NEGOTIATED SETTLEMENT; (b)
PROPOSALS FOR NEGOTIATED SETTLEMENTS AND
COURT~ORDERED VOLUNTARY (COV) AGREEMENTS SHOULD
BE EVALUATED MORE THOROUGHLY, FIRST BY
CORPORATION COUNSEL, AND THEN BY THE COURT;
CORPORATION COUNSEL SHOULD BE PROVIDED ADEQUATE

728ee e.g., the case of Ruth related by N. Bernstein, supra, note 68.

73See e.g., Appelbaum, supra, note 4; Paschall, N., and Eichler, A.
Rights promotion in the '80's. Mental Disability Law Reporter, 1982, 6
(2); and Institute, supra, note 23, at II-6.

Thgee Meeting Minutes, Subcommittee on Involuntary Civil Commitment
Study, Task Force on Human Services and the Law, November 23, 1982.
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RESOURCES FOR THIS PURPOSE; (c) POLICIES AND
PROCEDURES SHOULD BE DEVELOPED FOR MONITORING
COMPLIANCE, AND RESPONDING TO CASES OF
NONCOMPLIANCE, WITH THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF
NEGOTIATED SETTLEMENTS AND COURT-ORDERED
VOLUNTARY (COV) AGREEMENTS; AND (d) A SYSTEM
SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED SO THAT CURRENT INFORMATION
IS READILY ACCESSIBLE FACILITIES AND PROGRAMS
ABOUT COMMUNITY-BASED, LESS RESTRICTIVE TREATMENT
AND THEIR WILLINGNESS AND CAPACITY TO ACCEPT
INVOLUNTARY CIVIL COMMITMENT CASES DIVERTED FROM
INPATIENT HOSPITALIZATION.

(Parts (2)(b) and (2)(c) of Recommendation 12 are discussed in
detail in Chapter Five of this report.)

The adequacy of input by the respondent's family and
acquaintances in developing a negotiated settlement, the focus of the
first recommended improvement, can be questioned. Corporation counsel
has neither the time nor the resources to take full advantage of the
information about the respondent that can be acquired from family,
friends, and acquaintances of the respondent. Access to information may
be especially a problem in emergency detention cases. Unlike three-party
petition cases, where the respondent's family and acquaintances acting as
petitioners supply information, precious little information about a
respondent's social and family situation, and past mental health history,
may be available in emergency cases. And even when such information is
available as a result of contacts which Ward 53B staff have with the
respondent's family, corporation counsel may not have sufficient time to

use this information into his review of the proposed negotiated
settlement.

Understandably, a respondent’'s counsel is likely to devalue the
interests of petitiomers and family members relative to the interest of
his or her client. A respondent's attorney is, therefore, not likely to
agressively seek the input of petitionmers and family members, and when
the attorney does seek this information, he or she is likely to
selectively screen or present information unfavorable to the proposed
settlement in the light most favorable to the proposed settlement
agreement. In brief, it appears that family members and petitiomers do
have access to and make input into the negotiated settlement process, but
probably not enough. In our opinion, a better balancing of interests
could be achieved by bringing petitioners and family members more into
the arena in which negotiated settlements are made.

Compliance with the terms and conditions of negotiated
settlements and COV agreements is a major concern in Milwaukee County.
Many people we interviewed complained that monitoring and review of
compliance, and mechanisms for appropriate responses to noncompliance,
are inadequate. This complaint appears to be quite valid. Again, the
solution to the problem appears to be that which there is precious little
of, namely additional resources. Just as corporation counsel has little
time to consider information provided by a respondent's family in
determining whether to accept a negotiated settlement, he has few



resources to momitor compliance with the conditions of a negotiated
settlement once it is approved by the court. Corporation counsel makes
no independent review of compliance. Reportedly, community mental health
resources are unavailable for the purposes of monitoring compliance and
reporting noncompliance to corporation counsel. The "out statioms' of
the Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex are, reportedly, overbooked
with long waiting lists for requested services. The only real check on
compliance occurs when petitioners, members of the respondent's family,
mental health professionals, or others in the community bring a
respondent's failure to comply with the conditions of a negotiated
settlement to the attention of the corporation counsel.

While additional resources available to the corporation counsel
for monitoring, review, and follow-up of compliance may appear to be the
only complete solution to the problem, a coordination and linking of
existing services, and a modification of the legal proceedings to better
accommodate the negotiated settlement process may provide partial
solutions. (These partial solutions are discussed in detail under the
topic of compliance and the application of the least restrictive
altermative doctrine in Chapter Five.)

It is easy to decry the lack of community-based mental health
services in Milwaukee, especially during periods of decreasing federal
support. Many of the people we interviewed blame this lack for the
deficiencies in the involuntary civil commitment process. Solutioms that
have been offered call for more of that which there is too little
of~-money. However, at the same time that we heard complaints of a lack
of community resources, we were told that the focus on inpatient care at
the Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex may have blinded mental health
and legal perscnnel to community mental health services that actually are
available. If the least restrictive alternative doctrine is to have any
practical meaning in Milwaukee County, and we believe it should, then it
is important for court officials (e.g., judges, probate court
commissioners), attormeys, mental health personnel, social services
personnel, and others involved in the involuntary civil commitment
process to have access to current information about available facilities
that are less restrictive than the Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex.

RECOMMENDATION 13: (1) A COMPREHENSIVE GUIDE TO
MENTAL HEALTH RESOURCES IN MILWAUKEE COUNTY
SHOULD BE PREPARED FOR USE BY MEMBERS OF THE
MENTAL HEALTH-LEGAL COMMUNITY IN MILWAUKEE COUNTY
WHO ARE INVOLVED IN THE INVOLUNTARY CIVIL
COMMITMENT PROCESS.

(2) THIS GUIDE SHOULD BE DESIGNED TO FURTHER THE
APPLICATICON OF THE LEAST RESTRICTIVE ALTERNATIVE
DOCTRINE AND SHOULD INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING
INFORMATION: (a) A COMPLETE LISTING OF PUBLIC,
PRIVATE, NON-PROFIT, AND VOLUNTARY RESOURCES, AND
THEIR LOCATIONS, SERVING MENTALLY ILL PERSONS;
{b) A SHORT DESCRIPTION OF THE TYPE OF SERVICES
QFFERED BY EACH RESOURCE LISTED; (¢) A BRIEF
HISTORY OF SERVICES, IF ANY, PROVIDED TO PERSONS
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INVOLVED IN INVOLUNTARY CIVIL COMMITMENT
PROCEEDINGS; AND (d) THE SERVICE CAPACITY OF EACH
RESOURCE INCLUDING: (i) STAFF, (ii) BED

CAPACITY, AND (iii) FISCAL ARRANGEMENTS FOR
CLIENTS.

(3) THE GUIDE SHOULD BE UPDATED REGULARLY BY THE
PLANNING COUNCIL FOR MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES, THE
MENTAL HEALTH ASSOCIATION IN MILWAUKEE COUNTY, OR
SOME OTHER APPROPRIATE AGENCY OR AGENCIES.

The development and preparation of the proposed guide is the
first important step im the establishment of a system proposed in part
(2)(d) of the previous recommendation that would make information of less
restrictive alternatives available to those who need it. A brochure
entitled "Guide to Mental Health Resources in Milwaukee County," recently
compiled by the Mental Health Association in Milwaukee County,
respresents an approximation of the proposed guide. It lists close to 50
agencies in the mental health care system in Milwaukee County, provides a
short description of the services provided, and lists fees, if any, for
services provided. Another comprehensive guide, titled Human Services
Resource Directory for the Greater Milwaukee Area and compiled by the
United Way of Greater Milwaukee in 1980, represents another product
similar to the guide recommended above. A major shortcoming of the
United Way guide is that it is apparently compiled once every two years

and 1s outdated shortly thereafter for any other purposes other than
general reference.

If recommendation 13 is implemented, the guide developed by the
Mental Health Association and United Way of Greater Milwaukee should
definitely be used as a starting point and reference. The guide need not
be produced at great cost. Inexpensive and expedient reproduction of the
guide should facilitate regular updating, printing, and dissemination.
The proposed guide should be advertised as a working reference to all

those in the mental health-legal community involved in the involuntary
civil commitment process.

Although reviewers of the last two recommendations were
generally supportive of their intent of improving the involuntary civil
commitment process, they raised two concerns that should be noted. Both
concerns pertain,; to a greater or less extent, to subsequent
recommendations in this report as well. The first concern is about the
cost of implementing the recommendations. Although we have tried to be
as sensitive as possible to the fiscal ramifications of our
recommendations and have attempted to balance economy with equity,
effectiveness, and efficiency in the procedures that we have recommended,
we openly acknowledge our relative naivete about the complex fiscal
considerations of the many agencies involved in the involuntary civil
commitment process in Milwaukee County. We must, therefore, defer to the
Planning Council for Mental Health and Social Services and the
Subcoumittee on Involuntary Civil Commitment Study (of the Task Force on
Human Services and the Law) to whom we submit this final report to
provide whatever guidance may be mnecessary to address specific concerns

about costs associated with the implementation of recommendations in this
report.
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We must, as a matter of necessity, respond in similar fashion to
a second concern expressed by reviewers about Recommendations 12 and 13
and other recommendations that follow. Several reviewers raised concerus
about our identifications of specific agencies to implement
recommendations. Unfortunately, reviewers expressed differing opinioms
about the appropriateness of identifying specific agencies to perform
specific duties or assume specific responsibilities. One reviewer,
perhaps appropriately so, doubted that we have gained sufficient
knowledge about the broad array of community agencies and their specific
capabilities to be able to designate one or even a few to implement a
recommendation. On the other hand, another reviewer urged us to ''provide
leadership by identifying services of agencies who need to take the task
in hand and implement [the recommendations]."” We have not attempted to
resolve this disagreement in this report. We do not profess to have even
a working knowledge of the many public, private, non-profit, and
voluntary mental health resources in Milwaukee County. When we have been
able, albeit in a very general way, to identify an agency or group that
appears to be a likely candidate for involvement in the implementation of
a recommendation, we have not hesitated to mention it in connection with
a particular recommendation. We feel compelled to convey the best
information that we have, fully recognizing that it may be incomplete.
Again, we must defer to the Planning Council and the Subcommittee to
provide futher guidance in this matter.
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CHAPTER FIVE

JUDICIAL PROCEEDINGS

PROBABLE CAUSE HEARINGS

The State Mental Health Act provides respondents with a right to
a judicial hearing to determine probable cause for commitment
(51.20(7)). 1If a respondent is detained, a probable cause hearing must
be held within 72 hours after the respondent's arrival on Ward 53B,
excluding Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays (51.20(7)(a)). If the
respondent is not detained pending the probable cause hearing, a rare
occurrence in Milwaukee County, a hearing is held "within a reasonable
time of the filing of the petition" (51.20(7)(b)). As mentioned in the
brief overview of involuntary civil commitment in Wisconsin in Chapter
One, the probable cause hearing, and all other judicial hearings required
under the State Mental Health Act, must conform to the essentials of due
process, including the rights to an open hearing, to request a closed
hearing, to counsel, to present and cross—examine witnesses, and to
remain silent during the proceedings (51.20(5)). A court commissioner
from the probate division of the circuit court presides at Milwaukee
County probable cause hearings.

Probable cause hearings are held in a conference room on Ward
53B arranged to accommodate these hearings. The probate court
commissioner typically sits at the center of a large, rectangular table
facing the respondent and his or her counsel, who are sitting at a
smaller table opposite the commissioner. Corporation counsel and a court
stenographer sit at opposite ends of the court commissioner's table.
Folding chairs have been placed at the sides of the conference room to
accommodate witnesses, the court laison officer, and observers.

The commissioner must make two primary decisions during each
hearing: whether there is probable cause for commitment and whether the
respondent should be detained in Ward 53B while the final commitment
hearing is pending. If the commissioner determines that no probable
cause to believe the allegations exists, he may dismiss the proceedings
(51.20(7)(e)). 1If the commissioner finds no probable cause to justify
involuntary civil commitment, but instead finds probable cause to believe
that the respondent is a fit subject for guardianship and protective
placement or services, he may proceed as 1f the petition or application
for emergency detention had been made for guardianship and protective
placement or services as authorized by Chapter 55 (51.20(7)(d)). 1If the
comnissioner finds probable cause, however, he schedules a final
commitment hearing within 14 days from the time the respondent was
detained, unless the respondent or his or her counsel has already
requested a postpomnment of the probable cause hearing (51.20(7)(b)) or
requests a jury for the final commitment hearing (51.20(7)(c) and
(11)(a)). The commissioner can release the respondent from Ward 53B
pending the full commitment hearing and may issue an order stating the
conditions under which the respondent is released (51.20(8)). Of course,
as discussed at length in the previous chapter, the case may be held open
and the probable cause hearing postponed if the parties agree to a
voluntary admission or some type of outpatient treatment by way of a
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stipulated settlement. (Recommendations and discussion about the
commissioner's review and evaluation of proposals for negotiated
settlements and court-ordered voluntary (COV) agreements appear in
Chapter Four and later in this chapter.)

Patients' Rights and Privileges

The State Mental Health Act gives respondents certain rights and
privileges (see 51.61), among them the right to wear their own clothes
(51.61(1)(q)) and to see visitors each day (51.61(1)(t)). While we do
not suggest that these rights of Ward 53B respondents have been violated,
we do believe that Ward 53B personnel, attorneys, and the probate court
commissioner presiding at the probable cause hearing should be more
sensitive to the realization of these rights in two situations. First,
in our observations of several probable cause hearings, we observed four
respondents entering the conference room in Ward 53B wearing only
hospital gowns. One respondent wore no shoes. Of course, all others in
attendance at the probable cause hearings (i.e, attorneys, witmnesses,
court personnel, and spectators) were attired in keeping with the
solemnity of the probable cause hearings. Although, strictly speaking,
the right of respondents to wear their own clothes does not impose a duty
on 53B staff to provide each respondent with street clothes to wear at
hearings, it would be beneficial for S53B staff to do so. Wearing a
hospital gown is an implicit affirmation of a respondent's
"committability" and is inconsistent with the decorum of a judicial
proceeding.

RECOMMENDATION 14: (1) WARD 53B STAFF AND
ATTORNEYS BEFORE ALL PROBABLE CAUSE HEARINGS
SHOULD ASK RESPONDENTS IF THEY WISH TO WEAR THEIR
OWN CLOTHES AT THE PROBABLE CAUSE HEARING.

(2) IF THE RESPONDENT WISHES TO WEAR STREET
CLOTHES BUT HAS NO PERSONAL CLOTHES TO WEAR, WARD
53B STAFF SHOULD ENDEAVOR WHENEVER POSSIBLE TO
SECURE APPROPRIATE STREET CLOTHING FOR THE
RESPONDENT.

The second situation involves respondents' rights to see
visitors daily. Visiting hours on Ward 53B are daily from 11 a.m. to 8
p.m. Strict adherence to these visiting hours causes hardships for
respondents and family members who may have participated in probable
cause hearings ending before official visiting hours commence. A long
zap between the end of a hearing and the beginning of visiting hours may
force respondents and their family members to be apart during what may be
an extremely emotional time. This may be especially frustrating for
family members who have traveled long distances to appear at a probable
cause hearing only to find that the matter is settled within a few short
minutes and they must wait for up to two hours to visit with the
respondent.

RECOMMENDATION 15: WARD 53B VISITING HOURS
SHOULD BE MODIFIED TO ALLOW RESPONDENTS TO MEET
WITH THEIR FAMILY MEMBERS AND FRIENDS AT THE
CONCLUSION OF THE PROBABLE CAUSE HEARING.
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In their review of Recommendation 14 and 15 in draft form, two
spokespersons for the Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex indicated
that procedural changes were made in the Fall of 1982 in accordance with
these two recommendations. One of the reviewers stated that 99% of the
patients wear their own clothes. Presumably, he was speaking of Ward 53B
detainees. Another spokesperson for the Mental Health Center stated that
family members and friends are definitely allowed to visit with patients
at the conclusion of the probable cause hearing. He indicated that a
visiting room has been made available if Ward 53B may be inappropriate
for visitation at the time. A registered nurse, designated as the Family
Contact Coordinator, reportedly briefs families on the hearing process
and visitation procedures.

Is There a Need for a Probable Cause Hearing?

The SMHA provides the individual facing involuntary civil
commitment with opportunities to test the allegations against him or her
in three separate judicial hearings: a probable cause hearing
(51.20(7)), a final hearing (51.20(10)), and a review hearing for
continued commitment (51.20(13)(g)). Several members of the mental
health-legal community in Milwaukee County question the need for probable
cause hearings.’> The probable cause hearing is another example, they
argue, of a cumbersome, onerous, and expensive legal procedure that is
unnecessary because there are other sufficient checks on the validity of
procedures affecting the respondent both before and after the probable
cause hearing. At least one mental health professional76 advocates the
elimination of the probable cause hearing, and the shortening of the
required time between detention and the final commitment hearing.

Like most states,’// Wisconsin law mandates a judicial hearing
before an individual may be committed involuntarily for an extended
period of time. Whether respondents should have a right to a probable
cause hearing in involuntary civil commitment proceedings has been
addressed by a number of federal and state courts.’8 A majority of
these courts implicitly acknowledge the desirability, if not the
practicality, of a probable cause hearing before the respondent is taken
into custody and involuntarily committed, but grapple primarily with the
arguments for and against a probable cause hearing after the respondent
has already been taken to a hospital against his or her will. The issue
in practice, thus, is how long can a person be involuntarily detained
prior to a judicial hearing.

753ee also, Gerhardstein, supra, note 13.

7621_

771astitute, supra, note 23, at IV-6.

783¢e e.g., Doe v. Gallinot, 657 F. 2d 1017 (1981); see also,

generally, Institute, supra, note 23, at Part IV, Chapter One; and Los
Angeles, supra, note 16, Chapter IV.
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Determining how much time should elapse before a hearing is
required involves balancing several considerations. On the omne hand is
the respondent's interest in being released quickly if custody by law
enforcement officials and subsequent detention is unjustified. On the
other is a need for a sufficient period of time for the respondent to be
properly examined and for the parties in the proceedings to adequately
prepare. If prehearing treatment is refused, there is the additiomnal
concern of authorizing needed treatment expeditiously in emergency
situations or of otherwise providing, care, comfort, and secure shelter
to a respondent who has refused treatment. When prehearing treatment is

permitted, there is the countervailing factor of giving the respondent an

opportunity to recover without incurring a record, or perhaps the stigma
of an involuntary commitment.

Eliminating a mandatory probable cause hearing and shortening
the time before a "full" commitment hearing may appear to be an
attractive proposition very much in the interests of economy and
efficiency. Indeed, federal courts have been increasingly more willing
to balance the liberty interests of the individual against legitimate
state interests in efficiency and economy.’ As attractive as
eliminating the probable cause hearing altogether may appear, we do not
recommend such a change at this time.

No ideal balance among the often competing interests of the
individual, the family, and the state can be achieved. The postponement
of a judicial review of the validity of detention, even from 72 hours to
five or seven days, a possible time frame if only a single judicial
hearing is used, may be difficult to implement. 1In the abstract, few of
us would place economy, efficiency, and expediency above liberty. Given
that a substantial deprivation of libexty that can not be justified
without a judicial review, it is difficult to retreat from that stand in
the interests of saving time, money, and other resources. In theory, we
would favor the elimination of the probable cause hearing requirement in
the SMHA and its replacement with a requirement of only cne judicial
hearing at the end of five days. However, we do not rscommend such a
change in Milwaukee County at this time for several practical reasons.

Our recommendations for simplified hearing procedures in other
jurisidictions80 were met with great resistance. In Columbus, Ohio,
for example, the majority of the individuals we interviewed-—-judges,
raferees, attorneys, and mental health personnel alike-~~were in favor of
discontinuing the practice of automatic probable cause hearings in
commitment cases. Importantly, the elimination of probable cause

79See e.g., Parham v. J.R., 442 U.S. 599-600 (1979); Vitek v. Jones,
445 U.S. 496 (1980); Doe v. Gallino , supra, note 78, at 1024; Ycungberg
v. Romeo, 50 U.S.L.W. 476, 4685 (1982).

8OKeilitz, I. Involuntary Civil Commitment in Columbus, Ohio.
Williamsburg, Virginia: National Center for State Courts, 1982, 73-77,
84~86 (hereafter Columbus); also, Los Angeles, supra, note 16, at 43-50.
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hearings and the shortening of the time requirement for full commitment
hearings required no change in the Ohio law. Such a change in the
hearing requirements in Wisconsin would necessitate revision of the

SMHA. Yet, the interests of liberty held the day in Columbus. One
attorney in Columbus, acknowledging the expense of conducting probable
cause hearings, nonetheless argued strongly that the price paid is worth
the check against a "massive curtailment of liberty." In short, in the
opinion of this attorney, any increase in the time of detention without
judicial review constitutes a substantial deprivation of liberty to be
avoided if at all possible. Given what we considered to be a favorable
climate for change in Columbus, and given that a change in Columbus would
have required no legislative reform, we see little chance of success in
changing the hearing requirements in Wisconsin. As we will discuss later
in this chapter, we believe that the resources of the mental health-legal
community in Milwaukee County should be channeled into improvements of

practices under the current requirements of the State Mental Health Act
rather than into legislative reform.

RECOMMENDATION 16: WITHIN THE FRAMEWORK OF THE
STATE MENTAL HEALTH ACT FOR PROBABLE CAUSE
HEARING REQUIREMENTS, MEMBERS OF THE MENTAL
HEALTH~LEGAL COMMUNITY IN MILWAUKEE COUNTY SHOULD
STRIVE TO ACHIEVE A PROPER, ACCEPTABLE BALANCE
AMONG THE COMPLEX AND COMPETING INTERESTS OF THE
RESPONDENT, THE FAMILY, AND THE STATE IN
INVOLUNTARY CIVIL COMMITMENT PROCEEDINGS.

LEGISLATIVE REFORM TO CHANGE THE PROBABLE CAUSE

HEARING REQUIREMENTS IN WISCONSIN IS NOT
RECOMMENDED AT THIS TIME.

The above recommendation is based upon two additiomal practical
considerations. First, the elimination of the probable cause hearing
would remove the legal means for review, evaluation, and approval or
rejection of negotiated settlements. Whether am alternative procedure
for judicial review of proposals for negotiated settlements would be less
cumbersome than the present probable cause hearing is questionable.
Second, it is likely that the elimination of the probable cause hearing
may engender an over-reliance on formal litigious procedures during the

final commitment hearing. We would not comnsider this a favorable
development.

At least two reviewers of Recommendation 16 registered
disappointment that the recommendation and supporting commentary seemed
to preclude further study of the possibility of a statutory change of the
“complex two-stage hearing process' in Milwaukee County. One reviewer
approved of the major thrust of Recommendation l6~-that the mental
health~legal community in Milwaukee County concentrate on making the
present system work-—but he thought it unwise to give up entirely on

81We do not wish to discourage efforts at legal reform altogether.
Recommendations for simplified hearing procedures in Columbus, Ohio and

Los Angeles could be used as starting points for similar reform in
Wisconsin. Id.
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efforts to try to simplify the statutory framework. He stated that the
present hearing system created difficult time constraints and the need
for double appearances by lawyers, witnesses, and examiners. Anocther
reviewer stated that Recommendation 16 should be considered on its merits
and not on its probable chances of success. The urgings of these
reviewers to study the possibility of legislative reform to change the
probable cause hearing requirements in Wisconsin should be given some
consideration. While we hold strongly to our belief that legislative
reform in this area is less likely to achieve the end of reducing
burdensome complexity and costs in the hearing procedures, Recommendation
16 focuses on the present and should not be considered an all-or-nothing
proposition. Indeed, the channeling of at least some energies of the
mental health-legal community in Milwaukee County into exploration of
legislative reform in this area may prove useful.

PREHEARING MENTAL HEALTH EXAMINATION

After a probable cause hearing in which the commissioner has
found probable cause to believe the allegations that the respondent is a
proper subject for involuntary commitment, two examiners are appointed to
personally examine the respondent. The SMHA lists the various licensed
professionals who may qualify as examiners (51.20(9)(a)). In Milwaukee
County, the examiners are usually a psychologist and a psychiatrist
appointed, from a roster published annually, to examine all respondents
who will have final commitment hearings in a given week. A respondent
may select one of the examiners if he or she informs the court of his or
her selection within 24 hours after the probable cause hearing
(51.20(9)(a)). The court may deny to appoint the respondent's selected
examiner i1f that examiner is unavailable or does not qualify under
statutory requirements. Finally, the respondent may secure an additional
examiner and may offer that examiner's testimony as evidence at the final
hearing (51.20¢9)(a)).

Each examiner conducts an independent examination of each
respondent. Because respondents who do not agree to stipulated
settlements generally remain in custody following a probable cause
hearing, the examinations usually take place at Ward 53B of the Milwaukee
County Mental Health Complex. When an examiner arrives at the ward to
conduct an examination, he or she picks up an examination form at the
nurses' station (see Appendix A, pp. 38-41). He or she then fills out
this form either during or after the examination. One examiner we
interviewed stated that he may, but usually does not, conduct a more
thorough examination than the form requires. Reportedly, examiners often
consult the respondent's medical chart and Ward S3B staff in forming an
opinion regarding the respondent's condition.

At the start of the examination, the examiner informs the
respoﬁdent that his or her statements may be used as a basis for
commitment and that he or she has the right to remain silent as required
by the SMHA (51.20(9)(a)). 1If the examiner determines that the
respondent meets commitment criteria, the examiner is required by the
State Mental Health Act to indicate on the form recommendations
concerning the least restrictive level of treatment appropriate for the
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respondent. The completed examination form is filed with the
Commissioner in Probate.82

Although statute requires that the examiners file independent
reports of their examinations with the court (51.20(9)(a)), it does not
require that the examiners actually testify at the final hearing. If the
examiners do testify, however, each should testify concerning his or her
belief as to whether the respondent meets commitment criteria and as to
the appropriateness of various treatment modalities or facilities
(51.20(9)). Each examiner's beliefs should be based on "a reasonable
degree of medical certainty,”" if the examiner is a psychiarist, or on "a
reasonable degree of professional certainty," if the examiner is a
psychologist (51.20(9)). 1If either examiner is unable to reach a

conclusion with the required degree of certainty, he or she should so
state (51.20(9)).

The examiners appointed in Milwaukee County generally do testify
at final hearings. Their testimony during the hearings we observed will
be discussed below.

FINAL COMMITMENT HEARINGS

The Setting and the Participants

Section 51.20(5) of the SMHA authorizes court hearings to be
held at the institution at which a respondent is detained, unless the
respondent or his or her attormey objects. As mentioned above, probable
cause hearings in Milwaukee County are generally held in Ward 53B. Final
commitment hearings, on the other hand, are held in Room 1032 of the
Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex. Room 1032 provides a relatively
formal setting appropriate for the solemnity of the final hearing
process. At the front of the room is a table at which the presiding
judge sits. Testifying witnesses sit to the judge's left and the court
reporter, against the side wall. Near the front on opposite sides of the
aisle are tables for corporation counsel and for the respondent and his
or her counsel. Near the back door is a table for the Mental Health
Complex court liaison officer, who functions as bailiff. On either side
of the aisle are rows of chairs for other participants and observers.

Final hearings are scheduled for each Friday at 8:30 a.m., but
usually begin about 9:00 a.m.. Hearings are open to the public unless
the respondent, or his or her attorney acting with the respondent's
consent, requests that the hearing be closed (51.20(12)). Reportedly,
closed hearings are rarely requested.

82A1though we were able to observe several initial examinations of Ward
53B detainees conducted by a Ward 53B psychiatrist (see Chapter Three),
and although we did interview two examiners who frequently conduct
prehearing examinations in Milwaukee County, we were, unfortunately,
unable to observe examinations conducted by court-appointed examiners.
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Whenever a probable cause hearing has resulted in a finding of
probable cause to believe the allegations in a three-party petition, or
in a police officer's statement of emergency detention (together with any
treatment director's supplement filed) (see Appendix 4, pp. 5-6), the
court must schedule a final hearing within 14 days from the time of
detention (51.20(7)(c)). 1In Milwaukee County, the Commissioner in
Probate meets this time requirement by scheduling a final hearing on the
Friday of the next week after the probable cause hearing.

Before discussing how the hearing itself is conducted in
Milwaukee County, it is worthwhile to mention a few miscellaneous, yet
important, statutory rules which are relevant. First, within a
reasonable time before the hearing, corporation counsel must notify the
respondent and his or her attorney of persons who may testify in favor of
commitment, and of the time and place of the final hearing
(51.20(10)(a)). The court may designate additional persons to be
notified of the time and place of the hearing (51.20(10)(a)). At least
48 hours prior to the final hearing, the respondent's counsel must also
be given access to all psychiatric and other reports (51.20(10)(b)).
Secondly, the hearings must conform to the essentials of due process and
fairness (51.20(5)); as a general matter, the rules of evidence used in
other civil proceedings apply to civil coumitment hearings
(51.20€(10)(¢)). 1In addition, the SMHA was recently amended to include a
"harmless error rule" requiring that the court may "disregard any error
or defect in the pleadings or proceedings that does not affect the
substantial rights of either party" (51.20(10)(c)). Thirdly, corporation
counsel has the burden or proving all required facts by '"clear and
convincing evidence'" (51.20(13)(e)). Finally, the respondent has a right
to a jury to determine if the allegations in the petition or the
statement of emergency detention are true (51.20(11)). The respondent,
or his or her counsel if the respondent does not object, must demand a
jury at least 48 hours prior to the hearing or a jury trial is deemed
waived, provided the respondent or his or her counsel has notice of this
time requirement (51.20(11)(a)). After a timely demand for a jury trial,
the court must direct that a jury of six people be drawn (51.20(11)(a)).
If a jury trial demand is made within five days of detention, the final
hearing will not be delayed and must be held within 14 days of
detention. If the demand is made after five days, however, the final
hearing may be delayed but must be held within 14 days from the date of
the demand (51.20(11)(a)). At least five of the six jurors must agree to
a verdict before the verdict will be valid (51.20(11)(b)).

Each final hearing at Room 1032 begins when the clerk announces
the case. The parties then present and cross-examine witnesses.
Witnesses typically called by the parties during final hearings include
the examiners appointed under Section 51.20(9) (usually a psychiatrist
and a psychologist), the police officer(s) who effected an emergency
detention or the petiticners who signed a three—party petition, Crisis
Intervention Service counselors, and the respondent.

88

N A WS R PN N aE E EE EE EE A

“ I



R R .

>

Counsel for the Respondent

In all of the final hearings which we observed, the respondents
were represented by attormeys from the private bar -- no attorneys from
the two public defender programs in Milwaukee County were involved. Far
more cases in which respondents are represented by private counsel reach
the final hearing stage than do cases in which respondents are
represented by attorneys of the State Public Defender's Office or Legal
Aid Society attorneys. Reportedly, attorneys from the private bar
prevail at the probable cause hearing in far fewer cases and settle far
fewer cases prior to final hearing. Of cases which reach final hearings,
the majority result in commitment.

Interviewees offered two primary reasons why private attorneys
settle or prevail in fewer cases. First, private attorneys are generally
less experienced in substantive, procedural, and tactical matters
concerning the involuntary civil commitment process. Private attorneys
are appointed to represent a total of approximately 15 percent of all
civil commitment respondents in Milwaukee. They are appointed by the
State Public Defender's Office from a list of about 200 names. Thus,
each attorney is appointed to no more than one or two cases each year.
The second reason offered was that private attorneys have not had the
assistances of social workers which both the Public Defender's Office and
the Legal Aid Society have had. This assistance is invaluable in the
development of less restrictive treatment alternatives to hospitalization
that are proposed in negotiated settlement of cases prior to the final
commitment hearing (see Chapter Four).

The concern that private attorneys are often inexperienced
because of the infrequency of their involvement in civil commitment cases
is a concern which people in Milwaukee share with people in other cities
where we have studied civil commitment processes. Ome response to this
pervasive problem is to establish prerequisites to initial appointment
and continued inclusion on the list of private attorneys from which
counsel for commitment respondents are appointed. Effective
prerequisites are an orientation program and a continuing education
program for potential respondents' counsel, 8%

The content and operation of such an educational program should
preferably be a joint effort of the judiciary, the local bar, and the
public (e.g., under the authority of the Combined Community Services
Board in Milwaukee County; see 51.42(5)(d), (e), and (£f)) and private
mental health system). Precisely who or what organization should be
primarily respounsible for coordinating the program is an open question.
One practical and one conceptual reason suggest that the State Office of
the Public Defender assume this responsibility: (1) it has the requisite
experience in representing respondents in Milwaukee County and it

83See e.g., Bernstein, N. Commitments: Law is working. The Milwaukee
o 3 I o

Jourmal, February 21, 1982 (during 1981, 155 cases reached final hearing;

151 resulted in commitment).

84Institute, supra, note 23, at III-8.
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currently bears the responsibility of maintaining, and selecting from, a
list of members of the private bar who would be willing to represent
respondents in involuntary civil commitmnet cases; and (2) it is the one
organizational component of the mental health-judicial system in
Milwaukee County best equipped to communicate the role of counsel as an
adversary and counselor (this role is discussed further below).
Regardless of who has the primary respomsibility for coordinating the
program, the various components of the mental health—judicial system in
Milwaukee County should contribute to its content: the State Public
Defender's Office, the Legal Aid Society of Milwaukee, Inc., the
Milwaukee Bar Association, the Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex,
and the Probate Court.

The initial orientation might be as simple as a one—~to—one or
group meeting between a probate judge or commissioner and potential
appointees to discuss the role and functions of respondents' counsel in
civil commitment proceedings. Similarly, the State Public Defender's
Office in Milwaukee or the Legal Aid Society might conduct a seminar to
initiate the orientation program. The seminar might be videotaped or
audiotaped for presentation to attorneys subsequently added to the
appointment list. Centinuing education requirements might also be met by
use of tapes of periodic seminars.

The overriding purpose of such an educational program 1is to
ensure that respondents represented by private counsel have a fair
opportunity to protect their liberty interests yet still get the mental
health treatment they need in accordance with the substantive and
procedural provisions of the SMHA.85 The furtherance of this purpose
requires that respondents' counsel understand their functions as
advocates and counselors within the civil commitment context. Counsel
should understand these functions not only on a conceptual level, but
also on a practical level. The conceptual understanding should be
addressed during the initial orientation and may require input from the
various components of the mental health-judicial system in Milwaukee
County mentioned earlier. The practical understanding should be
addressed in both the initial and the continuing education programs.
This would require input from the legal community, but also from the
mental health treatment providers in Milwaukee County. When requested by
the coordinator of the program, treatment providers should provide
information concerning the types of services and treatment they provide.
The legal community should provide information concerning the mechanics
of the formal and informal proceedings. Materials throughout this report
might also be helpful to the program coordinator in structuring such a
program.

850ur suggestions only generally reflect the proper content of such an
educational program; a coordinator, in cooperation with the legal and
mental health communities in Milwaukee County, should provide details.
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RECOMMENDATION 17: (1) AS PREREQUISITES TO
INITIAL AND CONTINUED INCLUSION ON THE LIST OF
PRIVATE ATTORNEYS WHO ARE POTENTIAL APPOINTEES AS
RESPONDENTS' COUNSEL, ATTORNEYS SHOULD BE
REQUIRED TO PARTICIPATE IN AN ORIENTATION AND
CONTINUING EDUCATION PROGRAM.

(2) THIS PROGRAM SHOULD BE A COOPERATIVE EFFORT
AMONG THE COMPONENTS OF THE LEGAL AND MENTAL
HEALTH COMMUNITY IN MILWAUKEE COUNTY. THE STATE
PUBLIC DEFENDER'S OFFICE, THE MILWAUKEE BAR
ASSOCIATION, THE PROBATE COURT, THE LEGAL AID
SOCIETY, OR ANOTHER APPROPRIATE ENTITY IN
MILWAUKEE SHOULD COORDINATE THE PROGRAM.

(3) THIS PROGRAM SHOULD SEEK TO INFORM ATTORNEYS
REGARDING THE CIVIL COMMITMENT PROCESS IN
MILWAUKEE COUNTY AND OF THEIR ROLE AND FUNCTION
IN IT.

The Supreme Court of Wisconsin has held that counsel appointed
in civil commitment proceedings have the same function, duties, and
responsibilities as retained counsel in any civil proceeding. 6
Specifically, both statute and case law in Wisconsin require that
respondents' counsel be "adversary counsel." Counsel's duties and
responsibilities_are set forth in the Code of Professiomal
Responsibility.87 Thus, a respoudent's attorney should function as
both an advocate and a counselor for his or her client. As ome attorney
we interviewed in Milwaukee stated, a respondent's attormey should
advocate his or her client's wishes regarding the outcome of a civil
commitment case, and should never deviate from those wishes. The
interviewee also stated that a respondent's attormey has a duty as a
counselor to try to influence a client's wishes when it is in the
client's best interests. This dichotomous role is one which attorneys
generally assume in other types of cases. An educational program
tailored to the involuntary civil commitment process in Milwaukee County
should help private attormeys to better fulfill that role in commitment
cases.

805tate ex rel Memmel v. Mundy, 75 Wis. 2d 276, 249 N.W. 2d 573, 577
(1977); see also, 51.20(3).

871d., Meumel, 249 N.W. 2d, at 577.
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The Questions: Committability and Treatment

Matters of Law. The commitment court must answer two separable,
if not distinct, questions at the final hearing: (1) whether the
respondent is committable, that is, whether he or she meets Chapter 51
commitment criteria, and (2) if the respondent is committable, what is
the least restrictive treatment alternative sufficient given the
respondent's condition. Although statutes in many states do not raquire
judges to consider treatment alternatives less restrictive than
involuntary hospitalization, many judges do; as a practical matter, they
view less restrictive alternatives as a threshold concern of the question
of committability. In some jurisdictions, less restrictive
alternatives may be viewed as a threshold question to committability;
that is, if a treatment program less restrictive than involuntary
hospitalization is appropriate, commitment may not be ordered.’¥” This
is not the law in Wisconsin. In Wisconsin, the least restrictive
alternative is not a threshold question, but is a prime consideration in
the placement and treatment decisions to be addressed in the court's
final commitment order; that is, a respondent's commitment must be to the
least restrictive program that is appropriate. Section 51.20(13)(a)3 of
the SMHA expressly provides that if the court determines that a
respondent is committable and, "if inpatient care is not required, [the
court shall] order commitment to outpatient treatment..." (emphasis
added). Indeed, the overriding legislative policy of the SMHA is to
protect personal liberty by requiring that ''no person who can be treated
adequately outside of a hospital, imstitution or other inpatient facility
may be involuntarily treated in such a facility," (51.001(2)). Thus, in
Wisconsin, what care and treatment are sufficient given a respondent's
condition is the second, but not the first, question to be addressed by
the court.

The first question is whether the respondent is, in fact,
committable. Before a commitment court finds a respondent to be a fit
subject for involuntary commitment, the attorney respresenting the state
must prove by clear and convincing evidence (51.20(13)(e)) that the
respondent meets commitment criteria as articulated in Section
51.20(1)(a) (see 51.20(13)(a)3.). These commitment criteria differ in
several respects from the threshold criteria applied by police officers
in determining whether an emergency detention is proper (see 51.15(1)(a)

88ye use the neologism "committability" not for want of more
established words but to emphasize the important distinction between the
two questions posed in final commitment hearings.

89See e.g., Fitch, W. L., McGraw, B. D., Hendryx, J., and, Marvell,

T.B. Iavoluntary Civil Commitment in the First Judicial Department, New
York City. National Center for State Courts: Williamsburg, Virginia,
1982, at 57 (hereafter New York City).

90See, generally, Hoffman, P. B., and Foust, L. F. Least restrictive
treatment of the mentally ill: A doctrine in search of its semses. San
Diego Law Review, 1977, 14 (5), 1100-1154; also see Institute, suoraj—_
note 23, at V-1l to V-1l4.
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and (b)) and, to a lesser extent, they differ from the criteria applied
by the Commissioner in Probate in determining probable cause (see
51.20(1)(1lm)). To order commitment, the court must find that the
respondent is (1) mentally ill, drug dependent, or developmeéntally
disabled, (2) a proper subject for treatment, and (3) dangerous. Before
taking a person into emergency detention, however, police officers need
not have cause to believe that the person is a proper subject for
treatment or that he or she is dangerous. Dangerousness is, essentially,
a legal conclusion the commitment court draws from one of four types of
fact situations defined in Section 51.20(1)(a)2.2! 1In other words,
although police officers are not required to form a conclusory opinion
that a person is ''dangerous" before detaining the person, they must only
have cause to believe that one of four similar types of fact situatious
exists (see 51.15(a)).

The main elements of the fact situatiouns to be addressed by the
court (and by the police) may be summarized in general as: (1) a
substantial probability of harm, (2) to either the respondent or some
other persom, (3) which is manifested either b; a recent act or omission,
or by a "pattern" of recent acts or omissioms. 2 Many intricate
distinctions exist between each of the fact situations to be addressed by
the commitment court. We will not attempt to dissect them here. The
point is that "dangerousness" is not a fixed standard. Its meaning may
vary depending primarily upon the type of harm which may result from a
respondent’'s condition and upon whether the respondent or some other
person might suffer that harm.

Procedures. In our opinion, 1t 1s essential that the final
hearing court distinguish the questions of committability and treatment.
During the final hearings which we observed, it was apparent that these
questions were not independently considered. The question of alternative
treatment modalities in particular was not sufficiently, if at all,
considered. The court, and the parties, seemed to presume that if a
particular respondent were to be committed, he or she would be committed
to inpatient treatment at the Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex.
Such a presumption is not surprising given that the '"stipulated
settlement” process has resulted in most respondents being diverted at

the probable cause hearing to less restrictive care treatment (see
Chapter Four).

9lin a petition for non-emergency involuntary commitment, dangerousness
is alleged by the three individuals signing the petitiom.

921The primary way in which the "commitment" fact situations differ from
the "emergency detention" fact situaticns is that the last two commitment
situations require "acts or omissions" (51.20(1)(a)2.c. and d.), whereas
the comparable emergency detention situations require only "an act or
omission" (51.15(1)(a)3. and 4.). The less stringent emergency detention
standard allows police officers to take a person into custody, and
thereby mitigate an emergency, in situations which may not permit a
commitment under the more strict commitment standard. Similarly, the
commitment standard in 51.20(1)(a)2.c. is relaxed at the probable cause
hearing and would allow the Commissioner in Probate to find probable
cause upon a showing of only one "act or omission' (51.20(1m)).
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It is reasonable to speculate that if a respondent has not been
diverted by means of voluntary admission or a stipulated settlement, a
higher probability exists that the respondent is not a proper subject for
treatment less restrictive than hospitalization. From a legal
perspective, however, such speculation is not a proper working
presumption in a final commitment hearing. The effect of such a
presumption is to make coumitment synonymous with hospitalization. The
definition of commitment in the SMHA, however, is much more broad. Even
at the final hearing, after unsuccessful settlement negotiations, a
respondent in Wisconsin is entitled to commitment in the least
restrictive alternative sufficient to meet his or her treatment needs
(see 51.20(13)(a)3 and {(c)2; and 51.001(1) and (2)).

Regardless of whether the court and the parties, in fact, held
this presumption, the questions of committability and treatment lost
their independent significance in the hearings we observed. The
discreteness of these two questions can be lost when the evidence
presented concerning each is mixed with the presentation of evidence
concerning the other. This was most apparent in the corporation '
counsel's presentation of expert witnesses. The expert testimony
presented was that of the psychiatrist and psychologist appointed to
examine the respondents 51.20(9). When each examiner was testifying,
corporation counsel asked the examiner's opinion concerning whether the
respondent was dangerous, whether the respondent was a proper subject for
treatment, and whether the examiner recommended the Milwaukee County
Mental Health Complex as the proper facility for treatment of the
respondent. Obviously, the first two questions address committability
and the last addresses treatment. This is but one example of the mixing
of the committability and treatment issues which we observed that may
create not merely confusion of the issues, but also may create the
possibility that a respondent might be found "committable' because he or
she needs treatment and not because he or she meets the commitment
criteria.d3

To reduce the confusion of these questions, the court should
require that the presentation of evidence regarding the appropriate
treatment disposition be minimized until after a finding that the
respondent meets commitment criteria. Each final hearing should, thus,
consist of two phases. First, the parties should present evidence
concerning whether the respondent meets commitment criteria. Immediately
upon determining that the respondent is eligible for commitment, the
court should initiate the dispositional phase of the hearing and deal
with the treatment issue.

93Interestingly, this mixture of the issues of treatment and
committability is precisely the aim of the proposed fifth criteria for
involuntary civil commitment designed to make the commitment criteria
more responsive to treatment needs. A discussion of the proposed fifth
standard follows later in this section of the chapter.
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This two—phase approach provides an efficient and convenient way
to ensure that the committability and treatment questions are properly
addressed. While our suggestion of dividing the final commitment hearing
into two phases may appear to buck the national trend and the general
sentiment in Milwaukee County to uncomplicate the civil commitment
proceedings, the two phase hearing procedure should be no more complex
than the current procedure. Indeed, it may not only force the parties
and the court to deal separately with the issues of committability and
treatment, it may actually increase the total time of the commitment
hearing devoted to issues of treatment and care. Although many of the
witnesses who testify during the committability phase are likely to
testify regarding treatment as well, dividing the hearing into two
successive phases should require no more time from the witnesses {or the
court) than does the procedure now used. The examining psychiatrist and
psychologist testify at all of the hearings on a given Friday so that,
even under the present procedure, they must be present for the duration
of each hearing.%4 During the committability phase, immediately after
the testimony of each witness other than the examiners, each party could
state whether the witness' testimony will be needed during the second
phase. If not, the witness could be dismissed at that point in the
proceedings. It is obvious that evidence presentad during the
committability phase of the hearing would be relevant to the
dispositional decision of the second phase. The two—phase process would
allow this evidence to be considered in determining treatment without
also allowing treatment evidence to be considered in making the
commitment decision.

RECOMMENDATION 18: (1) THE FINAL HEARING
COURT SHOULD CAREFULLY DISTINGUISH THE TWO
QUESTIONS WHICH IT MUST ADDRESS:
COMMITTABILITY AND TREATMENT. TO ENSURE
THAT THESE QUESTIONS ARE CONSIDERED IN
PROPER ORDER, THE COURT SHOULD IMPLEMENT A
TWO—-PHASE APPROACH TO FINAL COMMITMENT

HE ARINGS.

(2) DURING THE FIRST PHASE, THE
"COMMITTABILITY PHASE," THE COURT SHOULD
ALLOW THE PARTIES TO PRESENT EVIDENCE
CONCERNING ONLY WHETHER THE REPONDENT MEETS
CHAPTER 51 COMMITMENT CRITERIA. EVIDENCE
CONCERNING THE APPROPRIATE TREATMENT
DISPOSITION SHOULD BE MINIMIZED.

9%0ne examining psychologist disagreed with the suggestion that the
divided hearing would require no more time of him than the present
system. He stated that it would always have required more time in the
100 or so hearings he has participated in. However, we believe that this
psychologist is unique among examiners in that he is not on the rotating
list of examiners who are appointed by the court and therefore never
examines all respondents who may have hearings on a ziven day.
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(3) THE SECOND PHASE, THE "TREATMENT PHASE,"
SHOULD COMMENCE IMMEDIATELY AFTER (AND ONLY IF)
THE COURT ENTERS A FINDING THAT THE RESPONDENT IS
COMMITTABLE. DURING THIS PHASE, THE COURT SHOULD
REQUIRE THE PARTIES TO PRESENT EVIDENCE
CONCERNING THE LEAST RESTRICTIVE TREATMENT
ALTERNATIVE APPROPRIATE GIVEN THE RESPONDENT'S
DISABLING CONDIT ION.

Burdens of Proof. As stated above, corporation counsel bears
the burden of proving by clear and convincing evidence that a respondent
meets commitment criteria. Corporation counsel met this burden during
the hearings we observed by questioning the examining psychiatrist and
psychologist, and the police officers who effected emergency detentions
of each repondent, but without cross-examining the respondent. Questions
asked of the police officers related to the specific circumstances
surrounding each police officer's decision to detain the respondent.
Questions asked of each examiner pertained to whether the examiner had
consulted Ward 53B staff concerning the respondent's behavior on the
ward, whether the examiner had consulted the repondent's hospital chart,
what had transpired during the examination of the respondent, and what
opinions concerning the respondent the examiner had formed '"to a
reasonable degree of medical [or clinical]l certainty." Corporation
counsel effectively presented evidence relevant to committability. 1In
several respects, however, the respondent's counsel may have more
effectively challenged the testimony offered by corporation counsel.
This is particularly true with respect to the cross-examination of the
examining psychiatrist and psychologist.

Corporation counsel bears not only the burden of proving
committability, but also the burden of proving that the treatment and
care which he advocates (usually hospitalization) is the least
restrictive treatment alternative appropriate given the respondent's
condition. Although this burden of proof technically lies with
corporation counseal (see 51.20(13)(e)), as a practical matter, the
responsibility for investigating and offering less restrictive
alternatives falls on the respondent's counsel. The SMHA does not
require corporation counsel as part of its case in chief to explore
treatment alternatives less restrictive than that which it advocates.
Rather, the ultimate responsibility lies with the court to determine
whether corporation counsel's preferred treatment of the respondent, or
some less restrictive modality, is appropriate. Corporation counsel has
neither the responsibility, nor the incentive, to present the court with
less restrictive altermatives. Once corporation counsel has presented
his evidence supporting the treatment it advocates, the onus shifts to
the respondent's counsel to rebut that evidence, and to present
alternatives to the court. The respondent's counsel has the incentive to
explore and present evidence of less restrictive alternatives to protect
his or her client's liberty interests. Thus, the shifting of the onus
places the responsibility for presenting alternatives evidence on the
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party with the incentive to present it. Once the respondent's counsel
presents his or treatment evidence, the court must determine whether
corporation counsel's evidence clearly and convincingly outweighs the
respondent's evidence. The court then must order the least.restrictive
alternative sufficient to meet the respondent's treatment needs.

Although the court ordered involuntary hospitalization in all
but one of the cases which we observed,?d it is our opinion that the
court reached this disposition not because corporation counsel presented
sufficient treatment evidence, but because respondent's counsel failed to
present less restrictive alternmatives evidence. In most of the cases we
observed, the treatment evidence which corporation counsel presented
consisted of counsel asking the examiners, "Would you recommend this
facility [i.e., the Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex] for
treatment?" The examiners unanimously responded, "Yes." Such a leading
question and affirmative response, without more, should be insufficient
to carry corporation counsel's burden of proof if a respondent's attorney
challenges the adequacy of that evidence and presents less restrictive
alternatives to the court., During each of the hearings we observed,
however, the respondent's counsel simply failed to do so. As mentioned
earlier in this chapter, in all of these hearings, and in most cases
reaching the final hearing stage, respondents were represented by private
attorneys, not by public defenders or Legal Aid Society attorneys. The
failure of these attorneys to present even minimal evidence of less
restrictive alternatives should probably be attributed to their relative
inexperience in civil commitment cases and their lack of assistance by
social workers in preparing for hearing. The relative inexperience of
private attormeys, and their lack of social workers' assistance, should
be mitigated by implementing the following recommendation.

RECOMMENDATION 19: (1) THE ORIENTATION AND
CONTINUING EDUCATION PROGRAM PREREQUISITE TO
INCLUSION ON THE APPOINTMENT LIST OF PRIVATE
ATTORNEYS SHOULD INCLUDE INSTRUCTION REGARDING
(a) THE STATUTORY MANDATE CONCERNING THE LEAST
RESTRICTIVE ALTERNATIVE, (b) THE RESPONSIBILITY
OF RESPONDENT'S COUNSEL FOR EXPLORING LESS
RESTRICTIVE ALTERNATIVES AND FOR OFFERING THESE
ALTERNATIVES TO THE COURT, (c¢) THE ALTERNATIVE
TREATMENT MODALITIES AVAILABLE IN THE COMMUNITY,
AND (d) THE PROCEDURE OF ENLISTING THE ASSISTANCE
OF SOCIAL WORKERS IN IDENTIFYING, EXPLORING AND
COMMUNICATING THESE ALTERNATIVES.

95The case which did not result in commitment resulted in a
stipulated settlement being approved by the court.
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(2) ATTORNEYS RESPRESENTING RESPONDENTS IN
INVOLUNTARY CIVIL COMMITMENT PROCEEDINGS SHOULD
EXPLORE TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES LESS RESTRICTIVE
THAN HOSPITALIZATION AND SHOULD PRESENT THESE,
ALTERNATIVES TO THE FINAL HEARING COURT.
RESPONDENTS ' ATTORNEYS ARE ENCOURAGED TO ENLIST
THE ASSISTANCE OF SOCIAL WORKERS IN IDENTIFYING,
EXPLORING, AND COMMUNICATING LESS RESTRICTIVE
ALTERNATIVES.

As an interim measure, while the orientation and continuing
education program is being developed, the Commissioner in Probate should
inform each attorney representing a respondent at the probable cause
hearing that the attorney is responsible for exploring less restrictive
alternatives and for offering them to the final hearing court, and that
the attorney may enlist the assistance of a social worker in exploring
these alternatives. Before actually presenting the altermatives to the
court, however, the respondent's counsel has the opportunity to
cross—examine the expert witnesses which corporation counsel has
presented to support the level of treatment which he advocates. Most of
the attorneys we observed failed to effectively cross—examine the
examining psychiatrist and psychologist presented by corporation
counsel. As mentioned above, corporation counsel presented ounly minimal
treatment evidence. It consisted of counsel asking the examiners, ''Would
you recommmend this facility for treatment?," and the examiners
responding, "Yes." Although attorneys representing respondents must
determine case-by~case and witness-by-witness how (and whether) to
cross—examine expert witnesses, these attorneys should carefully consider
whether to probe such conclusory and cursory treatment evidence. It may
be very appropriate for a respondent's attormey to ask the expert witness
to specifically detail how he or she reached the conclusion that
hospitalization was the least restrictive alternative sufficient for the
respondent. For example, the attorney might ask the witness what
alternatives (if any) did the witness consider and why were they
insufficient. The attorney may find that no explicit altermatives were
actually considered. One glaring example of a respondent's attorney
failing to effectively cross—examine an expert witness occured when the
witness stated that he had seen the respondent for only 15 seconds -— the
respondent had merely told the examiner that he did not want to talk to
him. Nevertheless, the witness stated not only that the respondent was
committable, but also that he must be committed to the Milwaukee County
Mental Health Complex. The respondent's attorney did not cross—examine.

RECOMMENDATION 20: ATTORNEYS REPRESENTING
RESPONDENTS AT FINAL COMMITMENT HEARINGS SHOULD
CAREFULLY CONSIDER HOW TO CROSS-EXAMINE EXPERT
WITNESSES OFFERED BY CORPORATION COUNSEL AS
PROPONENTS FOR INVOLUNTARY HOSPITALIZATION.
IMPORTANT CROSS~-EXAMINATION CONCERNS MIGHT
INCLUDE HOW THE WITHNESS REACHED THE CONCLUSION
THAT HOSPITALIZATION IS THE LEAST RESTRICTIVE
ALTERNATIVE SUFFICIENT GIVEN THE RESPONDENT'S
DISABLING CONDITION, AND SPECIFICALLY WHICH
TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES THE WITNESS INVESTIGATED
AND WHY THEY WERE INSUFFICIENT.
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In addition to the respondent's attorney having the
responsibility to present less restrictive alternatives, the court has a
duty to order treatment in the least restrictive altermative. This does
not mean that the court must decide the appropriate dosages of the drugs
to be adwministered, or the type of therapy. Rather, it requires the
court to consider the types of settings and the broad classes of therapy
and services proposed, and to select the one(s) which best addresses the

respondent's needs and which intrudes least upon the respondent's freedom
of action and bodily integrity.9

For the court to make a well-informed treatment decision, 1t 1is
necessary that it be presented with sufficient alternatives evidence. To
carry out its statutory and constitutional duty to order the least
restrictive alternative, whenever corporation counsel completes its
presentation of treatment evidence, the court should directly ask the
respondent's attorney whether he or she will present alternatives
evidence. Merely bifurcating the committability and treatment evidence
as recommended above should impress upon a respondent's counsel the
necessity of presenting alternatives to the court. Whenever a
respondent's counsel fails to present alternatives evidence, the court
should request a post—hearing conference with the attormey -- either in
chambers or by telephone. The purpose of this conference should be for
the court to determine whether the attorney was aware of his or her
responsibility to investigate and present alternatives, and to briefly
instruct the attorney concerning that responsibility if he or she is
unaware of it or inexperienced at it. Without unduly demanding the
court's time, this brief conference would provide an additional check on

the quality of representation provided by attorneys who are inexperienced
in civil commitment cases.

RECOMMENDATION 21: (1) IN APPROPRIATE CASES, THE
FINAL HEARING COURT SHOULD COMMIT RESPONDENTS TO
TREATMENT PROGRAMS LESS RESTRICTIVE THAN
HOSPITALIZATION.

(2) TO ENSURE THAT THE COURT IS ABLE TO MAKE
WELL-INFORMED DISPOSITIONAL DECISIONS, AND TO
ENSURE THAT RESPONDENTS' COUNSEL SYSTEMATICALLY
INVESTIGATE AND PRESENT TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES,
WHENEVER A RESPONDENT'S ATTORNEY FAILS TO PRESENT
ALTERNATIVES EVIDENCE, THE COURT SHOULD PRIVATELY
BRIEF THE ATTORNEY REGARDING HIS OR HER
RESPONSIBILITY FOR INVESTIGATING AND PRESENTING
SUCH ALTERNATIVES.

96See, generally, e.g., Chambers, Alternatives to civil commitment of
the mentally ill: Pratical guides and constitutional imperatives, 70
Michigan Law Review, 1007 (1972); Shapiro, Legislating the control of

behavior control: Autonomy and coercive use of organic therapies, 47

Southern California Law Review, 237 (1974); Institute, supra, note 23, at
V-11 to V-14. :
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Commitment Criteria. We have argued elsewhere that too much
emphasis is placed on substantive rather than procedural and practical
changes by those wishing to improve involuntary civil commitmnet.97
Despite evidence that major substantive changes in civil commitment laws
have had relatively little impact on practice,98 lawyers and mental
health persomnel continue to focus their energies on effecting changes in
the substantive law. We believe that this is true in Milwaukee County as
well. In this last subsection concerned with the questions of
committability and treatment, we deal briefly with the subject of a
proposed fifth standard to be added to the current commitment criteria.

Dr. Darold A. Treffert, Director of the Winnebago Mental Health
Institute in Wisconsin, has proposed the addition of a fifth criteria to
be added to the commitment criteria of the State Mental Health Act.99
In essence, persons would be subject to involuntary civil commitment
under this proposal, which has undergone a number of revisions and has
been approved by various groups in Wisconsin, if they are mentally ill,
drug dependent, or developmentally disabled, and are proper subject for
treatment, and are either dangerous or unable to make an informed
decision regarding treatment..YY The intent of this proposed revision
of the statutory criteria for involuntary civil commitment in Wisconsin
is to allow the commitment of persons who are obviously and seriously ill
without a showing of dangerousness as prescribed in the current law.

This proposal is thoughtfully conceived and clearly articulated.

97Institute, supra, note 23, at I-4.

98see e.g., the report of an evaluation of the Massachusetts Mental
Health Reform Act of 1970 which concluded that the "most profound
statistical changes [associated with the implementation of the law]
appear to have been associated largely with procedural, rather than
substantive, changes in the law.'" McGarry, A. L., Schwitzgebel, R. XK.,
Lipsitt, P. D., Lelos, D, Civil commitment and social policy: An
evaluation of the Massachusetts mental health reform act of 1970.
Rockville, Maryland: National Institute of Mental Health, 1981, at
139-141.

99Treffert, D. A. Unpublished memorandum to the State Medical Society
of Wisconsin. June 15, 1982.

10014 this proposal for a new fifth criteria, "unable to make an
informed decision regarding treatment' means that the individual:

(a) evidences substantial probability of serious
mental or emotional deterioration umnless
treatment is provided: and

(b) 1is incapable because of mental illness, drug
dependence, or developmental disability, of
expressing an understanding of the advantages and
disadvantages of accepting treatment, and the
alternatives to the particular treatment offered,
after the advantages, disadvantages, and
alternatives have been explained to the
individual.
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We are not prepared to argue the merits of the proposed fifth standard as
a matter of substantive law. Our point is to question the costs and
benefits of attempting to revise the current State Mental Health Act in
accordance with this proposal.

RECOMMENDATION 22: ALTHOUGH THE PROPOSED
ADDITION OF A FIFTH STANDARD MAY MERIT
CONSIDERATION AS A MATTER OF SUBSTANTIVE LAW,
LEGLISLATIVE REFORM IS NOT RECOMMENDED. AT THE
PRESENT TIME, THE RESOURCES OF THE MENTAL
HEALTH-LEGAL COMMUNITY IN MILWAUKEE COUNTY SHOULD
BE CHANNELED INTO IMPROVEMENTS OF THE PRACTICES
IN INVOLUNTARY CIVIL COMMITMENT PROCEEDINGS UNDER
THE CURRENT STATE MENTAL HEALTH ACT RATHER THAN
INTO SEEKING IMPROVEMENTS BY LEGISLATIVE REFORM.

We emphasize again that we are not finding fault with the
proposed criterion as a matter of substantive law. We do, however,
strongly believe a major support aimed at legislative reform provided by
Milwaukee's mental health-legal community will result in few practical
changes and will also contribute to further unnecessary polarization of
several forces within that community. In our opinion, it is the
practices and procedures not necessarily expressly provided by
statute—-negotiated settlements, diversion to voluntary admission, crisis
intervention, to name just a few familiar ones--that make the
difference. Michael Perlin put it this way:

In the practice of law, just as in the practice
of other professions or trades, it is often the
mores and customs which deserve the attention
usually paid to the written rules of substance
and procedure. Although thousands of words are
written about the subtle words of a significant
court decision or statutory revision, usually
limited analysis is given to what can be termed
the "socialization of the law."10l

With the above recommendation, we are not suggesting that the members of

" Milwaukee's mental health-legal community shun completely attempts at

legcal reform. We are, simply, urging the mental health-legal community

in Milwaukee County to take a hard look at what happens in practice and

to look for creative practical solutions to perceived needs, instead of
looking to legislative reform as a means of improving involuntarv civil

commitment in Milwaukee Countvy.

10lperlin, M. The legal status of the psychologist in the courtroom.
Mental Disability Law Reporter, 1980, &4, at 194.
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Another reason that could be offered for concentrating directly
on improvements of practice rather than on written rules is that the
current law, we believe, provides sufficient flexibility to permit wmuch
of the needed treatment and care the proponents of state control are
calling for. For example, as discussed in Chapter Four, Ward 53B and
other facilities where respondents are held pending the final
determination of their legal status need not become jails where treatment
is forbidden, as one psychiatrist has suggested.l02 1In our view, it is
only the perception that the State Mental Health Act is restrictive in
this area, coupled with constraints on available resources, that prevents
Ward 53B from becoming at least as adequate a treatment and care setting
as the other "treatment wards'" in the Milwaukee Mental Health Complex.

In addition, the commitment criteria as currently formulated in
the SMHA are sufficiently flexible., ' Specifically, as mentioned earlier
in this chapter, the '"dangerousness" standard as articulated in the
statute is much more flexible than the standard currently applied in
Milwaukee County. Section 51.20(1)(a)2. contains four formulations from
which the court may infer dangerousness. The meaning of dangerousness
may vary within these formulations depending primarily upon the type of
harm which may result from a respondent's condition and upon whether the
respondent or some other person might suffer that harm. Rather than
seeking to amend the current commitment criteria, participants in the
mental health-legal system in Milwaukee should focus on recognizing the
flexibility in the current statute. Above all, it should be recognized
that these criteria were formulated in contemplation of the least
restrictive alternative doctrine. Thus, in accordance with proper rules
of statutory construction, the dangerousness standard should be construed
to allow a finding that a respondent is dangerous, but that he or she may
be committed to treatment less restrictive than hositalization.

COMPLIANCE AND THE LEAST RESTRICTIVE ALTERNATIVE

Before ordering a respondent into any treatment and, under the
two-phase hearing approach recommended earlier in this chapter, before
considering the treatment question, the court must be satisfied that
commitment criteria are met. The legislative policy expressed in the
SMHA (see 51.001) that the court order respondents meeting the criteria
into the least restrictive treatment and care possible is praiseworthy.
We have recommended statutory amendments in other jursidictions which
would give the final hearing court precisely the dispositional power
which the Wisconsin State Mental Health Act expressly provides. 03
Neither the interests of respondents nor those of Milwaukee County are
well satisfied when respondents receive treatment that is more intrusive
and more expensive than is appropriate to their conditions.

102See, supra, note 13, at 1.

103See, New York City, supra, note 8%, at 56.
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An argument asserted against application of the least
restrictive alternative principle to involuntary civil commitment
proceedings is that a respondent's participation and cooperation in a
treatment program less restrictive than hopitalization cannot be
ensured. The fear is that, within a short time, a new petition will have
to be filed or an emergency detention will have to be effacted and the
whole process begun anew.l0%4 The same concern has frequently been
voiced in Milwaukee in relation to the "stipulated settlement' process
(see Chapter Four). Related to this concern is the fear that some
respondents who enter less restrictive programs by way of stipulated
settlements may find their way into the criminal justice system because
insufficient follow—up and monitoring of their compliance with conditioms
of the stipulated settlements result in the program simply failing to
work.

The responsibility for follow-up after a stipulated settlement
has been borne by the social workers associated with the two public
defender programs in Milwaukee County. We find no fault with the
functioning of these social workers in identifying and implementing
treatment alternatives prior to the probable cause and final hearings,
and we find no fault with their continued interaction with respondents
after settlements are achieved. 1In fact, as should be clear from our
discussion in Chapter Four, we find this process very praiseworthy.
Viewed from a purely adversarial prospective, however, an inherent
conflict of interest exists if these social workers are the people
primarily responsible for ensuring compliance with the stipulated
treatment program, in effect, for enforcing the settlement. That is, if
these social workers are responsible for enforcement, they must, in
effect, switch sides. Rather than answering to the respondent's counsel,
they must now report to corporation counsel if the respondent fails to
comply with the conditions of stipulated treatment. We have addressed
this concern in detail earlier in the previous chapter. If a "neutral"
social worker monitors compliance with stipulated settlements, this
concern may be largely reduced while others, however, may be raised.

104Unfortunately, we are not able to make an assessment of the
empirical basis of this fear in Milwaukee County. A recent study
focusing on national data on mental hospitalization, however, found
little evidence to support the notion of a 'revolving door." See
Kiesler, C.S., Public and professional myths about mental
hospitalization: An empirical resassessment of policy-related beliefs.
American Psychologist, 1982, 37 (13), 1323-1339.

105s¢ce, for example, Libman, supra, note 36. ("Many patients just
wander aimlessly in the community because no one can prove they're
dangerous. A great many end up in the criminal justice system.''); see
also, generally, Zahn and Patrinos, supra note 38.
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A potentially very effective means of achieving the ideal of the
least restrictive alternative principle while enhancing the probability
of compliance is provided in the SMHA although it is only infrequently
used in Milwaukee County. If developed and used more frequently, this
means may diffuse the recent controversy about the '"neutrality" of social
workers assigned the responsibility of ensuring compliance. The most
effective way to achieve the least restrictive alternative while
enhancing compliance may be for the court to use the SMHA in the manner
central to its overriding legislative policy, a policy committed to the
application of the least restrictive alternative principle.l06 Rather
than considering the stipulated settlement process as the only means of
implementing the least restrictive altermative doctrine in involuntary
civil commitment proceedings, it may be viewed as one option among
several along a continuum of options involving differing degrees of
restrictiveness, intrusiveness, or penetration into the civil justice
system. Such a continuum could be described by the following general
categories of case dispositions, beginning with the least restrictive and
ending with the most restrictive:

(1) Diversion following initial contact with a
component(s) of Milwaukee County mental
health-judicial network;

(2) outright release from Ward 53B after initial
mental health evaluation; no further planned
mental health—judicial intervention;

(3) release after a finding of no probable cause; no
further mental health-judicial involvement;

(4) conversion to voluntary status and admission to
treatment wards of the Milwaukee County Mental
Health Complex (see 51.10(6));

(5) release from Ward 53B after a negotiated
settlement, outpatient treatment, suspension of
probable cause hearing, monitoring of compliance
by social workers affiliated with respondent's
counsel;

(6) stipulated ("court-ordered") voluntary admission
to inpatient treatment, suspension of probable
cause hearing;

(7) conditional release from Ward 53B pending final
commitment hearing after a finding of probable
cause by the court, outpatient treatment,
monitoring of compliance b{ social workers
affiliated with the court; 07

106gee the following sections of the Wisconsin State Mental Health Act:
51.001, 51.01(&4), 51.10(4m), 51.15(1), 51.20(1), (2), (7), (9), and (13),
51.22(5), 51.35(1), and 51.61(1).

107A1though Section 51.20(8)(a) permits release, following a finding of
prcbable cause, pending the full hearing with out-patient treatment on a
voluntary basis, without court-imposed sanctions, this option appears
unrealistic. If such an option werzs acceptable to the court,
respondent's counsel would likely seek disposition by options (3) or (&)
cited above. See also note 109,
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(8) after a finding of probable cause, continued
detention while the final commitment hearing is
pending;

(9) commitment by the final hearing court to a
treatment alternmative less restrictive than
inpatient hospitalization; and, finally,

(10) commitment to inpatient treatment at the
Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex.

Each successive category of case dispositions may be viewed as more
restrictive than that preceding it. Categories (1) through (5) involve
relatively minimal, if any, judicial intervention in treatment.
Categories (6) through (10) involve progressively more judicial
involvement. In brief, we suggest that the authority of the court,
including social work designed to enhance the effectiveness of the
ordered treatment, be used, in options (6) through (10) above, when full
compliance with a treatment and care plan without direct court
intervention is seriously questioned. This proposal, including its
advantages and disadvantages, is described in some detail below.

An actual finding of probable cause to believe that the
respondent is a fit subject for some type of involuntary treatment and an
ordering by the court of alternatives less restrictive than
hospitalization have been essentially superseded in practice by the
stipulated settlement process. Through stipulated settlements many
respondents are diverted from commitment before reaching the final
hearing and before reaching the probable cause hearing. As discussed in
Chapter Four, the stipulated settlement process has arisen as a matter of
practice in Milwaukee. This process is not expressly provided for in the
SMHA. Although either the probate court commissioner or the final
hearing judge must approve a stipulated settlement, the commissioner or
judge's involvement in determining the particular treatment disposition
is minimal. The commissioner or judge usually does not become involved
in analyzing the merits of the terms of the settlement, but rather omnly
determines whether the respondent's counsel has explained the temms of
the settlement to his or her client and whether the respondent, in fact,
agreed to the terms of the stipulated treatment. It is our opinion,
however, that the stipulated settlement process has worked effectively,
in part, in guiding respondents to the types of treatment they need. A
drawback to the procedure as currently followed in Milwaukee, however, 1is
the lack of a follew-up mechanism to ensure compliance with the terms of
the settlement.

Although the stipulated settlement process furthers the
implementation of the least restrictive alternative doctrine, the express
statutory power of the court to order less restrictive alternatives adds
a key factor: a statutory basis for a compliance mechanism. Rather than
leading to a settlement, which may result in the case being held open or
dismissed, the exercise of the court's statutory power would lead to a
direct judicial sanction and an actual commitment order. Direct judicial
involvement, including a commitment order and its ramifications, in the
context of the comprehensive continuum described above, would further
compliance and the application of the least restrictive alternative
doctrine. .
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We do not intend to suggest that this scheme should replace the
stipulated settlement process. We strongly oppose the elimination of a
process which has proven itself to be an innovative and effective tool
for the provision of mental health treatment to many needy people in
Milwaukee County. Rather, the stipulated settlement process should
become a part of this scheme. Whether a particular case should result in
a stipulated settlement or a court-ordered alternative should depend on
the degree to which a court-ordered sanction and a compliance mechanism
is needed. The following proposed statutory scheme as applied to ensure
compliance is described in some detail.lO8

Soon after the initial mental health evaluation on Ward 53B, or
soon after a three-party petition has been issued, each party, from its
perspective, should determine whether a stipulated settlement or a
court-ordered alternative would be preferable. The onus to offer a
stipulated settlement (if desired by his or her client) is on the
respondent's counsel. In determining whether to accept such a
settlement, corporation counsel should consider whether the respondent is
likely to comply with the terms of the settlement without some type of
court-ordered sanction. Corporation counsel should seek the opinion of
the Ward 53B staff who conducted the initial mental health evaluation,
the newly appointed CCSB social worker, the petitioners on a three-party
petition, the intake workers of the Protective Services Management Team,
or of any other person(s) who may be involved. If corporation counsel
determines that no substantial compliance problem exists and that
treatment terms under the settlement are sufficient, corporation counsel
should accept the settlement. If, however, compliance problems do
present themselves, then corporation counsel should proceed to the
probable cause hearing without entering a settlement.

At the probable cause hearing, the parties would have another
opportunity to address the alternatives issue. The SMHA provides a
procedure which would allow the commissioner presiding at the probable
cause hearing to permit a less restrictive alternative while maintaining
judicial involvement in a given case. If probable cause to believe the
allegations made in the three-party petition or the application of
emergency detention is established, the commissioner may either release
or detain the respondent pending the final commitment hearing
(51.20(8)(a)). 1If the commissioner determines that the respondent need

108ye do not intend to imply that the components of the proposed
compliance scheme are novel or unknown to the participants in Milwaukee's
civil commitment process.
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not be detained,l09 the commissioner may release the respondent and

issue an order stating conditioms of the release (51.20(8)(a)).

Releasing the respondent would be in accord with the least restrictive
alternative doctrine. After corporation counsel has refused a stipulated
settlement because of compliance concerns, the respondent's counsel could
present the treatment alternative to the commissioner and, likewise,
corporation counsel could present objections. Rather than detaining the
respcndent simply because the parties have been unable to reach a
settlement, the commissioner would consider releasing the respondent on
the condition that the respondent comply with the treatment terms offered
by the respondent's counsel or with such additional conditions as the
commissioner deems proper. The respondent would have the option of
accepting the treatment conditions or of submitting to continued
detention in Ward 53B (see 51.20(8)(a)). The case would not be held
open, as is usual under a stipulated settlement, but would proceed to
final hearing. The commissioner could specify in the release order what
remedial actions, including immediate detention and acceleration of the
final hearing, may be taken if the respondent breached any conditions
(see 51.20(8)(a)). When a respondent is released pending final hearing,
statute provides that the final hearing must be held within 30 days of
the release order (51.20(8)(a)), not within 14 days of the initial
detention, as is required if the respondent is detained in Ward 53B
pending final determination of his or her legal status. Thus, the
commissioner could order treatment for up to 30 days.ll0 The
commissioner should clearly set forth in the release order (1) that
probable cause has been found, (2) the types of services and treatment to
be provided, including whether the services and treatment are to be
provided on an inpatient or outpatient basis, (3) the facility, clinic,
or mental health professional which is to provide the services or
treatment, (4) that the respondent has been released provided that he or
she complies with the stated conditioms, (5) that the CCSB social worker
(or some other "neutral" social worker) should monitor the respondent's
participation and progress in the stated treatment program,

109According to omne commissioner whom we interviewed, under present
procedures, release pending final hearing is rare. Excluding cases in
which no probable cause is found or in which a stipulated settlement is
reached, the only situation in which a respondent would be released is if
the harm threatened by the respondent's condition is related to
situational factors which can be controlled (e.g., if the threat of harm
is presented by an adult child living with his or her parents and the
threat may be eliminated by requiring the adult child to live
elsewhere). He stated that release was rare because probable cause has
been found to believe that the respondent is ''dangerous' (see discussion
of dangerousness earlier in this chapter).

1107 ensure that the 30-day limit is not exceeded, the commissioner
should schedule the final hearing for not later *han the last Friday
within the 30-day period.
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(6) that if the respondent fails to comply with the stated conditions,
the noncompliance should be immediately reported to corporation counsel
or the court, (7) that immediate detention and acceleration of the final
hearing, or another apfropriate remedy, will be imposed following a
breach of conditions,l!l and (8) that, in any event, a final commitment
hearing shall be held on the date specified in the order unless
accelerated. Copies of the order should be given to the parties, the
stated treatment provider(s), and the CCSB social worker. It should be
the responsibility of the social worker, and corporation counsel, to
confer with the petitioners or any other third-parties other than
treatment providers that may be affected by the conditional release. The
commissioner should direct the respondent's counsel to explain to his or
her client the terms and consequences of the order.

This procedure, option (7) on the continuum of general
categories of case dispositions mentioned earlier, should require no more
preparation time from the parties than does the stipulated settlement
process, option (5). The procedure may require a longer probable cause
hearing, but only in those cases in which a negotiated settlement is
unsuccessful. This additional time, however, should increase compliance
with less restrictive altermatives. Compliance would be directly
monitored by the CCSB social worker, and indirectly by corporation
counsel. In an effort to keep the CCSB social worker's caseload at a
manageable level, we propose that he or she be responsible for monitoring
these cases, but not cases resulting in stipulated settlements.ll2
Thus, social workers affiliated with respondent's counsel would work
toward the implementation of negotiated settlements; social workers
affiliated with the court would ensure compliance with terms of the
conditional release.ll3

111"The court order may state the action to be taken upon information
of breach of such conditions" (51.20(8)(a)).

112This would be consistent with the least restrictive alternmative
principle. A stipulated settlement would be less restrictive than a
court-ordered alternative because the stipulated settlement would involve
less judicial inveolvement in and supervision of the treatment program.
In the future, if a court clinic is developed in Milwaukee (as has been
suggested by the Planning Counsel for Mental Health and Social Services,
Inc.), the clinic might play a supervisory role in both stipulated and
court-ordered cases. The clinic's role would be less judicial in nature
than that of the court; that is, the clinic would ensure compliance
primarily by mental health and social services intervention and contact
rather than by the power of the court.

113Whenever a respondent is represented by private counsel, the neutral
social worker may assume both of these responsibilities. This should not
produce divided loyalties, however, because the social worker is not
actually employed by the respondent's counsel.
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This proposed division of responsibility for social work
intervention would appear to be a viable and expedient solution to the
controversy about the affiliation of social workers involved in
involuntary civil commitment proceedings. Both groups of social workers
would serve a valuable function consistent with the least restrictive
alternative doctrine. Secondly, the respondent's compliance would be
enhanced not only because of the possibility of immediate detention
following noncompliance, but also because a final hearing would be
ensuing. Compliance with the treatment conditions might be used at the
final hearing as favorable evidence either that involuntary commitment is
not warranted or that such less restrictive treatment is sufficient. The
eminence and certainty of a final hearing, which are absent under
stipulated settlements, provide incentive for the respondent to
participate in treatment.

Even if the commissioner does not order a conditiomal release
but, instead, orders detention of the respondent in Ward 53B pending the
final commitment hearing, the opportunity remains for continued
negotiations prior to the final hearing, and for presentation of
alternatives during the treatment phase of the final hearing. Such
negotiations are implied, if not mandated, by the legislative policy of
the SMHA to assure respondents access to the least restrictive treatment
alternative (see Section 51.001). When a conditional release is ordered,
the respondent's failure to comply with the treatment program would be
strong evidence that hospitalization should be ordered. However, if the
respondent has complied and the treatment has been beneficial to the
respondent, the treatment phase may be modified accordingly, possibly in
favor of even less restrictive treatment and care alternatives. The
respondent's counsel might have the commissioner's release order entered
into evidence and then present evidence of compliance. Alternatively,
the parties may agree to enter into a stipulated settlement incorporating
the terms of the release order.

In the absence of a stipulated settlement or a finding that the
respondent is not committable, the court should order commitment to the
least restrictive treatment alternative. The treatment altermatives
ordered by the court may be the same treatment programs that respondents
now reach through the stipulated settlement process. When the
commissioner presiding at the probable cause hearing or when the final
hearing judge enters an order adopting a stipulated settlement, that
order is not final but merely holds the case open. A final commitment
order, however, invokes statutory and expedient compliance checks similar
to those discussed above. For example, treatment staff must periodically
reevaluate a committed person and report their findings to the court
(51.20(17)). Periodic reevaluations must be conducted within 30 days
after the commitment order, within three months after the initial
reevaluation, and again thereafter at least once each six months
(51.20(17)). These reevaluations provide not merely an opportunity to
determine whether the individual has progressed sufficiently to warrant
discharge from a treatment facility or transfer to a less restrictive
program, but also an opportunity to determine if the individual is
properly participating in the ordered program, especially when such a
program i1s in a less restrictive outpatient setting. The CCSB social
worker may also directly monitor the patient's progress on a more
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frequent basis and report to the court. If the court finds the
respondent’'s dangerousness can be controlled by medication on an
outpatient basis, for example, the court may direct in its commitment
order that an inpatient facility detain the respondent long enough to
evaluate him or her, develop a treatment plan, and then release the
respondent (51.20(13)(dm)). The release may be conditioned on the
respondent taking the prescribed medication, and on the respondent
reporting to a treatment facility on an outpatient basis as often as
required (51.20(13)(dm)). The order may direct that if the respondent
fails to meet either of these conditions, the treatment director may
request that a law enforcement officer take the respondent into custody,
and that the medication may be administered involuntarily
(51.20(13)(dm)). If the respondent fails to comply with the conditioms,
the respondent may be transferred back into the facility which detained

him or her following the commitment order (see Sections 51.20(13)(dm) and

51.35(1)(a)). For many respondents, the mere fact that they have been
judicially ordered into treatment may ensure compliance.ll4

RECOMMENDATION 23: (1) WHENEVER CORPORATION
COUNSEL DETERMINES THAT A RESPONDENT MAY BE A
PROPER SUBJECT FOR INVOLUNTARY TREATMENT LESS
RESTRICTIVE THAN HOSPITALIZATION, YET THE
RESPONDENT MAY (OR IS LIKELY TO) FAIL TO COMPLY
WITH THE TERMS OF A STIPULATED SETTLEMENT,
CORPORATION COUNSEL SHOULD REFUSE TO SETTLE AND
SHOULD PROCEED TO THE PROBABLE CAUSE HEARING.

(2) FOLLOWING A FINDING OF PROBAEBLE CAUSE, IF THE
COMMISSIONER PRESIDING AT THE PROBABLE CAUSE
HEARING DETERMINES THAT TREATMENT LESS
RESTRICTIVE THAN HOSPITALIZATION IS APPROPRIATE,
THE COMMISSIONER SHOULD CONSIDER RELEASING THE
RESPONDENT ON THE CONDITION THAT HE OR SHE
ACCEPTS AND COMPLIES WITH TREATMENT WHILE THE
FINAL COMMITMENT HEARING IS PENDING.

(3) THE CONDITIONAL RELEASE ORDER SHOULD CLEARLY
SET FORTH: (a) THAT PROBABLE CAUSE TO BELIEVE
THAT THE RESPONDENT IS A FIT SUBJECT FOR
COMMITMENT HAS BEEN FOUND, (b) THE TYPES OF

1l4ye have observed in other jurisdictioms that judicial sanctioms,

even when those sanctions would be extremely difficult to enforce in
practice, appear to increase compliance with outpatient treatment and
care programs (see Zimmerman, J. Involuntary Civil Commitment in
Chicago. Williamsburg, Virginia: ©Natiomal Center for State Courts,
1982.) 1In extreme cases in which noncompliance is a serious concern yet
outpatient treatment is preferrable in other respects, the court, in its
discretion, may inform a respondent that in the event of noncompliance
with the commitment order he or she may be subject to contempt
proceedings (see Wis. Stat. Ann. §785.02, 785.03(1), and 785.04(d) and
(e)).
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SERVICES AND TREATMENT TO BE PROVIDED, INCLUDING
WHETHER THE SERVICES AND TREATMENT ARE TO BE
PROVIDED ON AN INPATIENT OR OUTPATIENT BASIS, (c)
THE FACILITY, CLINIC, OR MENTAL HEALTH :
PROFESSIONAL WHICH IS TO PROVIDE THE SERVICES OR
TREATMENT, (d) THAT THE RESPONDENT HAS BEEN
RELEASED PROVIDED THAT HE OR SHE COMPLIES WITH
THE CONDITIONS OF THE RELEASE, (e) THAT THE CCSB
SOCIAL WORKER (OR SOME OTHER '"NEUTRAL' SOCIAL
WORKER) SHOULD MONITOR THE RESPONDENT'S
PARTICIPATION AND PROGRESS IN THE STATED
TREATMENT PROGRAM, (f) THAT IF THE RESPONDENT
FAILS TO COMPLY WITH THE STATED CONDITIONS,
NONCOMPL IANCE SHOULD BE IMMEDIATELY REPORTED TO
CORPORATION COUNSEL OR TO THE COURT, (g) THAT
IMMEDIATE DETENTION AND ACCELERATION OF THE FINAL
HEARING, OR ANOTHER APPROPRIATE REMEDY, WILL BE
IMPOSED FOLLOWING A BREACH OF CONDITIONS, AND (h)
THAT, IN ANY EVENT, A FINAL COMMITMENT HEARING
SHALL BE HELD ON THE DATE SPECIFIED IN THE ORDER
UNLESS ACCELERATED. COPIES OF THE ORDER SHOULD
BE GIVEN TO THE PARTIES, THE STATED TREATMENT
PROVIDERS, AND THE CCSB SOCIAL WORKER. THE
COMMISSIONER SHOULD DIRECT THE RESPONDENT'S
COUNSEL TO EXPLAIN TO HIS OR HER CLIENT THE TERMS
AND CONSEQUENCES OF THE ORDER.

(4) THE CCSB SOCIAL WORKER, UNDER THE DIRECTION
OF THE COURT, SHOULD NOTIFY AND CONFER WITH THE
PETITIONERS OR ANY OTHER THIRD PARTIES, OTHER
THAN THE TREATMENT PROVIDER(S), WHO MAY BE
AFFECTED BY THE CONDITIONAL RELEASE OF THE
RESPONDENT.

(5) WHILE THE FINAL COMMITMENT HEARING IS
PENDING, AND FOLLOWING A FINAL COMMITMENT ORDER
TO A TREATMENT ALTERNATIVE LESS RESTRICTIVE THAN
HOSPITALIZATION, THE CCSB SOCIAL WORXER SHOULD
MONITOR THE RESPONDENT'S COMPLIANCE WITH ORDERED
TREATMENT TERMS. IF THE CCSB SOCIAL WORKER
DISCOVERS THAT A RESPONDENT HAS VIOLATED ORDERED
TREATMENT TERMS, OR IF SUCH A VIOLATION IS
RELIABLY REPORTED TO THE SOCIAL WORKER (E.G., BY
THE TREATMENT PROVIDER OR BY A RELIABLE THIRD
PARTY), THE SOCIAL WORKER SHOULD IMMEDIATELY
REPORT THE VIOLATION TO CORPORATION COUNSEL CR TO
THE COURT.

(6)(a) IF A RESPONDENT HAS MATERIALLY VIOLATED A
CONDITIONAL RELEASE PENDING FINAL HEARING,
CORPORATICN COUNSEL OR THE COURT SHOULD REQUEST
THAT A LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER TAKE THE
RESPONDENT INTO CUSTODY AND TRANSPORT HIM OR HER
TO AN APPROPRIATE INPATIENT TREATMENT FACILITY.
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A NEW DETENTION ORDER SHOULD NOT BE

REQUIRED.115 THE FINAL COMMITMENT HEARING
SHOULD BE ACCELERATED. (b) IF A RESPONDENT FAILS
TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS OF A FINAL COMMITMENT
ORDER TO A TREATMENT ALTERNATIVE LESS RESTRICTIVE
THAN HOSPITALIZATION, THE COURT, OR THE TREATMENT
PROVIDER IF SO PROVIDED BY STATUTE OR IN THE
COMMITMENT ORDER, SHOULD TAKE APPROPRIATE
REMEDIAL ACTION AS PROVIDED IN STATUTE OR IN THE
COMMITMENT ORDER.

Generally, the procedures recommended above closely track the
statutory provisions of Chapter 51. They address two related
controversial questions centering on the function of social workers in
involuntary civil commitment proceedings: first, do social workers have
a role in involuntary civil commitment proceedings and, second, if so,
where should they play that role? We propose that social workers do have
a very valuable role to play in exploring less restrictive alternatives
and ensuring respondent's compliance with treatment and care less
restrictive than involuntary hospitalization. Affiliated with
respondents' counsel, they would function to éxplore treatment
alternatives and to ensure compliance with stipulated settlement of cases
prior to a probable cause determination. Affiliated with the CCSB, or
some other "meutral" entity such as a court clinic, they would work to
make the proposed couditional release and commitment to less restrictive
alternatives a workable and meaningful process.

In our references throughout this section to the role of social
work in the involuntary civil commitment process we have attempted to be
sensitive to the social work resources that are at this writing applied
to the process: essentially, one social worker assigned to the State
Public Defender's Office and one CCSB social worker at the Milwaukee
County Mental Health Ccmplex. Due to the formative nature of the social
workers' role in the commitment process in Milwaukee County, references
to divisions of labor in the above recommendation and text may quickly
become outdated. Regardless of how the allocation of social work
resources may be changed in the future, the social work function, per se,
should be encouraged and continued. As we view 1t, three important
questions should be raised about the social work function: (1) Do social
workers have an important role to play n the involuntary civil commitment
process in Milwaukee? (2) What resources should be allocated to the

1150ne reviewer of section (5)(a) questioned whether corporation

counsel can request a law enforcement officer to detain a respondent
following breach of a conditional release or whether a new detention
order is requirad. Section 51.20(8)(a) provides that "{t]lhe court may
state the action to be taken upon information of breach of such
conditions." A conservative reading of this provision indicates that if
the court states in the conditional release order that a respondent may
be redetained following a breach, such renewed detention, accompanied by
acceleration of the final hearing, is appropriate without the issuance of
a new detention order.
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social work? (Essentially, how many social workers should there be?)

(3) What administrative, budgetary, and organizational structures should
support the social work function? There appears to be a consensus among
people we interviewed that the first question can be answered in the
affirmative. However, our fear is that debate over the third question
will obscure serious study of the second question-—that the inability to
reach agreement on such questions as '"Can the CCSB social worker maintain
"neutrality" in a particular case?" will cause people in Milwaukee County
to assume an all-or-nothing stance about the importance of social work in
the involuntary civil commitment process in. With this in mind we offer
the following recommendation.

RECOMMENDATION 24: (1) A SOCIAL WORKER SHOULD BE
ASSIGNED TO EVERY INVOLUNTARY CIVIL COMMITMENT -
CASE TO ASSIST THE ATTORNEYS AND THE COURT IN
IDENTIFYING THE LEAST RESTRICTIVE, APPROPRIATE
TREATMENT AND CARE AND TO MONITOR RESPONDENTS'
COMPLIANCE WITH CONDITIONS OF NEGOTIATED

SETTLEMENTS AND COURT ORDERS.

(2) THE PLANNING COUNCIL FOR MENTAL HEALTH AND
SOCIAL SERVICES, INC. AND THE TASK FORCE ON HUMAN
SERVICES AND THE LAW SHOULD STUDY THE CURRENT
SOCTAL WORK PERFORMED UNDER THE AUSPICES OF CCSB
AND THE STATE PUBLIC DEFENDER'S OFFICE IN
MILWAUKEE AND RECOMMEND THE MOST EFFECTIVE,
EQUITABLE, EFFICIENT, AND ACCEPTAEBLE
ADMINISTRATIVE AND ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE TO
SUPPORT THE SOCIAL WORK FUNCTION.

The procedures in Recommendation 23 further the application of
the least restrictive alternative while allowing judicial leverage when
needed to ensure compliance. These procedures should not merely lead to
greater compliance by respondents who otherwise would have been diverted
through stipulated settlements, but also should lead to some respondents
who would have been involuntarily hospitalized receiving treatment by
less restrictive means. Because the above procedures require the
commissioner and the court to evaluate the merits of less restrictive

alternatives, the treatment and liberty interests of respondents should
be furthered.

The least restrictive alternmative doctrine, considered by some
to be meaningful as a legal principle but a "sham" in practice,ll® is
realized in practice by the above recommendation. The reccmmendation
most directly addresses the implementation of options (7) and (9) on the
dispositional continuum discussed earlier. There is little room for
application of the least rastrictive alternative doctrine when only two
dispositional optioms—-cutright release to the community or Zorced
hospitalization—--are used by the court. The negotiated settlement

116gee Hoffman and Foust, supra, note 90.
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procedure currently used in Milwaukee is an innovative beginning toward
developing the means of applying the least restrictive alternative

doctrine in the commitment process. The recommended procedures continue
this development.

One possible disadvantags to the recommendation, if implemented,
is worth mentioning. Invoking the authority of the court to increase
compliance with less restrictive treatment alternatives has a possible
negative consequence that must be borne by respondents: a stigma
attached to a finding of probable cause or to a commitment order. If the
court and respondent's counsel take steps to minimize such stigma, we
believe that this cost to the respondent is worth the benefits of better
compliance with temms of less restrictive alternative treatment. In
addition, we believe the cost is outweighed by the promise of greater
publicc confidence that the court can be effective; that is, that the
authority of the court can be used to encourage needed treatment.



'CHAPTER SIX

COORDINATION OF SERVICES, TRAINING AND EDUCATION

It has been said that social rules work best when they are not
written into law but are followed because they are accepted as part of
the mores and customs of the people.ll7 The written and implied social
rules governing involuntary civil commitment in Milwaukee County are no
exception. In this last chapter we will discuss two means-—-coordination
of services and public education~-by which the social rules for
involuntary civil commitment may be made to work better and may be
incorporated into the mores, customs, and practices of the mental
health~legal community and the general public in Milwaukee County.

LINKAGES, COORDINATION, AND COOPERATION

In the past two decades, the fair and humane treatment of
mentally ill persons became a civil rights issue of the first order. The
involuntary civil commitment of allegedly mentally ill persons to large
public institutions came under close public scrutiny and attack.

Agressive work on behalf of mental patients was
the hallmark of mental health advocacy in the
1970s. Patient groups as well as legal advocates
adopted the strategy of confrontation with the
mental health system—comnfrontation in the
courts, in administrative hearings, in wards, and
sometimes in the streets. These confronttional
approaches were used in part because the mental
health system seemed insensitive to other
cooperative strategies.l18

Spawned by a number of important court decisioms,ll9 Wisconsin
became the bellwether, with Milwaukee County as the major arena, for
reform of the laws governing the involuntary civil commitment of persons
alleged to be mentally ill. Most commentators throughout the country, as
well as those we interviewed in Milwaukee County, considered that the
agressive work on behalf of mental patients and the increased involvement
of lawyers and courts in mental health policies and practicies has been
necessary and desirable. This major reform movement lead to the
provision of significant rights and legal safeguards for mentally

117This point was made, for example, in a recent analysis of the
controversy over the insanity defense in the aftermath of the acquittal
by reason of iasanity of John Hinckley. Summary and Analysis. Mental
Disability Law Reporter, 1982, 6 (4), 218-219.

118p535chall and Eichler, supra, note 73, at 116.

119,essard v. Schmidt, 349 F. Supp. 1078 (E.D. Wis. 1972), and 379 F.
Supp. 1376 (1974); Memmel, supra, note 86; and In the Matter of Seefeld,
Case No. 441-417, Milwaukee County Circuit Court, August 18, 197o.




disordered individuals facing commitment. Today, the major problems
which made these confrontational tactics necessary in the past-~patient
abuse and an unresponsive mental health delivery system——now may be
largely gone. The litigious approach may have fallen prey to its
environment, such that it is now much too blunt of an instrument for
improvement of the current involuntary civil commitment process.l20

The dominant issue in the involuntary civil commitment process
in Milwaukee County and throughout the country today seems to be how to
create linkages, coordination, and cooperation among the various units of
the complex interorganizational network comprising the mental
health-legal system. A litigious approach to involuntary civil
commitment, successful in the past, now may have to given way to
cooperation as the best approach to promote positive change in
involuntary civil commitment. Such an approach may entail a deliniation
of responsibilities and division of labors among the components of the
mental health-legal system in Milwaukee County, in recognition that
improvement of the involuntary civil commitment process is an immense job
that cannot be done by one or two components.

In Milwaukee County, like in most cities throughout the
country,121 linkages, coordination, and cooperative efforts among the
various agencies involved in the involuntary civil commitment process
are, at best, in the formative stages. They are not part of settled law
or written rules and are still very malleable. The prehearing portion of
the commitment process, for example, involves complex interorganizational
factors, shifting authorities, and unfocused responsibilities as a case
moves through the involuntary civil commitment process toward the first
judicial hearing before a court commissioner. The court usually becomes
actively involved in a case only after law enforcement officials, the
Protective Services Management Team, the State Public Defender's Office
in Milwaukee (or attorneys from the Legal Aid Society or the private
bar), corporation counsel, and personnel of the Milwaukee County Mental
Health Complex have made both formal and informal determinations
regarding the validity of the commitment of an individual.

The person may first come to the attention of police officers or
Crisis Intervention Service personnel (e.g., after a suicide attempt), or
of the Protective Services Management Team and the Sheriff's Department
(if the persom is the subject of a three-party petition). Agents of
these components of the mental health~legal system may effect the
person's temporary detention after some type of formal or informal
prehearing screening, investigation, or review of allegations supporting

12QE£. Shah, S.A. Legal and mental health system interactions: Major
developments and research needs. International Journal of Law and

Psychiatry, 1981, &, 219-270.

12linstitute, supra, note 23, at I-5 and I-6; II-5 and II-6.
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involuntary commitment, As the person is admitted into Ward 53B of the
Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex, another separate organizational
unit-—the mental health hospital and its staff--becomes involved in the
case. Law enforcement agencies, having done their job of apprehending,
transporting, and detaining the respondent, retreat from the case. And
as long as the person remains an inpatient in the Milwaukee County Mental
Health Complex, community mental health service agencies are removed from
the case. Seldom are agents of these agencies drawn back into a case,
except indirectly by means of their written records, until the person is
released from inpatient care.l22 As the case moves closer to formal
hearing, the hospital and the court are dominant, at least in terms of
responsibility and .authority. Finally, during the formal judicial
hearing, the court exerts its strongest influence over the case.

Within the circle of responsibility of one component of the
mental health-legal system, commitment procedures may be quite equitable,
efficient, effective, and meaningful, but what assurances are there that
the same procedures will not become onerous, complex, and meaningless
when they move out of this circle and begin to affect another component
with different goals, structural components, and operations? Above all,

it should be clear that involuntary civil commitment proceedings involve

numerous components of the mental health-legal system that need to be
linked and coordinated. Their personnel need to work cooperatively if
the involuntary civil commitment process 1s to make any sense at all.

RECOMMENDATION 25: (1) IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
POWERS AND DUTIES PRESCRIBED IN SECTION 51.42 OF
THE STATE MENTAL HEALTH ACT, THE COMBINED
COMMUNITY SERVICES BOARD OF MILWAUKEE COUNTY
SHOULD PROVIDE FOR THE INTEGRATION OF THE
ADMINISTRATION OF ALL AGENCIES, SERVICES, AND
FACILITIES INVOLVED IN THE INVOLUNTARY CIVIL
COMMITMENT PROCESS, INCLUDING THE PROBATE
DIVISION OF THE CIRCUIT COURT, LAW ENFORCEMENT
AGENCIES, THE PROTECTIVE SERVICES MANAGEMENT
TEAM, CORPORATION COUNSEL, THE PUBLIC DEFENDER'S
OFFICE, THE LEGAL AID SOCIETY, WARD 53B, THE
CRISIS INTERVENTION SERVICE, WISCONSIN

CORRECT IONAL SERVICE, COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH
CLINICS, AND OTHER VOLUNTARY, NON-PROFIT AND
PUBLIC SERVICES AS MAY BE APPROPRIATE.

(2) THE COMBINED COMMUNITY SERVICES BOARD SHOULD
ESTABLISH AN ADVISORY BOARD TO ENCOURAGE
LINKAGES, COORDINATION, AND COOPERATION AMONG THE
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND AGENCIES LISTED IN
PARAGRAPH (1).

122An exception to this occurs in the negotiated settlement process

(see Chapter Four) when cutpatient services personnel work cooperatively
with attorneys to seek less restrictive placements for the person prior
to the probable cause hearing.
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(3) THE ADVISORY BOARD SHOULD BE COMPRISED OF
REPRESENTATIVES OF THE FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND
AGENCIES IN PARAGRAPH (1) WHO ARE INVOLVED IN THE
INVOLUNTARY CIVIL COMMITMENT PROCESS.

(4) THE TASK FORCE ON HUMAN SERVICES AND THE LAW
SHOULD BE SPECIFICALLY CHARGED BY THE COMBINED
COMMUNITY SERVICES BOARD WITH REVIEWING AND
FACILITATING LINKAGES, COORDINATION, AND
COOPERATION AMONG THE VARIOUS COMPONENTS OF THE
MENTAL HEALTH-LEGAL SYSTEM INVOLVED IN THE
INVOLUNTARY CIVIL COMMITMENT PROCESS IN MILWAUKEE
COUNTY.,

Practically speaking, the recommended advisory board, in
conjunction with the Task Force on Human Services and the Law, should
provide the forum for finding creative solutions that accommodate the
duties and responsibilities of the various units of the wmental
health-legal system represented. For example, law enforcement
representatives and Ward 53B representatives may discuss the difficulties
of transporting respondents to the Milwaukee County General Hospital's
Emergency Admitting Center for medical clearance and then to Ward 53B.

Or larger questions such as the overall access to the involuntary civil
commitment process by means of various routes may be discussed by the
entire board. Assuming, for example, that the population of mentally
disordered, helpless, homeless, and endangered persons in Milwaukee
County who are potentially subject to involuntary civil commitment
proceedings numbers approximately 5,000 (an estimate offered by one
interviewee), what proportion of this population actually does or should
come into contact with the involuntary civil commitment process? What
established routes (e.g., emergency detention) and other routes (e.g., by
way of the criminal courts) should bear the most traffic? These types of
questions probably cannot be adequately addressed from the perspective of
only one component of the mental health—legal system. A broad overview,
which recognizes the important effects of a change in the operations of
one component upon another component, seems to be necessary to address
these questions.

It would be unfair to state that this type of overview does not
exist, or has not existed, in Milwaukee County. In 1980 the Combined
Community Services Board created the '""Task Force on Human Services and
the Law'" and charged it with reviewing and making recommendations in the
broad area of mental health and the law, of which the involuntary civil
commitment process is only one part. We strongly recommend that a
subgroup of members of the Task Force be appointed by the Combined
Community Services Board as part of the recommended advisory board.

TRAINING AND EDUCATION

Involuntary civil commitment proceedings necessitate the
knowledge and skills of professionals in sevasral disciplines including
law, psychology, psychiatry, mental health administration, law
enforcement, and social work. Most of the professionals who are involved
in commitment proceedings, however, have had formal training only in omne
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of these disciplines. Mostly by means of on—-the—job training and
occasional workshops and seminars, these individuals develop a working,
albeit limited, knowledge of the relevant theory and practice of the
"other'" disciplines.

In Milwaukee County, professionals from both the judicial and
mental health disciplines express their impressions that the "other"
discipline is in need of further training and education, that they lack
information and understanding. Attorneys would like mental health
professionals to be more familiar with the philosophy of law, the
adversary system, and involuntary civil commitment proceedings as
prescribed in the State Mental Health Act. Mental health and social
service professionals, on the other hand, feel that judges,
commissioners, and attormeys do not understand the nature of mental
illness, the day-to—day operations of the mental health services delivery
system, and the nature of mental health treatment and care.

Two distinct types of training and education needs should be
addressed in Milwaukee County. First, training and education is needed
for orientation. Judges, commissioners, attorneys, and law enforcement
officers who have never been involved with civil commitment cases may be
unfamiliar with the State Mental Health Act, let alone the translation of
the law into practice in Milwaukee County. Mental health professionals
frequently are not only unfamiliar with, but offended by, the adversary
nature of the judicial system. A standard packet of orientation
materials that will provide a theoretical and practical introduction to
the mental health-law area and a thorough explanation of the Milwaukee
County involuntary civil commitment process would be a benefit to and, we
believe, greatly appreciated by inexperienced professionals in Milwaukee
County. Further, although many useful descriptions of the court, other
legal system agencies, Ward 53B, and social agencies have been prepared,
such descriptions need to be updated fairly regularly. It should be
clear that in the area of involuntary civil commitment, mcst theory and
practice is not fixed and unchanging. The development of the procedure
of negotiated settlements described in Chapter Four, illustrates that
what was known a few years ago may not be relevant now. In short, the
information about relevant knowledge and practice of iavoluntary civil
commitment in Milwaukee County must regularly be refreshed and updated.

RECOMMENDATION 26: THE MENTAL HEALTH ASSOCTATION
IN MILWAUKEE COUNTY, THE TASK FORCE ON HUMAN
SERVICES AND THE LAW, TEE PLANNING COUNCIL FOR
MENTAL HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES, THE ADVISORY
BOARD PROPOSED IN RECOMMENDATION 25 ABOVE, OR
SOME OTHER APPROPRIATE AGENCY, ORGANIZATION, OR
GROUP DESIGNATED BY THE MILWAUKEE COUNTY COMBINED
COMMUNITY SERVICES BOARD, SHOULD ARRANGE FOR THE
PREPARATION OF A SET OF STANDARD ORIENTATION
MATERIALS TO BE USED BY PROFESSIONALS IN THE
MENTAL HEALTH-~LEGAL NETWORK WHO BECOME INVOLVED
WITH INVOLUNTARY CIVIL COMMITMENT PROCEEDINGS IN
MILWAUKEE COUNTY.

119



As mentioned in several places throughout this report with
reference to private attorneys, law enforcement officials, and mental
health professionals, many persons become involved in involuntary civil
commitment proceedings without proper education or preparation. Although
everyone learns, more or less, by trial and error, many professionals
regret their inadequate formal training. A set of standard orientation
materials would help to ensure the consistent application of principles
and methods to commitment cases and would facilitate the entry of new
professionals into the mental health-legal system in Milwaukee County.

A second need is continuing education. As we have noted several
times throughout this report, involuntary civil commitment laws and
practices in Milwaukee County and throughout the country have undergone
enormous changes in the last decade. Laws have evolved coastantly, in
reaction to a changing enviromment, shifting societal interests, and
generational cycles of mores and customs. Even more recently, economic
and social developments have dramatically affected the nature and number
of community services available to the population potentially subject to
involuntary civil commitment.l23 We believe that professionals who
work within the mental health-legal system in Milwaukee County must keep
abreast of these developments and interact with others who work in the
system in an educational enviromment in which ideas and points of view
can be exchanged freely.

RECOMMENDATION 27: THE MENTAL HEALTH ASSOCIATION
IN MILWAUKEE COUNTY, THE TASK FORCE ON HUMAN
SERVICES AND THE LAW, THE PLANNING COUNCIL FOR
MENTAL HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES, THE ADVISORY
BOARD PROPOSED IN RECOMMENDATION 25 ABOVE, OR
SOME OTHER APPROPRIATE AGENCY DESIGNATED BY THE
MILWAUKEE COUNTY COMBINED COMMUNITY SERVICES
BOARD, SHOULD ARRANGE FOR PERIODIC CONTINUING
EDUCATION SEMINARS IN MILWAUKEE COUNTY TO KEEP
PROFES SIONALS WHO WORK IN THE MENTAL HEALTH-LEGAL
SYSTEM ABREAST OF RELEVANT DEVELOPMENTS IN MENTAL
HEALTH AND THE LAW.

The area of mental health and the law is one that continues to
experience rapid change. A program of periodic continuing education
seminars, held on a regular basis two or three times a year, would help
maintain a high level of expertise among professionals in Milwaukee
County. It would enable a stimulating interchange of ideas and opinion
that would probably have a beneficial impact on service provision to the
mentally ill.

123see Kiesler, supra, note 103.
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In addition to the training and continuing education of
practitioners in the mental health-legal community in Milwaukee County,
the public must be informed and educated. The paroxysm of legislative
reform and change in the mental health and law area following the
acquittal of John F. Hinckley illustrates the importance of public
perception, even if that perception is out of proportion with reality.
In addition to the substance of this report, we suggest that the
Milwaukee County public be made aware of the following general points,
the theme of which was suggested in the quotes introducing Chapter One
this report:

o There is no ideal solution to the personal, family,
and social problems that the involuntary civil
commitment process seeks to address.

o The involuntary civil commitment process entails
compromise and a balancing of often conflicting
individual, family, and state interests.

o Proponents of one set of interests are not necessarily
unconc erned with other interests that lie in the
balance.

o Unrepresentative cases to support extreme positions of
one interest (i.e., individual, family, and state) may
make for interesting reading but, unfortunately,
produce poor public policy and further polarize
proponents of specific interests.

o The involuntary civil commitment process in Milwaukee
County has undergone dramatic changes within the last
decade. It can be expected to change in the future.

o Single components of the mental health-legal system
(e.g., law enforcement) are limited in their power to
effect dramatic change in the involuntary civil
commitment process. Meaningful change is likely to
require several of the components acting in concert.
Community expectations of one component (e.g., law
enforcement; see Chapter Two) may be out of line with
reality.

o Mental illness can encompass a great number of mental
disorders along a continuum of severity. The terms
"chronic' and "acute'" are convenient labels
identifying a band along that continuum, they are not
synonymous with the terms '"permanent'" and "temporary."

o A continuum of mental health and social services are

needed to address the continuum of mental health
disorders.
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Volunteer and other non-public resources are needed to
address the personal, family, and social problems
encountered by persons facing involuntary civil
commitment in Milwaukee County. The components of. the
mental health-legal system in Milwaukee County
currently responsible for involuntary civil commitment
cannot do it alone.

RECOMMENDATION 28: THE MENTAL HEALTH
ASSOCIATION IN MILWAUKEE COUNTY OR SOME OTHER
APPROPRIATE AGENCY, ORGANIZATION, OR GROUP,
SHOULD MOUNT A VIGOROUS CAMPAIGN TO EDUCATE
THE MILWAUKEE COUNTY PUBLIC ABOUT THE THEORY
AND PRACTICE OF INVOLUNTARY CIVIL COMMITMENT
IN MILWAUKEE COUNTY.
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APPENDIX A

FORMS USED IN THE INVOLUNTARY CIVIL COMMITMENT PROCESS

IN MILWAUKEE COUNTY

Descriptive Title of Form(s)

Milwaukee County General Hospital Emergency
Admitting Center Medical Record

Treatment Director's Supplement to Law Enforcement
Officer's Statement for Detenticn

Law Enforcement Officer's Emergency Detention
Application (51.15)

Petition for Examination

Sworn Affidavit

Notice of Preliminary Hearing and Commitment Rights

Detention Order

Milwaukee County Crisis Intervention Service
Assessment and History Form

Treatment Director's Statement of Emergency
Detention

Court-Ordered Voluntary Agreement (COV)

District Attorney Mental Health Screening Form

Patient's Rights on Detention Notification Form

Patient's Rights Brochure

Patient's Rights to be Read

"Your Legal Rights"

Affidavit of Service

Consent to Acknowledge Presence in Milwaukee
County Mental Health Complex

Authorization to Inform Persons of Patient's
Release

Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex Admission
Assessment~Nursing

Nursing Admission Assessment

Non-Voluntary Admisson Case Suspension Agreement

Stipulation and Order

Wisconsin Department of Health and Social Services,
Division of Community Services, Initial Contact
Sheet

Report of Examiner Pursuant to Sec. 51.20(9), Stats.

Page

A3

A5

Ab
A7
A8
AQ
AlQ

All

Al7
AlS
A20

=
-

A26
A27
A28
A29

A3Q
A3l
A32
A33

A35
A36

A37
A38
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MEDICATIONS: CODE: T P al 8P
LACERATION LOC. LENGTH TETANUS
TOXOI0
i
MEDS/IV'S (NONE [])
 ALLERGIES:
'HISTOHY, EXAM. TREATMENT:
I PAOCEDURES CONE (Nane )
TESTS
l GHGRMHCT CBUNCR
Swec 8. SUGAR B
CIDIFF g = Amy
' o S LYTES ‘
o l
l CLDH CeT
—SGoT TPLT —
b ZT&C {=UnitsType)
t i T ETCH
ccis a
~ SMEAR T ABG D
t
.CNSULTAT!CN: oCis ( i
H
z ARG
|
FINAL | !
DIAGNOSIS Cwa__ Vo
[OND!‘TION ON DISCHARGE: [1GOCD {71 SERIOUS [T1CARITICAL T EKG
INSTRUCTIONS/BI_AN:
: X-RAYE
l T CHEST
SEESCAIBTIONS INONE T) =
' -

(¥

Z 0ISIHARGE TACMIT TC AMLH

— EXPIRED —OTHER !
'; ACMIT TO MCMC !

2ISFCSITICN

i TRANS. MCCE | JISCHARGE CATE

i CISCheAGE TIME
}
!
|

DISCHARGE NUJRSES SIGNATURE

NSTRUCTIONS
GivEN FCR

FCLLCW-UP

iTE

in

NSTRUCTIONS RETIIVED AND
NOESSTCCO.

SIGNATURE:

PHYSICIAN SIGNATURE 1. DN

[v]

A

l

TIME

PHYSICIAN SIGNATURE 2. O N

TEL5-3

MEDICAL RECORD—-MCMC EMERGENCY

MEDICAL RECORD



AUTHORIZATIONS, ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AND RELEASE

I, the undersigned, co hereby authorize and ccnsent 0 any services of an emergency nature, including but not
limited to diagnostic procadures, radiology procedures, laboratory procedures, anesthesia, medical or surgical
treatment, or hospital services, which are deemed necessary or advisable by the attencing physician{s) and
rendered to me under the general or special instructions of said physician(s).

| acknowiedge that the medical care which will be furnished to me in the Emergency Room at Milwaukee County
Medical Complex will be limited solely to emergency treatment. | understand that | may be released before all of my
medical problems are known or treated, and that it will be necessary for me to make arrangements for follow-
up care.

| do also hereby release Miiwaukee County Medical Compiex, all of its agents, empioyees and attending physi-
cian(s) from responsibility for anything but such emergency treatment.

| further authorize the release of medical information to any third party payor as may be necessary for the pay-
ment of any portion of the related hospital/physician bill and assign payment of insurance benefits directly to
Milwaukee County Medical Complex and Faculty Health Sarvices.

| further authorize the release of any medical information regarding my care and treatment tc any hospital or
physician resconsible for my continued care subsequent to this emergeancy room visit.

| request that a copy of this record be referred to , M.D.
Personali/Frivate Physician

Location:

(Persen authonzed to consent for patient) (Signature of Patient)

Relationship:
(Date)
Reason:
(Witness)
Address:

MANDATORY for RELATIONSHIP and REASON to e
completed when other than patient signs consent




STATE OF WISCONSIN CIRCUIT COURT MILWACLEE COUNTY PROBATZ JURISDICTION

IN THE MATTER OF
TREATMENT DIRECTOR'S SUPPLEMENT TO Law
ENFORCEMENT OFFICZRS STATEMENT OR DETENTICN

Tile Yo.

The undersigned Treatment Director, or his designee, at the Milwaukee County
Mental Health Complex, states as follows:

1. The above patient was admitted to the Mental Health Center on
AM, ¢
19 , at_ =~ P.M., by a law enforcement officer on zhe basis of an emergency
detention under s. 51.15, Stats. See attached detention statement.

2. To a reasonabla degree of medical certainty, the subject suffers from
mental illness/developmental disabiliry/drug dependence as gefined in Sectiom 51.01,
Stats, and is 2 proper subject for treatment.

3. The subject's specific diagnosis or condition is as follows:
(Include descripticns of conduct since admissicm.)

4, It is recommended that involuntary commitment proc2edings be initiatad
to secure tTeatment for the subject.

5. Copias of the attached law enforcement officers statament of detan

tais supplement and the attachaed statsmeznt of rights have been duly served uton
subject and the statzment of rights was read aloud ts the subject.

Daced 13

Treacmenl Direczor or Designee



EMERGERCY DETENTTOM 51.15

1, TUE UHUERSICHED LAY ENFORCEMENY OFFICER OF 'THE

LAY ENFORCEMENT ACENCY, DISTRICT U0 HEREDY

STATE THAT ON TitE DAY OF 10 AT

IN TUE CTI?Y OF « MILUAUKEE

{lucatlon)
COUNTY¥, 1 TOOK INTO CUSTODY THE FOLLOWING NAMED PERSON PURSUANT TC SEC. 51.15:

(Hame) (Address) (Age)

THE REASON FOR SATD UEYENTTON WAS AS FOLLOUS:
{bescribe fn detatl the actlons, conduct, appearance, speciflc overr acts, attempts or
threaty or a pattern of vecent acts or omfsslons obuserved by you.)

OBSERVED DY ME VENSONALEY: (Describe dongerous behavior - vae vevecse side LE necessary.)

AM,

UN 12 + AT P.M.
(Vay) (Dave)

AT TIE ALOVE LOCATION, 1 OBSERVED

{Nawe)

ENFORMATLON REPORYED TO ME BY THE FOLLOWING NAMED WITNESSES WO I BELYEVED TO BE RELLABLE.
TIME-FLACE -DATE-CONDUCT~~STATE WHAT EACH WITNESS RETORTED (Use reverae side 1f necessary).

(Wams) {dddrass) “{rtione)

Officer/Lay Enforecmant Agency

. ENERGLMGY DETENTION SEG, S1,15 Fage 2

That the undarslgned has cause to belfeve thac the Ludlvidual taken Intae eustody
1s: wentally L11/dcug dependent/duvelopmentally disabled, and that satd Ladlvidual
aviltences:

A. A substantisl probabilicy of physical harm to self as maoifested by evidencu of
recent threats of/or attempts at sulcide or serfous Lodlly harm a. 51.2000)(a) 2a OR

B, Evidcncesg a subatantial probabilivy of physical harm to other Ind{viduals
a3 panlfoated Ly evidence of recent howicidal or other behavior, or by evidepce that
othera are placed In reasomable fear of violent Lehavior and serious physical harm vro
them, as evldenced by a recent overt act, attempt or threat to do sush seclous phyaical
hara s, SL.20 (8) (a) 2b OR

C. Evidences such impalred judgment meunffested by evidence of o pattern of recent
eacts or omtssiony, thar there s substantial probability of physlcal lwpatrment o
injory to salf s, 51.20 (1) (a) 2¢. The probabllity of physical Ispailcment of 1sjucy
18 not substancial under thils subparagraph i reasonable provlision for the subjoct
1mtividual’s protectlon {s available in the community or 1f the Indlvidual is not
appropriate fur placewent undec 8, 53.06 of In rhe case of a winor $£ the Lladividual
is appropriate for services or placement undar 3, 48,13 (4) or (11). The subjece
indlvidual's statas as a minor doea not automatically establish a vecy substantial
pcobabilicy of physlcal fwpairment or injury under this wubparagraph. OR

I, Evidences behavior manlfested by recent acts or omlaslons that due to wexntal
I'llness, he or she 1o unable to-saclsfy basic needs for-nourishment, medical vave,
gheltuer or safety without prowpt and adequate treatment o that a subucsncial
probabiliity exists thot doath, serfous physlcal Injury, eevious physical deblil~
tation or sericus physical dlsease wiil Imminzatly ensure unlezas the tadividual rzcelvea
prompt and adequate kreotment for this wental illpess. MNo substantial probabiliey of
horm wnder this subparagraph cxists 1f reasocnable provlsfon for the individual‘s
trzatment and protaction ls avoilable In the communlty, Lf the individoal can vecelve
protective placemant under a. 55.06 or, {a the case of a winor, Lf the {ndividaal Ly
appropriate for services or placement under 8. 48,13 (4} ar (11). The todivldusl's
status i3 a mlnor dous not automatlcally establish s subatantial probabifity of dessh,
serlous physical InJury, sevious physical debflicatlon or serious diseave under xhils
subparagraph.

Hy Lollef 1s based on the obove wentloned specific recent overt acks, attempta, ot
chreats to act or a pattern of recent acts or pmissjions made by the individual and ob-~
sarved by or reliably reported to me,

Dated Lhis

__day of , L .

Signatuces of Offlcers:

Dt flcar/Lavw Enforcement Agency.

That the peruon taken fnte custody was detafned at Hilwoukee County Montal

Hewlth Conplex - 9h%5 Watorbows Plank Road - Wapd S0,

purssant to Wis, Stavs. 51,15,

Diserict District

Telephone Telephone

NOTE: HMore than one officer may sign. One slgning offlcer must appear to testify,
1HCLUDE ALL YITHESS' TELEPHOWE NUE{AERS,

.y

g "~



STATE OF WISCONS 1M cInegyT CouRrt MIINAUKEE Ccounry PROBATE JURISNICTION

N TilE MATTER OF
PETITIGN FOR EXAMINATION

Fila No. _

The petition of ’

. and all adult resldents
of the State of Wlacousin, being duly sworn on oath, state as followng:

1. ., realding at

1n Mllwaukee County, Wisconsin, 1a
Leliaved to be mentnsily 111/druy dependent/davelopmentally disabled
and les a proper aubjuct for treatment,

2. That the subject la dangerous and evidences onas or more
of the following

{a) Evlidences a subatantial probablility of physlical harm to
himoeifMernclf as manifeated by evidence of recent threats of or
attempts at sulclde or serious budlly harm. ($1.20(1} (a) 2.a}

AND/OR

{b) A substantial probability of physical harm to other
pecaons as wanlfeated by evidence of recent homicidal or other
violent bohavior or by evidence that othiere are placed in raea-
aonable fear of viotent behavlor and serious phyalcal hawm to
themsealves as avidenced by a recent overt act, attempt or threat
to such serlous physical harm. (51.20(1) (a) 2.b)

ANHD/OR

(¢} Evidences such impaired judgment maniZested by evidence
of n pattern of recent acts or omipsionas that there is a very
substantial probabllity of physicsl linpalrment or injury to
himsel€/hersslf. The probabillty of physlicml impalrment or
injury may not be duemed very subatantial under this subpara-
graph if ressonabis provielon for the subject individual's
protaction is avallable In the community or 1€ the Individual
lo not appropriste for placement under s. 35.06. The subjzct
individual’s status am a minor does sot autumatically establish
a very substantial probablitty of physical impairment of injury
under this subparagraph. (51.20(1) {(a) 2.c)

AD/OR

(d) Evidences behavior msnifeated by recent acts or
omiasfons that, due LO mental itllnesa, he or sha 1s unable to
satisfy baslic neads for noucishment, medfcal care, shelter or
nafety without prompt snd adeguate treatment so that a

, .
AN G A A AN AR oy AN Or AD) o Ay a8 S D S A W .

patiklon for Etamination - 2

subatantial probsbility exists that death, secious phynical In-
jury, serlous physical debllitation or eerlous physical dlsease
will Imminently ensue uniess the individual recelves prrupt and
adequata treatment for this mental illnesa. HNo substantlal
probabllity of harm under this subparsgraph exists 1€ reasonable
provision for the individual's treatment and protection ia avall-
able In the communlty, i€ the individual can recelve protactive
placement under v. 33.06, in the case of a mlnor, {f the indlviduatl
i nppropriate for services or placement under o. 40.13 (4) or (11},
The individual’s status as a minor does not automatically establish
a substantial probLability of daath, werlous physical Lnjucy, msecious
phyalcal debilitation or serious dlesease under this subparagraph.

AND/OR

(a) 1f the individual has been the subject of Inpatient treat-
ment for mental {lineas, drug dependency or developmental disabillty
inmediately prior to commencement of proceddings, the requirements
of speclfic racent overt scta, sttempts or threats to act or pattern
of xecent acts or onlasions may be watiasfled Ly a showing that there
ia a substantial likellhoud based on the wubject Llndividual's txeat-
ment record that tha individual would be a proper subject for
commitmant {f treatment wera withdrawn. (51.20¢(1} (am))

3. 1The names and addressds of interested parties axe:

_BANE ADDRESS PHONE RELATIONSHIP
Y. Ratitionecn:

IX. Othex Interested Persons)

4. Ppetitloners without pacsonal knowledge of the ‘conduct of the

subject are who have been personatly
exposed to the hablts and conduct of the subject indivicual and have reaaso:n
to belleve the allegatlions contained in tie attached affldavit ace troe.

S5. pPetlitioners request an order cf the Ccurt fcr tie Je_ention
Of the subject., a hearing to detarmine whether the subject indlvidual i
mentally 1{li and such coamltment and treatment as 72y be necessary.

-

~1



STATT CF WISCONIIY ) VERITICATION
) ss
MILWAUKEEZ COUNTY )
’
and being £irst duly sworn on cakh,

allege that they are the petitiocners in the above entitled matter,
that they have read the attached petition and affidavit (or have had
it read to them); that all the matters contained therein are true and
are pased upon the personal kncwledge and observation of each
getitioner, as indicated ﬁherein, except as to those matters the

petitioners believe them to be true.

DATED: .19

Subscribed and swora to beforz =me

this dsy of 19 .

Notary Publisz, Wisconsin

My Commissioa is permanent

-

--‘---
4 24
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STATE OF HWISConsiu MILYAUREE COUNTY CIRCULT COURT PHOBATE JURISDICTION

HOTICE OF PRELIMINARY HEARLNG
AHD
COMMITHENT RIGHTS

, I THE MATTER OF

Fila Ho.

A pecirion for your commltmeat haa besn flled with the Clrcuit Courk of
Miluaukee County, Wisconsin, A hearlng to detemmine [f thera ls probable cauge ro
Lelieve the allegations of the pecitjon will be held at B:30 AL, on
19 v 0t HCH.H.C., 9433 Wotertown Plank Road, Ward 5B, Weuwitosa, WY . uhich
hcurlng pust be held wirhin' 72 houra, exclusfve of Snturday, Sunday, and legal hulldayn,
of your detentlon. T you fail to appear at sald cime and place, the Couct may order
your detentloa, Seo pavagraph 9 below 1f yoo were detained by law enforcement officers.

You have been tewpurarlly detuln:d in the custody ut the Comeunity Board
“uatll che probsble cause hearing.

In the event probsble cause 1s found ot the prellmloary hearing, a finnl
hearing will be ordered to determine vherher you may be committed to the custody of
the Community Joscd, You may be comnttted only IF it {5 eatablished by clear and
couvincing evlidence that you are wentally 111, drug dependent or develspmentoally
diszabled; that you are-a propec aub]nct for treatment and hdvu been enguged Ln auy
of the following: L.

A, A subatantlal probability of physlcal harm to self as wanifeatsd by
evidence of revent threats offor attempta at sulcide or serious badily hnrm
a, 51,20 (1) (a) 2a.

[4]:3
B. Evldencey & substontial probabilicy of physical harm to ocher
Individusls oy wanifesced by evidence of tecent hamicidal ov other behavior, or by
aevidence that othecs ore placed in ressonsble fear of violent behavior aand serliqus
physical haco to them, a3 evidenced by & recent overr srr, attempt or threat te do
wuch aarjous physicol haew e, 51.20 (1) (a) 2b, '

on

C. Evidences such lwpsired Judgment wanifested by evidence gf a
pattern of recent acts or omissfons, thor there [a aubscantiol probability of
physical jmpajrizent or injury to sclf o, 51.20 (1) {a) Zc, The probability of
physleal fwpalonent or fujury Is not substantial wnder this sebparapraph E£f ressonabla
provision for the subject individual®s protection fs avatlabile in the commnlty ox
{1 the fxdfividuul fa . appropriate for plucement undsc a. 55.08 er in the cose of a
mipor Lf the fadividual s appropriate for services or placemsnt under n, 48.13 (4)
ar (11). 7The gubject fndividusl’s atatus as @ winor does not automatically establish
& very substantiol probability of physical impalmment or injury under this subparagraph.

on

D. Bvidences behavior moni feated by recent acra ov owls=zlons thar due ta
mantal 1llness, he or she 13 unable to satls€y basic needs for nourfshnenr, wedical
¢care, shelter or safery without prowpt and adequaks treatuent zo that a subyrantial
probability exiscy that deotds, secions physical injury, serious physical debilication
or aerlous physicel diseasm will {fuminently ecaue unless the lndlividual receives
prompt and udequete treatmeat for chis wental {lluess. Mo substantial probabiiley
of harw under this subparagraph exista £ veasonable pruviafon for the {udividuslta
treatwent and protectton Ls ovallable tn che community, 1f the individual can recelve
procective placsnent vader 3, 55.06 or, in the case of a mioor, {f the {ndlvidual
is appropriace for services or plocement under s, 48.13 (4) oc (11). The tadividual®a
stnCus 43 a ulnor dues noc autusatically eatabilah a subytantlal probability of death,
seclous physlcal injury, serlous phyaleal debllitntion or sevious dlsease uadar
chils subparagcaph,

OR

Notlce & Righta - 2

E. 1f the fudivldaul has been the aubject of inpatient Trontmeat for
mentul 1linesy, drvelopment1l disabiilty or deug dependency lum=diately prior to
commeazenent of the proceedings, the requitenents of specific receat overt pets,
attempks or threats te Bct or pattern of recent acta or onlssions may be satisfied
by a ehoulup that there {s & substantial likellhpod, based on tha gubject [ndividual's
treatpent vecord, thot the {adividyal would be a praper gubject for comaitwent Lf
treatment wexe withdcawn &, 51.20 (1) (ow).

on
BORDEN OF PROOF

Al of the ollegaclions of the petitiou must ba proven Ly evidence uhich is
cleax and convincing. The burdea of proving the allegotinns f{s upon the petitioners,

YOUR LEGAL RIGATS . -

-

You have the rights

l. To contsct and Le vepresvated by legal counael. ¥ree legal counssl
will be appolnted for you 1f you ave indfgent, and the court Uill assure that you
linve sdvisory caungel regardlaau of your sbllity to pay,

2. To consult vlth counael befors & roguaat is made for voIJnLnry
Ereatuent.

i

J. To refuss to converase with anyone ag anythlug you say may be usced
#s evidence agslnst you,

4, To refuss medlcatlon end trestment, except as ordered by “the Courg,
unless pn esnnrgency {s determined to exiat by your physician.

5. To be examlned by s physlclan, ..

&, To Lave your mecd for cowmltment determined by a Jucy. Thias desaad
wust be wade at least 4B hours in advance of the Eiaal hearing, otherwlse the jury
tednl f5 valved,

7. To huve a copy of the comaltument petition.
8, 7Jo contact a member of your lemediate family,

9. If you ‘ate detalned by n lav cnforceasnt officer actlug pursuant to
Sec. 51.15, State, the fac{llty treatment directar or deslgnee wust notify you
within 24 houra of your detention whether cocnltment proceedings will bLe Filnd,
otherwine you wunt be releassed at the end of that tlme, 1F proceedings oce [nlL!n:cd
you munt have a probabla casvae heacing within 48 hours of the tige the trearmeatb
director notifles you, exclusive of weokends and legal holldays.

g



STATZ Or WISCONSTIU MITWAUKEZ CCUNTY SIRCUIT COTRT PR0RATI JURISDICTION

p,,
[

IN THE MATTSR OF ’ ORDER

File No.

It is determined on receipt of a Petition for Examination in due form for the

commitment of that:

1. The Petition meets the requirements of Wisconsin Statutes, Chapter 51.
2., A prelinminary hearing to determipe whether there is probable cause to
believe the allegations of the Petition are true will be held at 8:30 a.m. on

the day of , 19 , at Milwaukees County

Mental Health Complex, 943535 Watertown Plank Road, Ward 53B, Milwaukee, Wisconsin.

3. 'An attorney shall be appointed by the Court to represent ¥you,

4, Pending the outcome of the preliminary hearing the ;bove nared person
shall be temporarily committed to the custody of the Community Board of Milwaukee
County. Law enforcement ocfficers of Milwaukee County shall take such persom
into protective custody and transport said individual to the said Ward 53B.

5. A copy of the Petition, this Orcer and a Notice of Prelimfnary Hearing

and Cormmitment Rights shall be personally served on the above named rerson by

-l .

the Milwaukee County Sheriff or his deputy.

Dated this day of , 19 '
BY THE COURT '
Cirzuit Judge
duplicate



Pt B

2.

5.

HMilwaukee County Crisis Intarvention Service
Assesemant and History

MCIT call § DECK 1 el 0 .
TTTITTTR ,
Datws of Cantsct / 4e cmimus 224CT
T YTE ¥ ID OITIITIT
no, day yr. ®4. Totsl Timet {units of service
I8 15 min.=1 unit)
Social As
Client nane { }
Lawt Flrst flaiden
Addrees -
1lpcode - I7 19 I¥ 13 AT
Telephons { Social Security ¢
Client's age 00) no answer Date of bisth __ _/ ___/ .. _. yT Iy
Father's nane Hother's name
Sgouse Tine start Time end
MCIT menbers: 1) )

§. Has thlw client ever baen mean by HCIT within this calandar year?
es 2 o
1)y ) n n
Client 1.D. ¢
use flrst call ¢ aver uied
7. Cliant's sax: 1) mala 2) female -
2g, Cliant's marital etatus: 1) married 2) single 1) widowed

4) divorcsd 5} separated 0) H/A -
9. Duration of prasent statusi 1)} leess than one ysar 2} 1-) yearws

1) 4-6 years 4) 7-3 years S} 10+ years §) never marxiesd 9) DK 7

%30, Ethnicitys 1) caucasian 2) black 3) oriantal 4) hispanic
$) American Indlan 6) other
wpecily w
11, Living erranganent: 01) lp own home 02) apartnent 03) room

04) public housing 05) retirement home 06) comnmunity based

residantial Lacility 07) intermedists core tacll:;y X

08) nursing howe 10) other DK

apocily T
#12. Livest 1) alone 1) with childran 1) epouse {) relzstive
5) non-telative 6) other 9) DK e
speci?y
13. NumbLar i housshold: T
14. Educationt ?) DK
“highsest gradas completad I3
1S. Religtons 1) Protestent 1) Catholig 3) Jewiszh 4) Huelim

8) other

apscily p 14
16. Church sffiliation {(name)

1) active member 2) ihaétive wembar 37 DROT w/a -
d7. Cliant & vetsran? 1) yes 2} no -
18. If yes, are you oligibls for hospituliaation benefits?

1) yes 2) no bl

¢19, ?recipltating ovent for MCIT call: 1} threatening harm to salf
1) threatening harm to others 1) psychotic episode &) confusad,
disorientad 5) savere deprassion with likslilood of suicide
attenpt 6) suspicious, faarful 7] activities of datly living
dysfunction 8) famlly conflict 9) medical 10} discontinued
madication/treatment 11} ocher

*20. Client employnent ocutside of home: 1) yes 2) no 9) DK

31l. Current/previous occupations 1)} professional 2) blue-collar
skilled 3) blus-coliar unsi:illed d) white collar, salasparaon/

clericul S) homamaker §6) student 7} othsr
specily

9) DK 0) H/A
21. Type of employment: 1} full-time 2) part-time 3} unemployed
4) vatired 9) DK 0} N/A

%23, Monthly incomas 1) less than $300 2) $300-699% 3) §700-939
4) §1000-1999 5} 32000+ 9) DK

24. Source of income: 1) walary, wages 2) SSY 1) AFDC
4) veteran's disabllity $) genaral assistance 6€) soclal
security 7) unemployment compensation 8) workmen's
compensation 39} retirement/pension 11) spouse's incons
12) parent's income 13) other

speacily

*23. Insurance/medical assistance 1) yees 2} no 9) DK
If yas, type of inwurance/madical asxsiatancs

EE IS
w

15 17

*26. Referral source cailing PEils 1) sslf 2) Corp. Counsel 13) APS
4) PsuT $) police 6) ambulsnce sarvica 7) landlord 8} employer
9) relative 10} neighbor/friend 11} Child Welfara Department
12) other social agency

apecily
" 1)) other profwssionsl
spacily
14) emergancy room (MCHC) 1%3) othar

Referral person:
Hamey

Addrease:

Telephone I

27. Circle those with whom MCIT had face~to-face contacti{yea=l, no=Q)
1) child 2) wpouse 1) parant 4) grandchild 3) grandparent
&) sibling 7) self 98) partner/roommzte 5} non-relative
0) N/A (#'s 31 through 60 apply
specify to quastion ¢ 27)

28. Contact psrson: relationship to client) insert numnber from above

Hame

Address Telephone #

29. gignificant other {1f different from above}
relationship to client; insert number from abows

Address Telephonas §#

e e

10, #willing to helpr 1) yea 2) no
refarral person
contect pecson
significant other

5T I %Y
3T 55 5%

57 53 %Y
[12

113

TV



n.

i2.

33. Community involvemant with ¢lient wilthin pawt yasr: 1} yes 2} no
93 DR 0} NA

3,

35.50cial Rasourcess

4.

7.

3a.

9.

Is theto provision for maatlng the rollowing neadu?
1} yes 1} no % DR @} N/A

food

Tant

utilf{tiae
clothing
Eransportation
healrh care
fhiousskseping
parsgnal hygianae

Deck 1 Column
HCIT Call ? DECK 1
T T I

1} Vislring yurse Associscion

2} Public ilaslth Hurse

1} Adylt Proteccive Service

i} Protactlive Service ifenagsment Teanm
5} «hlld Protective Ssrvice

§) Mobile aeals

7) lomwnsker Secvices

) Vocatipnal Rehabilitation Agancy
9} Vatersna Administration
10} ttealth Depsrtnant
11) Gura-pwychistsy

11} Police

13} Trsnsporcaklon

14} Probation/parvle officar

spocily
15} Mental fimalth Services
apaciiy
16} Catcliment Aras Clinic stilired {circle ana}

1,11, 18%,1V,V,VI,VI]
17) Other social sarvica agenciaes
18} Dnergency shelter
19§ Othar

spacily
20} /R

Client: 1) ls lagally salf-rawponsibla 2} has a querdlan
agpointad 1} la in process of guasrdianohip procesdingw

12 client haw & guardfan,
Hamay

Addcranmy Talephiona ¥

slgnificant orhiace] NOTEs O0~na, leyes
0) Ho answer/DK 1)} childran 21 wspousas 3} parents

4} grandpaxents 5} other relatives €} psrtner/roorenake

7} Gchex frlends, neoighbara, nonwxslatives 8) none
(#'s 26 thxough 14 npply ko question #138)

Quality of moclial support eyaten:
1) encallant 12} good 1} falr 4) poor 3} nons sxiste

Any proavious family mental diwcrdars and trentment?
1) yes I} no 9} DK @) N/A
IR yaa, axplainy

{(Clrcle thoae who aca inm cliapnt’s network of

18 family conflict coutribucing to currenc orisis?
1} yez 2} no 9) DR Q) H/A

I2 yes, axplain:

Climnt hiscory {nvolveinsnt with criminal justice aystmnm:
1} yss 2} ao 91 DX Q) H/A
Explalasx

‘T

T

aa
b4

T

Pevcthiologicel Apsessuent

fOetot Prevent-t/Ar  leitild; I=tiodacakay ImSuvare

44, Appearance:

41. Communications

physlcally unkenpt, unclean
Slothing dishavaled, dlrey

clothing atypical, unususl, Lizarre

I=DK

unuesual physical characteciatics

taikative
free-floving
quarded
rulevant
coherant

42, Moplituda & Quality of Spaachi

41. Bahavior: Postures

44, Motor Actuiviey)

3. Faclial Exprunsion:

loud

fase
aorokong
presaurad
ranbling
slucreod
stuttsring
clear
arciculate

l{lnq down
alunped

rigld, tense

ttypical, insppropriate

Tastlass
tremulouny
pasturing
Tepacitive acts
incrednad

naed for Aluwcancae
pacing
mannecisns
lethargic
agitated
grimanans
hand~taoping
foot-tapping

DECK 3 46, HCIT @

Deck

A I {

woiling

angry

worrisd

alated

fcightenad
sxpreasionlass

avalds direct cantack
stares into spacs

bizecraneas, {pappropriatonsas

griracen

‘ e
. . s
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Owiioc Presanc-M/A 1~11112, 2=itodsrate; JeSavere 9=DK

47. Cliont~Counsalor ralationships

dominesring {18t
submissive, ovaerly complisnt e
provocative —un
suspicioua ey
uncooperative il
manipulative ::(20)
49, HCIT DECK 4
1ITTTT
30. Thought Procesg and Concanti 43, Atcitude, Mood, AfZsct:
suicidal {3 reoistive an
homocidal —te cooperative —an
blocking —in camplacent T
tangential s} incerested TT(24)
persaverations i suspicious )
contabulstions e trusting —T(26)
suspiciousnass i pessive T
loose associations LY 499raasive )
flight of ideas —ayn deprensed {29)
paranoia i euphoric —{30)
obsaszsions —as) appropriate {1
conpulaions —as inappropriata TN
fealing of unrealicy —uan apathetic T
isolation —uam active 0
indscigion —us) aslf-depreciative ~ (385}
concrete —_tao) changeeble 7136}
1dean of; irritable Zan
gquilt .t anxious iy
hopelasaness —an host{le 19y
halpladsnaas ) ailly TT(40)
wvocthlessness 1) angry T
in2luance 1) Llat un
rsferance __as avasive T
phobias —an bluncad Y]]
excessive raligicaity il Tolaxed LAY
sanatic preoccupation {19} withdrawn {46)
sexual pesoccupation ) neqativietic {“an
dalusions ofa frightensd (40)
pazvacution .n demanding —(49)
grandeur .y preoccupied sy
systenmatized _ay davsndant s
thought flow increassd 4 manipulative izl
thought flow decreasad __(33) DECK 3 BRI
other__ — 8
“3]1. Parcaptual Disordexar
Hallucinetionas
suditory mn
visual {38)
tactile )
quatatory iy
olfactory {41}
1llusione (41}
«32, Orientaciony
disorientsd to perwon e
dieorisnted ta flace uan
discrienced to time {9
«33. Inwighzs
adequate ()
difficulty in acknovledging tha presence
of psychological problema (n
zostly blamez ochars or circunstances for oroblems (1]
unrealiscic 4
superficial 30

54,

35,

5.

*57.

0.

‘1.

O=tiot Fresent-~H/A» 1=M114) 1=Moderatar leSavere 9=DK

Judgemant

adegquate
impeirad ability to manage daily living activities
impaired ability to make reamonabla life decisione

Hamory1

impaired irmediate recall
inpsired recent menory
impairsd remots memory
poor concentration

poor attention

poor fund of knowvledgs

Hse current mental health therapist?
1} Yes 1) Ho $) DK 0} NA

Name of therapist:

tas bad mentsl health thexspist in the past? {Out-patient}
1) Yen 2) Mo %) DK 0) NA

Has bean hospitalizad for mental health reasons? (In-patiaent)
1) Yee 2) Ho %) DR O) KA

Hosoitsl Dates

Currsant paychotropic medication; dossge and schedules l=veun
0~ Ro

Proscribed, but c¢lient refusss: 2) Yes 3) None prescribed
#) DX 0} ®A

Past psychotropic medicstion historyr 1) Ysa 1) No $} DK
01 NA

List prior medications;

Iaprevsion aof current psychiatrio problem:

{12 pore then one set of symptoms present indicate primary by 1,

sacondary by 1 and 3}, where applicabls.)

1} Paychotic disorder (delusions, hallucinations, looss
associstians, catatonie, schizophrenia, grossly
disorganized behavior, incocharence}

1) Mood disturbance (depressed, irritable or sxpensive
mood predominant clinical feature}

3} Anxiety or avoidance bahavior (sgoraphobia, panic
attack, social phobla, separation snxiety}

4} Antisocial, aggressive, deflant or oppositional bdbehavior

3) Organic Brain Syndrome (dementia, vithdrawal, deiiriua,
dslusions, spathy, suspiciousaess}

§) Alcoholimm, substance sbuse, or substsnce withdrawal

1)  Hentzl retardation

4) Manic-dapressive illncos .

Q) Xone

_181)

{6

__ts1

_184)

_(&8)

CTv



HCIT ¢

DECK ¢
eSuicide Amseswmant TTITIA 75, Has cllent ever had treaument for alcohol sbuse?
(method and aveilabtlity, tine af plan) 1) Yes 2) No 9) DK 0) MA
1f yea, list name of treatmant facility and dates of -~
treatnants
¢2. 1) wall planned 1) loose plan 3} no plan s 76. Doea cliant use drugs {llicitly?
. — 1} Yes 2) No 9) DK 0} MA
«§). Previous sxtampts: 1)} none 3} once J) mulclplm 9) OX 3] 1f yeas, how often, hov much, and what type(w) is used, —114)
- and method of use?
Whant -
How!
77. Does client sbuse/misuse prescription drugu?
64, Lethality Index: 1} Yas 3) NHo §) DK @) NA
Is client tlona? 1) Yes 32) No 0) NA _m —123)
79, Has cllont ever had an addlction to druge?
Currently dxinking? 1} Yes 2) No 2} DK 0) NA (8 1) Yas 2) Ro 9) DK 0} HNA —126)
Currently using drugs? 1) Tas 2) No 9} DK B) NA 9 79. Daes.the cliant have nesdle or scur “track” warks, the resuls
of intravenous drug use?
History of violencea? 1) Yas 2} No 5} DK 0) EA o) 1) Yeas 2) Ho &) DK 0) wa 1
Family/frienda with suicids history? 1) Yea 1) Ho 9) DK OQINA _ (11) 80. Has client sver had trestmant for drug abuss?
1) Tea 2) Na 9) DK 0) NA —129}
AL‘C.I; to wespona? 1} Yas 1) No 9) DK 0} NA a2 List treatment facilitias and dates of tresatment:
Spacify:
s, 'C\u'rln: Idaution
1) Has wishad to be dead, but rujects asuicids 1) Has
conuidared suicide, but auicldsl thoughto are fleating o
3} Has serioualy considered a suicide methed, but has - Biglogical Assssemant ¢
rot yet attampced it &) Daa attsmptsd euicide 0) NA _aun g s
Hedical Assessment walved due toy 3
e66. Zulcide Risk Aesssmaent: 1) high 1) medium 3) low $) DK (14 3
~
€7. Bas axpraesead s davire to seriously havm or kill scmecns else? E
1) Yas 2} Ho 9} DK Q) HA =113 Currant private medical physicisn/clinic? 2
Newe of person: Telaephone Pravicus Medical Hospltalizations {begin with most recant first) H
68. Motifisd? 1) Yas 2) No 9) DX (186} Hhen Hhere Resson I
—— -~ Q
469, Danger potensial to otherz: 1) high 2) swediua 3) low 0) HA _an °
-
Alcohol and Drug Assessment ©
70. Does cliant appear to be drinking or dxunk?
1) Yas ) No 9) DX 0) NA (1)
Chief Medivsl Complainka (1f appliasblal
71. Does cliant drink alcohol? \ .
-1) Yem 2) Mo 9) BX 0) HA 19
If yes, how oftan?
How much, and what does clisnt driak?
71. pid client ever losv a job, gotten into a legal or family Ganaral Appesranam {l=Onacceptablas 21=Acceptablal
probles as & resulc of alcohol dcinking?
1) Yes 3) Mo 9} DK 0} HX Qo Body cleanliness Oral hygiens
7). Hae client aver sxpsrisnced blackaouts, severs shzklng, hesrd balir postare gaig
volces or sson things that were not thars, sftar heavy drinking?
1) Yas 1) No 9) DK 0) NA 21 Teapt Pulsas Reapt 3/ ne, we,
74. Eas cliant ever had D.T.'s?
1) Yeas 2) Mo 9) DK 0) mr k)
]
7

) . ) ' e
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OwNat Fresanc-#/A§ 1-nild; 1~Moderace: J=Savers) 9<D¥

zawy Hadicu]l Hlascory: Dlnb.u-___ Heart  Csncer_ Kidney_  T.¥.
Sickla call COPO__ Rachima__ Epilapsy__ Othet

S o——, o o e

Curzenc Trwstmants

Reviow of 3ystoms
EENT¢ Iopaired: Visian _ Hoering__ Spaoch

Yurthar Assessmenty

Fo"

Ngurnlogicxly Impalired lsvel of consctousness
Impairsd reflexsss Babinskl Corneal baadachas

Turther Amsammmantl

Pulsonarys Shortness of breath _ Productivae cough Orthopnaes

Yurther Agsosnmenty

Cardiovesculayy Pulsen {spacify rate) Carotid__ Apical Reg _ Irtay

Radial HecX Valn die cantlon_

Ticthag Assenzmant:

Skins Colar, Clammy Cool bry Varn

rdana (dwscribe}

Furthur Aesessmant:

dIs Anarasla Dissxhaa Naunan Vomi ¢t ing Conastipation

Faxthar Asvesgmanti

Gl Repreductiver Dymuria Incontinence Froquaney, Asmazuria_

[ER———

Penila dischxrga Vayinal discharge Laat pelvic exam

Yurther Assescuenta

Sk iyws Rashas piscoloracion 3rulave bPahydeacion Joxas

Yurthar Asaspscaenti

Bkalacall Lizitation of movsaent rractur=e Aspucxtions

Further Kkssssgmentt

Pactdarnss {l=Unacceptable; 2I=Acceptable}

S1lmap:

Estings

Salf-assauament (specifv}

*3dl. Diagnostic impressionst Medicasl problan pregent?
Yes 2} No 3} DK 0} H/A an

ceg2, Diagnostlc inpresslonws: Paychistrlc problon prosenx? 30

1} Yea 2} Ro 9) DK D} /A {include muicide ideacion}

*“83, Olagiostic Imprewsions: Social problem prssenx?
Yas 2) o 9} DK 0} H/A _n

*84. Diagnostic imprusaionas  Alcohel or drxug abusa pyxoblem presant?
} Yazx 2) Na 9) DR &) H/A 32

*§5. Disposiction: {spacify syenclea} {Primary diaposition indicets by
1, Secondary Ly 2 and ), whaere appilcabla}

1} Counseling Lntervention by €IS _n
1) Outpatient payshiatric referxal .....“
3} IYnpatiant psychiascric xeferral Ly
4} Emergangy sheltar 36
3} Involuntsry hospitslizacion (Chaptar 51} L
&) Invaluntary hospitalization {Chapter 53} o
7) Dthar mantal health tresource _Aas
#) MAlcohol/drug treoatmant progran A0
9} Outpatlent medical referral At
10} Iapatient medical raferral 42
11) Family caferxrad to PSMT (I-Party Fatltion snd/for

guardianship) R
12) Client/family refarred fOor cass managenant ol

Mots)s Liet primary dlaposition and two altarnata dispoaitions
1t appropriaca:

1.
1.

1.

#85. Wam clisnt traneported to treatment faclllity?
1) Yes 1} Mo 9) DX 0} N/A w33

*47. Who trsnsported client?
1) self 3} relarive/fxiend 13} police 4} anbulance
$) taxl ) BCIT 7) busm 8} orher 46
SpaGLIy

6. Evaluation/follow-yp naasded:
1} cliant/significant othier to contsct CIS 1) CIS to contact
clisent/significant othisr 3} profassionnl ro contmct €IS
4} €18 to contact professicnals 7
Uamay

Twlephons §¢

Dack 3 1 80

10

Lis




DecK 6 89, HKCIT

) TTTITITT
+90. It lnvoluntary detantion, was probable cause Cound? 5
1) Yes 12} Mo -
Court datas ./ S
Courct times =~
Taam manber (o) that appeared in court:
*91. Cliant Rasponme:
1) Client acceptad MCIT recommendations
~2) Client refused
3} Cliant rafusad, family raferred
4) Client deferrad decislon
3) Client not thara, decassad, not avalilahie
§) DK __G
92. How porsonally danygerous did you find this situation?
O=not at all; l~felt glight sense of dangar; 2=falt
deftinita sense of danger; J«strong sense of danger
{sach counselor assors the situation and respond for self)
Counselor ¢ 9
|
Counselor ¥ 2
oY
*93. Did you make uge of any resources while you wvare on this call?
O=H/A l=Yas
Hallad on our own personal resourcass only 1
Called on help trom clieunt’s farily/significant others _u
Called on help froum PEHR (Emergency lotline} _13
Called on help from consulting psychiatrist ¢
Called on halp from police 1
- Callad on help trom othata s
apacify
*“94. Evalustion for Chaptar 5] Datantion completed:
1) Yes 1) Ho 9) DK 0) H/A .19
*93. DIid eltusation result in Chapter 51 Detantion? ' _an
1) Yes 2} Ho 9} DK 0) n/A
*96. Evaluation for Chaptar 55 Datantion conplated:
1) Yas 2) Wo %) DK 0) U/A 2
*37, Did eltuntion result in Chaptar 55 Detentlon?
1) Yes 1) Ko 9) DK 0} n/a a2
*33. Pollice - cooparative intervention
1) pollice contact HMCIT 1) MCIT contactad police 0) H/A .23
99. Police Discrict ¢ 1t )
Squad I
Ofticers: 1. 2.
100. Pollce veare ussd to sacurs areal
1) Yes 2) o 9) DK 0) N/N _n
101. Pollice weras uvsed as conaultante:
1) Yes 1) No 9) DK 0} N/A . _36
102, HCIT wae used to evaluate aiguaciont
1) Yas 1) Ro 3) DK ©) H/A 2
103. HCIT was used to function 28 a witness:
1) Yes 1} No 9) DK 0} N/A s
104. Counselor(s) vho completed this furmy (29-300 __
(31-32)
Deck 6 T80
11
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S'ET.‘ATE OF WISCONSIN CIRCUIT CCUORT MILWAUKES CCOUNTY PRCBATE JURISDICTICH

—— A ———.

IN THE MATTER OF TREATMENT DIRECTOR'S
STATEMESNT OF EMERGENCY
DETENTION

Pile Mo,

, Treatment Director/Designee

of states to the Court as follcwé:
(hospital)

1. fThe above named subject entered this facility on

as a voluntary patient. On

he/she filed a written demamd for discharge, against medical advice,

2. In the opinion of the undersigned, to a reasonable degree
of medical certainty/professional certainty, the subject is mentally ill/
drug dependent/developmentally disabled and is a proper subject for treat-
ment, Specifically, his/her diagnosis is

3. The subject has recently engaged in conduct satisfying one
or more of the statutory standards for dangercusness which are stated
below, as evidenced by the follocwing events or behavior, (List time,
date, place and specifics, Use chart material, 1ID all witnesses.)

e e T e v o s e ],
2 SR T
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4, The names, addresses and telephone numbers of the informants
upon whom the undersigned haa relied,

and whose statements he/she believes'
to be true, or who witnessed the events, discussed above are:
Name Address Telechone l
S5e

The undersigned believes that there is a substantial
probability of harm to the subject or to others if he/she dces not
receive psychiatric treatment immediately.

6. The subject was detained on
AM,

at P.M, and served with a copy of this statement and a
copy of his/her rights upon detention. The latter document was read to the
subject,

patsd

Treatment Director/Designee

L e e B o . -—2—-—
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I j
STATE OF WISCOMSIN MIIWAUKEE COUNTY CIRCUIT C

OURT~ PROBATE/ JURISDICTION

In the Matter of Pile Mo, . 3. 1T IS FURTHER STIPULATED that 1if, during the pendency of

this order, the aubject individual does npt generally cooperate

with the treatment program prescribed at MCHMHC, the staff of
STIPULATION that facility may notify the Corporation Counsel's Office, which

may then have the final hearing scheduled by the Courkt within
The parties to ths above watter by their toapective
fonrteen (14) days.
counsal hereby stipulate to tha following reaolution of the
4. IT 1S FURTHER STIPULATED that, while the subject
instant proceedings
individusl is being detainad pursuant to thias order, the aubject
1., The fionl hearing in the inatant case may be
indlvidual shall have al} of the rights and privileges within the
adjourned indefinitely until such tiwa as ona of the following
MCMBC of 2 voluntary patient, oxcept the right to be discharged
aventa occurng
againat madical advice.

(a} the aubject individual‘'s attorney notifien Dated this day of .19
the Probate Court that the subject individual wishew
to hove the instant action smet on the Court's calendar,
in which case tha final hearing shall be scheduled for
a data not leas than fourteen (14) days from the datce of Subject Attorney for subject
the cequest for final hearing:

(b) the nraff of KCMIC determines that the subject
individuai iz no longer a proper subject for inpatientg Attorney for 51.42 Board
hospitalization, and gilvea notics to the court of that
detarminacion, in which case the involuntary commltment
patition pending ln the instanc action shall be diemisaed.

2. IT 19 PURTHER SYXPULATED that Milwaukes County Mental ORDER

uUeaith centay la authorized to hold and treat the subject individual

pending further order af the Court, provided, howaver, that the The parties to the abave entitled sctlon, having by thelr
stnff of MCMEC may discharge the subject individual outright or attorneys agreed to the foregoing stipulation,

conditionslly at any time that such dischargs in cllnically HOW, THEREPORE, a8id stipuletion ls herewith adopted se the
advisablo. The staff shall in writing notify the Court and Order of this Court. .
Corporation Counsel of the terma and conditions of the aubject’a Dated thias _____ __ day ot (19
releann,

BY TAE counr

CIRCUIT JUDGE

eTY
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OFFSNDER ID#

D.A. MENTAL HEALTH SCREENING FORM

Name: Dace:

Referral Source: 1. Screener, 2. D.A., 3. Police, 4. Witness, 5. Vicrim, &é. Other
A. Information Requested, B. Volunteered

dl

JOB: S3# Phone #

Address At Arrest:

harge/Reason for Arrest:

Source Of Income: Medicecal Insurance:

Training/Special Education: Past Current

\re you currently under the care of an M.D. or Psychiatrist Y/N

Who: Where: Medication:

[f not, have you ever been Y/N

When: Where: Last Contacc{

sontact Person(s): Name

Address

Phone

tencal llealth Stacus (Observations and Diagnostic Impressions: General appearance, behavior
speech, mood and affoect, oriented Lo person, place, time, level of inteliectuanl
functioning, thought procaess, suicidal ideation.)

D. A. MENTAL HEALTH SCREENING

Detainee Name

Any indication of mental disorder with this detainee?
Yes/No

'roposed Plan: Any history of mental disorder with this detainee?
Yes/No '

Any other medical/suicidal concerns regarding thnis
detainee? Yes/No

This form should accompany commlaint worksheets.

).A. Disposition:

t.A. on Case ___ WCS Worker




NISCONSIN CORRECTIONAL SERVICE Worker

Client Intake Sheet

Program

Intake Tate

RETERRAL SOURCE:  }-Screener  2-Self  3-Attormey  4-10  5-Judge 6-DA  7-Inmate

8-Deputy - - 9-Relative_-10-Qther

INTERVIEW LOCATION:  1-Office

CLIINT'S NAME

2-MCJ 3-10C 4-Court  S5-WSP  6-WSR  7-WCI
8-NLI  9-CSH  10-Winnebago  11-Other

last

MAILTNG ADDRESS

First Hiddle

Street

Qiy Zip

LIVING WITH: 1-Pavents 2-Mother 3-Father d4-Wife S5-lhsband 6-Alone 7-Other

TELEIMIONE NO. Second No.

AGE. DATE OF RIRIH

SOC. SEC. NO.

PLACE OF BIRMH

SEX @ (1) HERITAGE: 1-Caucasian  2-Afro-Amer  3-llex-Amer

4-P.R.

PRESENT SITUATION:

1-Incarcerated since
1-On probation since
Agent/Of ficer

S-Native-Amsr 6-Oriental

2-On bail since 3-Post-Adju

—2-0n parole sinca_ 3-Est.Rel.Nata
Telephone No.

PP HOID: (Yes () Mo ()

REVOCATION PENDING:  Yes () No ()

Date of pext revocation hearing: Attormey:
__IRESENT GUARGE Court Datc  Judpe Nature of Appesrance ! Plea
ATTOPNEY : (1-Public Defender 2-Phivate
Name Flione 3-Court appointed)
(1-Public Defender 2-Private
Ram: Phone 3-Court appolnted)

BAIL SITUATION: Smount

Possible () Impossible ()

QONTACTS FOR BAIL

WARRANTS PENDING: Mo () Yes () Explain

10CATION OF ALLECGED CRIME:

PAST RECORD JUVENILE ARREST RECORD PAGE 2
.Detendcns/!ncarcerations Praobation/Parents’ Dism{sgsal
Offense Nhere? Dates? Cus todu-When? How Long? Year

ADULT ARREST RECORD

*
Probation
Incarcerationz How Long? Datesi Dismassal fine/Amt.
Offense Were? Dates? Revokcd Why? Data Date

|
|
!

WORK HISTORY

Dates Employer Job Reazon for Lsaving

H

Comments regarding work history:

Job available upon releasa: No () Yes () Where

Contacts:

e

=



Page 3
VALID WISCONSIN DRIVER'S LICENSE: Yes () No ()

Made of transportation

VOCATIONAL/EMICATSONAL_HISTORY

Highest Grade coupleted When Where

Work Tratning Program, e.g.: JVS Curative Sertoma Goodwill CETA QJT

Dates | Program Type of Training Skill Level leason for leaving

GED: Yes () No ()

MILITARY

1-Hone {-lbnomble 3-General  4-Undesirable  S5-Dishonorable  6-Qther

t
Branch Dates of service

i

Service No‘ Benefits: Yes () No ()

1
Comnent iflother than honorable discharge

i
!

EVILY STTUATION

b

~Marital status: Never 2-Marricd--how long?

1-Ne
3-Separated- -how long? Divorced--how Tong?

Family Situstion: 1-On welfare  2-Living with relatives 3-Self-supporting
: 4-N/A  5-Other

Wilfe/Fiancee

Name sdddress Fhone

Belationship at presenc:

Children:  Muwber Age range

Allmony/Child Support: Mo () Yes () Amount

Tutal muber of dependents

PARENTS: 1-Both allve 2-Father Jdeceased 3-Mother deceased &4-Both deceased

4~Father unknown 5-Mother unknown

Father:
Name Addyesas Phone

Mother: i —
Name Address Phone

Famlly aize: 1-Older child 2-Middle child 3-Younger child

Number of brothers and siscers

Brothers/Sisters to be contacted:

Name Addregs Phone

Family members have been treated for aleohol, drxug, mencal health problema: No ( ;
Yes (

Cotments:

Relationship with famfly

Relfglous preference e

Church clergynen

Name Address Phone



- NS By S BN MR A Ay A S WS S w ER BN SR e W e

ALCOIOL HISTORY
¥hat, how wuch, how often, length of usage, physical symptoms, e.g;
tremors, D.T.'s, etc,

blackouts,

ALCOIOL TREATHENT HISTORY

1

Dates

Place

Inpatient

Resident

mn

Outpatient]

Heferral
Source

Therapist

Dischargo
Status

Additional Comments:

pLG HISTORY
fmat, how much, how often, length of usage, physical symptoms, e.g.; tracks,
withdrawal indications, etc.

-

DRUG TREATMENT HISTORY

1 2 3 4

Dates

Place

Inpatient

Outpatient

Urine
. ~--illsnce

Source of
r2f2rral

Therapist

Discharge
Status

Additional Comments:

Ho

(9%



3 ONTAL HEALTH HISTORY
Bhscrvations and diaguostic inpressions:
affect; oriented to person, place, time;
process: suicidal idcation.

General appearance, behavior, speech; mood and
level of intellectual functioning, thought

D’

MENTAL HEALTH TREATMENT HISTORY
; 1 Z

Dates

Place

Inpatiend

~

Outpaticr

Type of
Hedicatic
§ dosage

=]

Doctor/
Theropist

Grow Merpy

Individunl Therapy

Adlitinal Comments

"1jor disability area

Secondary disability area

1% OUED IREATMENT PLAN

frirary Objective:

Secondary Objectives:

1.

2.

3.

L

Client signature

ate

FLNANCTAL TNFORIATION

Current monthly gross income

%3 veu have:  Private medical insurance

Veterans benefits
DVR Assistance

Ss1

5SD

Welfare Assistance
Medicare/Medicaid
Title 19

Eligible for Title 19
Not cilgible for Title 19
Lhable to determine eligibility

No
Ho
No
No
Mo
1o
Mo

No

)
()
]

() Yes
() Yes
() Yes
() Yes
() Yes
() Yes
() Yes
() Yes
Explain:

Curtent monthly net incore

)
Q)
Q)
)
)
)
O)
)

Company

Amount

Aiount

Arount

Amount

Amount

Fmber

Rumber

‘--‘--ﬁ‘-*--—-“---_
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4 tours you will he nosifiad o
szmizzens pT caaq*"5-. *

[N I
Iy

Yeu ara being hald cm 533 far evaluazZon. Wichiz
doccar's declaion to elzher raleasa you or inisiace

0

.

On emerxgency datazzicn ag

you have ctha followizg _ghzs.

1. 7Ts conctact an agzsTzey.
2. 70 have an attorzey appoinmzad for you at Csunty expense 1f yeu azae indizezto.
3. To comzact & mamber of your Ismaediare famdly,

. 4., To re—maiz silent as anyshing you 3ay may be used as a basis far commirzant. A
Tepart 13 ragquizad ta be mada to tha Cour? of your comdizisn even 12 you
Tamaln silane,

5. To a ecapy of any Faeizinn filad for your commimsancr,
8. To be graated or medizaned fa 3 1life threacsening siruzicion or il necedgsaTy I3
prevent sarigus physizzal har= w5 yoursael? gr oghazrs. Qtkey tTsatzmeat =ay ta
adoinistared only wizh youzr ccusant. :

£

a. If yeu 3r= a wamber of 3 racogaized Teligious arganizatica whese fa2ness
prohihiz medicazicn or trmacmant you zay Tuiuse such =medizarcios or fTeatsent

: + aven iu a lifs chreataning sizuacicn.

b. A Tegort of all traatsenrt adminiscersd o you will be Illed wiik tha
Councy Coust for

r

Cauniy.

.

Datad:

Tia above zights have beem preseziad and Tead 9 me.

Paciaz
I have Izformad the patiane zhar shese zights ara ia effpecz duving hiz/ner encira iavolun-
83Ty hespizsliizzcion pracssdizg commizmanc. .
Seazs 7

PRS-
VN
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PATIENT'S RIGHTS BHOCHURE

The Hilwaukee County Hearal Health Coupiex supports and protects fuandamental
hawsa, civii, coastitutional and statutory rights of each patient regardless
of race, teliglon, sex, ethnictty, sge, or handlcap. You have che right:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

1)

8)

9)

10)

11)

12)

13)

14)

16)

1

18)

19)

To be treated 10 a fashlon which recognizes your persocal digaity in all
aapects of care, and to aa covironment which affords comlfort and safery;
To get prowpt, sdequate and impartisl treatment, rehabilitatisn aad
educatioocal services;

To en fadividuvalized Trestment Plan with your active participatioa. The
Treatuant Plan will be revieved perfodically;

To coupatent, qualified and experienced professional staff to lmplemaat
sud supervisa the treatment plaon;

To be patd 1f you work for tha hosplital and/or the right to refuse to
perform labor which 18 of financlal beaefit to tha hospital;

To have freedom limited only to the extest it {a mecessary for traatment;
To send wealed wail aad to have no one open your meil, unless there ts
reasou to believe thera is contrsbaand or objects which threcten security.
In this fustauce, mail will be opeusd in your pressace.

To veligious worship here if you wish, and {f a clergymsa of your denou—
inatioo is availabla; '

To kaow the cost of your care, the source sad limitations of your lunding,
contact your Soclal Worker who can refer you to the Flecal Department.
To know the identity aud profesaicoal status of all etaff wewbers with
whos you deal wnd to koow the reasva for auy proposed change in the
professaional staff responaible for your cara, or for trasasfer either
within or ocutside of the faciiity;

To request the opinion of a consultant at your axpansa, or to request
sreff to review your treatmaat planj

Not to ba subjected to exparimental or unusual medicatfons/procedures,
filming or teplng wlthout your expressed informad conseot.

Yo refuss psrticipation in gny reaearch project without jsopardizing

tha quality of cara you receive;

To know 1f other trestweat procedures are availabla beside those you

axe curreatly receiving;

To be free of physical reatraiut except fu emergeacy sfruaticas to
prevent physical harwm;

To petition the court for review of ths couzitment order except fa the
case of a patient committed for alcoholism;

To {uitlate 2 cowplaint or grievauce procedure snd to obtain 2 hearting
or review of the complalat, Grievance foiws are availabla oa each uait;
To be frea from unaecesssary or excassive medicatiou at soy tima; to know
the risks, side effects and benefits of all medicatiocn and treatment
procedures. If these ara not explaioned to your satisfaction, please
ask the physician or nurse on your unlt for additional informatfon;

To refuse gpeciflc medication and treatwant proceduras, to the extent

peraitied by lawv;

20)

21)

12)

To know that if you refuse medlcaticu or treatwent, the Mental Health
Complex may a) aeek approprlace legal slternatives or orders of in-
voluntary treatment, Oor b) terminate {ts relatloaship with you upon
reasonsble notice.

To be informed of * your dischargs plan including aoy plans for meeting
continuing mental sod physical health needs.

To coafidentiality of communications betweau you and hospltal staff and

coonfidentiality of {faformation containsd in your medical record.

The following rights may ba suspevded by your doctor as s necessary part of

treatment. If they sre suapended, you have the right to know why aod an

1.

1.

6.

opportunity to preseot youcr side.

To cooduct private telephone conversations withla ressonable limlts,
unless clinically contratodicated;

To meet with clinical etaff and your fawlly if practical reaeans, (such
a5 money, etc.) prohibit your making phone calls or recaiviag visitars.
Every atteapt will be mades to facflitata comsunication and to explain
obataclas.

To have reatrictions on visitors, telephooe calle or other commynication
evalustad by the appropriate steff at least svery ssven days;

To be allowad to visit in peivate with your fawily or eignifficant otliers
regardleas of age, unless clianically contraindicstad.

To wear your own clothes i{f you wish, or be providad with clothes; and
to have a place to stora your personal affects.

To reaponable privacy ia bathing and toilating.

IF YOU ARE BEING WELD AGAINST YOUR WILL (INVOLURTARLLY) YOU HAVE TUE FOLLOWIKG
RIGHTS:

A.

If you ate = patient in this hospltal, and Lf you would like
that explains these righfs in more detail, ask the hospiral s

Bofore Belog Committed by a Courc:

1. The right to & lawysr. A lawyer mst be provided to you without cosc, 1t
you caonot afford one on your owa.

2. The right to s probahla cause hesring within 72 hours (not focluding
waskanda and holidays), and s final hearing vithin 14 days of your
being held sgainst your will.

3. The right to refuse drugs uuless you pose & physical dangsr to yoursslf
or othsrs, or unless a judga finds that you sra incompetent to refuse

drugs.

4. The right to a jury at your finsl hearing Lf you requast a jury st
leaat 48 hours before the hearing.

5. You.cannot be committed uuless you sre fousd to be “mentally dissbled™,
%4 propar subjact for treatwent™ and “physically dungarous to your-
sslf or othera”,

If you ars Committed, You Have These Rights:

1. To sppeal your casas to the Court of Appesls within 30 days of your
baing cowmittad.

2. To petition the Circuit Court for a writ of hsbeaw corpus.

3. ‘To a reexamfuation snd retrial in court evaery 120 days.
s FREE booklet

tatf, or call

or write: WISCONSIN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION; 133 W. Wells Streec;

Milwaukee, WI 53203; or phonae (414) 272-4032.

EN/pb

9/16/82
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PATIENT'S RIGHTS
You have the right to know what your rightzs are.

Right to be paid if you work for the hospital.

To send scaled mail and no one else may open your mail.

To have your freedom limited only to the extent it is nccedsary for treatment

.

To get prompt and adequate treatment and other necessary services.

To receive only those mediczlions which the doctor orders and which he
believes will help you, and the right to other forms of treatment. :

To be {ree of physical restraint except in emergency situations to prevent
physical harm.

To nct be subjected to experimental procedures.

-To not be subjected to procedures such as shock therapy without yaur written
consent after you've spoken with your lawyer.

To religious worship here if you wish, and if 2 clergymasan of yoer denominatio
is available.

To humane {reatment by staif and decent surroundings

O

administrative hearing, and you have the right to have the cou

None of the previously mentioned rights may be denied or sus pe*:d d without an
rt -

iIf any of the following rxghts are su=pended by your doctor as a necessary part of
treatment, you have the right to know why, and an opportunity to prescnt vour side.

To make and receive telephone calls within reasonabie limits.

To wear your own clothes if you wish or to be provided with clothes.
To have 2 place to store your personal efiscts.

To reasonable privacy in bathing and toileting.

To see visitors daily.



You nave the right:

l. To contact ané ze repraesented by legzl counsel., Irae
lacal counsel will be agsointed for you 1f you ars indigent, and the
court will assurs that you have a2dvisory counsel segazdless of your

apility to zay.

2. To coasult with counsel before a zecuest is made for
voluntaryv treatmeaent.

3. To refuse to ccnverse with anyone as anvthiang you say
may be used as evidence against you.

i
fu
b
it
(‘pL

efuse medicztion and treatmeanl, 2=xc<
, unless an emergency i1s detarmined S0 ax

(1]

by the Cous
physician.

l-‘

2t 2s ©
<

st ov

3
0
fi !

5. To be examined by a physician.

§. To have your need for ccmmiiment detsrmined by a juxy.
This damand must be made at la2ast 48 hours in advance of the f£inal
hearing, otherwise the jury triazl is waived.

7. To have a copy of the ccrmmitment petition.

8. To contact a2 member of your immediate fzmily.

9. If vou are detained by a law enforcement cfficer acting
pusrsuant to Sec. SLl.15, Stats., the facility treatment director oz
desicnee must notily you within 24 hours of ycur detenticn whether

. ccamitment proceedings will be £iled, otherwise you must ke releassd
at the end of that time. If prcoceedings are initiated you must have
a probable cause hearing withina 48 hceurs of the time the treatment
directoxr notifies you, exclusive of weekends and legal .helidays.

Dated , 19 .

The abcve rignts have been given £o me crally and in writing:

N I VS ———

L R WA
o



RE:

AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE

I, , being £first duly sworn,

do certify that on , 19 at

I duly -served the attached statement of rights, emergency detention,
statement and treatment direcitor's supplement upcon the above named
subject personally by then and there leaving with the subject a true
copy thereof. 1In addition the statment 0f rightswas read aloud to
the subject.

Dated 19

20

AL

{Person giving notice)
am
Timz of service pm

Subscribed and sworn to before me this
Gay of » 18 .

"Notary Public, Wisconsin

My commission expires




C

I anthorize the Milwaukee County Mental Health Complex to acknowledgs 2y presence

in this facility to:

{ ) All eallers and visiecors

»

( ) To those callers ard visitors listed below:

{( ) HNo one

The purpose of the disclosure authorized herein 45 to provide iaformation to

parties personzlly interested ia my whersabouts.

This consent may be revocked at any time except to the extent that action has besn
taken in reliance therson. This consent (unless exprassly revoked sarlier) expiras

upon my formal dischafge from the Milwaukee County Mantal Eealth Complex.

Signature of Clienc/Patient ) Date

Sigmature of Witness ) Date

. S1gnature of Parent,

Guardian or Lagal
Representative Pate

Specify Relationship

CONSENT TO ACKNCWLIDGE PRESENCE

9/29/77

=
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AUTHORIZATION TO INFORM PERSONS OF PATIZNT’S RILEASE

You have the right upon admission to the Milwaukee County Mental Bealth Cemplex to sign

8 consent form directing that persons named by you in such form be given notice of vour
imminent discharge from this facility. Such notice may be given only to adults, If you
congent to such notification in writing, the consent will remain valid until you reveke it
in writing or until the dates you have apecified as the automatic cancellstion date, The
peraons you name will be given 83 much notice as possible prior to your relesse.

Patient's Name

Name and tzlephone numbers of perpons to wvhom notice shall be given prior to wmy releasa:

Name Address Ags Telaohone No,

The only purpess for which this release i3 valid iz to Iinform the sbcve persoms of the
date and time of my discharze,

This consent form shall expirs en the dats of =y discharge eox/ea » 19__.

Dated zhis ______ day of » 19 o

Witaassed by:

Patient's Signature

Effective immediataly, I herewith revecke the fore-
going consent,
Dated » 19

Paciaent’'s Signacure
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Adm. Dats: Tize: Type of Legal Eold:
Accompanied by: Physizian notified: . Time:
) (Name)
Admission bath and body check reviewed by R.N. i
Vital Signs “
on Admission: 1, T. P. R. 3/? L or2 l
Date Tize Signature °
2. T. P. R. B/P L or R
Date  ~ Tioe Signature l‘
Date and Time of Nursing Admission Assessmeﬁé.
Informant:
Allergies:

Allergic response:

Present medicaticn:

Illicie drug use:

Alcohol/Tobacco use:

Seizures:

. Sleep habits:

Diabetes:

Hypertensicn:

Physical limitations:

Sickle cell:

Head trauma:

Prosthesis or assistive device:

Special Dies:

Weight Change:

QOther:

Recent or Acute Medical/Surgical traumatic history:

Psychiatrie Hisgtory:

Qutpatient:

Inpatient:

Suicidal: : Homicidal:
Orieatation:

(Person, Place, Tize)

M{lwaukee County Mental Health Complex

-"—lh“gﬂ‘F"ﬂ‘#ﬁgp-{ﬂﬂ

ADMISSION ASSESSMENT =~ NURSING




I NURSING ADMISSION ASSESSHENT A33
[]
. Mentzl/Esotional status on zdmission:
(appearance, affect, communication ability)
'alz;ieu:'s gtated reason for admission:
rursing treatzent plan imitlated: Data: . Timk: R.N. Signature
i

afhts oa Detention read and copy given to patient, if applicable: ’

e

ent

ient

‘atient

(2l

(]

to Acknowledge Presenca form explained to patient: !

Inforzation Hand Book given to patient:

tights explained and copy given to patient:

2.N. Signature:

|



Volualary
tavoluntary

funtary e pabient have 3 Bk
tuen ron Contitronal Transtor falufn 10 T ER{TY
Court wdercd detention (Chap., 5Y) v 4 No
LAST SCHOM. NTTEMOED:
e TATC Admissiong

L Emesgency detention (Chap, 51}
ton 1 Chap. 55y
. Crvmngl (Chap., 378

Cinent - e e s

Emecgeney de

G-

g FOLLOWING VTEMS ARE 1O BE INCLUDED AND NUMBERED IN YOUR DOCUMENTATION SELOW:

b Preseating Probiem 4. Current Mestal States
2. thstory of Presentiag Problem 5. Current Phiysical Probleas & Tredimaeat
Lo Past Psvebiatoie Comtact anid betatment

WIFORMANT ___ -

fOVISICHIAL DIAGHOSIS, (Responsibirlay of ADMITING physacrang - .

- AU WALKEE SUCULTY MEMEAL HIEAL THE CUMPLEN

INITIAL ASSESSMEMY AND PLAN ..oy i Paga d

{0 ADMISSION T INPATENT SENVICE:
1, JUSTIFICATION FOR THIS ADMISSION: (two reasons 1o admission should b Giutedy

SEE PHIYSICIAN'S ORDER SHEET

~

3. CRITICAL MISSING INFORMATION TO BE OBIAINED: __ . . ... . _. e e e e e

SIMNITTEET Nobfandn AR

. BIGRATIRET T T T T T T T T T e e e s s e e e

{

{ ) REFERRAL - To whom:

For What Pwrpose: | e e e e s e 2o e o
Apy t Dote: O S .
() OIHER DISPOSUTAON ____ e e e e e e e
i} MEDICATION: (Spucily typa, dosage and amount)_

[SRIN

SiGERTTE

ATIR S 0K CH A A SO

MHLWALRELE GOy AREIYAL DAL TH Lorhndx

INITIAL ASSESSAMENT AND PLAN ... - L,

AUPDAESSOGREFE O AR 4 LiAmEd
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NON-VOLUNTARY ADMISSION CASE SUSPENSION AGREEMENT

Having been involuntarily admitted under Chapter 51 of the statutes, I hereby
make application for status as a voluntary patient in this treatment facility. I have been
fully advised and understand that the tentative acceptance of this application by my
physician means that I can be held at this facility for fourteen days from the date of my
detention and that my application may be rejected at any time during that period,
resulting in a resumption of the commitment proceedings against me.

By making this application, I am asking for treatment and admission to this facility
and | agree to cooperate with my treating physician. [understand that if | so request, or
if my physician denies this application, prosecution of the commitment case will resume.

In the meantime, until resumption of my hearing, I have no right to immediate dischargse

upon request. I have been further advised of my rights as a patient in this facility. I
within 14 days of the date of my detention this applicétion is accepted by both the
treatment director of this facility or his or her designee and the 51.42 Board, the case
against me will be dismissed and therezfter [ will be free to leave the facility upcn
making written request, subject however to the right of the Treatment Director to
initiate an Emergency Detantion against me. If he or she does so, | will be detained at
this hospital for further proceedings and | may refuse treatment. Following notification
of detention, a probable cause hearing will be held within 72 hours, exclusive of

weekends and holidays.

Dated this day of , 19 .
*
Treatment Director/Designee Patient
Acting Clinical Program Director, 51.42 Board Witnessed to Patient's Signature

*To be signed at the time the doctor is satisfied 2s to the patient's treatability on the

voluntary sTatUS.eceeeees Unit Stafi 1o notily court liaison's oiiice that same day.
4/22/82
RPG Photocopied Form /50

n



STATE OF WISCONSIN : CIRCUIT COURT : MITWAUKEE COUNTY
PROBATE JURISDICTION
IN THE MATTER OF: .
STIPULATION AND ORDER
FILE NGC.
STIPULATION

The parties to the above-entitled matter, by their respective
attorneys, herebv stipulate to the following: ‘

1. The subject agrees to full cooperation with the condicions
specified in paragraph (3) below, and mav be released from the Mentcal
Health Center

2. This mactter shall be held open for a2 period of

At the conclusion of that periocd the matter
shall be dismissed unless the Corporation Counsel, during said period,
has requested the scheduling of a hearing by filing a sworn statesment

that there is cause to believe the subject has violated che condicions

of suspension and release.

3. Within 15 days of release, counsel for the subject or nis or
her designee shall report to the Corporation Ccunsel regarding the
subject's compliance with the following conditions:

Dated this ' day of 19

Attorney for Subject Individual

Assistant Corporation Counsel

QRDER
On the basis of the foregoing stipulation, the Courz being fully
advised in the premises, said stipulation is herewith acovted as che

order of this Court.

Dated this dav of 19

’

¥ THE COURT

P

/ll.. R Illll lll.l llill ¢ | 'Ill! (-
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IMITHAL CONTACT SHEET tnaury M SS MSCONSIN DEPARTUENT DF HEALTH ANO SCC1AL JERVICES 'L ™ az4112 1
‘No. D 33413

«n
BTGy T AD Fewen M55 DIVISION DF COMMUMITY SERAVICES 30
THAME Lott Frat Micdle % Soares AT 12 FORMER MaRAIED OR JIGIATHOA TS [4sEx[s zTamc Soue ’:o AGEZMCY! 11 REQUEST DATE
MAIDEN Manm Ma. 2 e B lacx 3 Qriameat NO. : B p
o LM e vea. it e Oav v
T T L L v [
5 SOC. SEC. NG, 6 AODRESS WHERE PEASON CAN BE REACMER|7 CITY ISTATE  [SZIPCODE] 10 TELEPHONE NO AAL SOURCE
¢ sadicat | inue g set
Crient Agency Aefgren
&
- 3 ine Groug M 3T ARRSY 4 Bioauon A Socw
11 RESPONSIALE PARTY NAME- L, Furst, Micvile 12 FORMER MARRAIED OR 13BIATHOATE [1ASEX | o viom Reraeg Ot Agency
t b 2
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STATE OF WISCoNST CITRCHLT fouRT MILUAJEEZD TTUNTY
SEOSATE NIVISINH
In the Matter af }
) .
) ) File ‘o,
)
Alleged to 2e in need of Civil Commitment. ;
REDPORT OF ZUAMINER PURSUANT TO SE2. 51.22(9), STATS.
To the Court:
Date of EZxaminaticn: / /
Place of Examination: Neath Divdadion, HWand Data of 2irzh /
Time spent with subject: Dats of
Admission / /

(1

that 1t was ordersd by
s ]

(2) 01d you inform the subject that any inf

th
to

{3

) 15 the subject presently under medication, and, ¥ so, what is

PREL IMINARY QUESTIONS

) Did you in¥farm the subject as to the nature and reason for the sxaminmation,

>

the Court, and that vour Findings would %e made availanle

+he Court? ves NO:

formation voluntazrad cauld form oart of

e basis for his/her involuntary commitment and that, therafsre, ne/sas pad 3 right
remain silent? YES NO:
) Jid the subject appear ta understand your instruciions? YES MO

— o

desage?

(5) In your opinion, does the medicaticn a¥fact

t the subject's ability to understand

thesa instructions, and, if vas, hew? NO VES:

MENTAL STATUS EXAMINATION

{5) Descristion of the subjsct's intarvizw benavior:

<

(b) Gereral appearance: G000 FAIZ POOR

(<) Motor tehavior: APPROPRIA

{d) Facial 2xprassions, voica and soeech: APPROPRIATE and/:

{2) Affact and mood: APPROFRIATE ox

<

-
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-/I !

(77 Cescrigeion of 2he subjeci’s thcugni cantent 2a¢ Nougnt

{2) Cemoulziens: TYIDENT N0T IVIDENT
{5j Deprassive or manic trends: IYIDENT NOT OIVIDEMT
{c) Haliucinations: EYIDENT NOT EVIDENT
(d) Delusions: INT 1
{a) Grandicsity: YISENT
{¥) Parsacutory tren NOT ZYIDENT
{g) Conceptual disor EYIDENT MOT EVICENT
(n) Organic signs: SYIDENT HOT EYIDENT
{1) Orientation: QRIEZNTEZD  eor QT ORIEZNTED T
(2) Memory: {a) Reflex: 6-7-9.4-7-3 ted-ship-penny-wintar
(B) Recent:-———*"""——"—557.
{¢) Ramote: Dats of pirth <« Age - ‘Yhen hospitalized 4 «ny

{3) Judgment: G303 FAIR P90R

(4) Cognition: Last five Presidents
Where does rubzer come fram?
What is the thing to do if vou find an enveloce in the ¢
that {s sealed, and addrassad, and has a asw stams?
- i

What should vyou do if while in the movies you wers
fersen %9 see smoke and fir

a

re

A
-2

In whet way ars an oraﬁge and

banana alike?
ir what way 2r2 a ¢cat and 2 4

h
b

.
8s3 31i%2?

(i) Insight: 3002 FAIR FCOR

SUBJECT'S alATE\fn.S
{8) Summary of incidents lsading tg detentisn and pertaining %3 past history and zresant
avents:




(13)

(14}

—~

—
n

{d) The subject's disorder 1S IS NOT  so 2xtensive that ne/sha regquirss care anc
treatment for his ar her own waifara, or the welfare of sthers, or of zhe ccmmunity;

act 00zsS DOES NOT  have a SUBSTANTIAL disorder of thougnt, mcod,
ion, orientation or memory;

{f) If he/she OOES have 2 subhstantial disordar, this disarder 2083 DOES NOT
GRGSSLY impair judgment, nehavicr, cavacity to recogniza reality, or znility
to me2t the ordinary demands of 1i¥z,

21d you consuit thes patiant chart or ather recsrds: Ve 40

< f .
1f yes, did that collateral informaticn *UFPQRT L .w your opinion, and how:
CCNFLICT WiTH '

(a) No risk

(b) Mild risk

{c) Moderats risk

{d) Substantial risk

The above opinion ¥s susparted by the pRESZNCE  AdsaN

(Y
m
Q
“h
(%]
-
wy
3
—,
-t
o
(8]
o]
=)
it

evidence of dangercus behavicr on the ward:

Jid the subjec* exprass any interest in any form of mental health freatment ¢~ saocial

services: yz§ el

IF YES: Inpcatient rospitaiizztion / Qutpatisnt counseiinz/psychetnerazy
Medication / Group H:me / DYR/Job training

In your oninion, the subjert IS IS NOT  capablz of expressing 2a understanding
of the advantages and 2isadvantages of 2ccagting zra2zzment, and the altarnatives

10 accapting the sarticular treztment offsred, 27tzr the advantages, <isadvantagas,
and altaernatives have 2een axplainzd %o him/her,

l 7
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5) hat wouid you racammend 2s in 29TIMAL -regtmen
s time:
Iroatiesnt hospitfaiization / Jutzatis

Medication / Groug heme / avR

Qther, or spacidfics:

{17) additional comments:

(A) From hospital chart ar discussion with hosoital sta’#:

I, the undersigned examiner, cartify that [

inquiry, satisfiad mysalf as %0 %the menia

-t
N
<
o }
i
pors
it
.
O
pw }
[w]

which answers are truya %a the est of my

of sald examinatian and fncuiry is zsntainad in =

called to tastify, ! will so0 swear under gath,
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APPENDIX B

STUDY METHODS

The evaluation upon which this report is based is the sixth
evaluation of a local involuntary civil commitment systzm that the
Institute on Mental Disability and the Law has undertzken. The other
evaluations were conducted between January 198l and July 1982 in Chicago,
Columbus (Ohio), New York City, Winston—-Salem (North Carolina), and Los
Angeles. They resulted in five-site specific reports, similar to this
one, containing recommendations for improvement of involuntary civil
commitment proceedings in the five metropolitan areas, and one volume of
provisional guidelines for involuntary civil commitment with a national
perspective.¥*

This appendix describes the general methods which were used to
acquire the information that is contained in all of the previous reports
mentioned above as well as this report of our evaluation of the
involuntary civil commitment in Milwaukee County.** Significant
departures from these general methods during our evaluation in Milwaukee
County are described in footnotes.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Beginning in January, 1981, the project staff reviewed
professional literature on the topic of mental health law, especially
that particularly germane to the involuntary civil commitment of
allegedly mentally ill adults. The initial period of review lasted for
several months, although literature was reviewed continually throughout
the project period. Source materials were collected from books and
journals in the disciplines of law, psychiatry, psychology, social work,
sociology, and public policy administration. Professors and mental
health practitioners were informed about the project and asked to provide
copies of unpublished papers or other hard-to-find articles that would be
of value to our work. Members of the project's national advisory board
were particularly helpful in locating valuable literature.+

*See Institute on Mental Disability and the Law, supra, note 23, in the
main text of this report.

*%*Together these seven reports comprise in excess of 1,200 pages of text
and contain over 260 guidelines and recommendations for improvement of
involuntary civil commitment throughout the United States.

7’
+See Institute, supra, note 23 at 1ii.



Just prior to the meeting of the national advisory board in
April 1981, staff prepared an "issues paper' summarizing the vrelevant
literature and defining important comtempecrary issues of civil commitment
with which the project was to be concerned. The substantive portion of
this paper has been published as "Inveoluntary Civil Commitment: The
Discerning Eye of the Law'" (State Court Jourmal, 1981, 3(%4), 5 ff.;
available from the National Center for State Courts Publicatiom
Department). At their meeting, members of the board helped staff decide
what research questions should be explored during site visits and gave
advice on field research methods.

STATUTORY REVIEW

A scheme was devised for analyzing statutes governing civil
commitment. The scheme was constructed by identifying all the important
questions that might be addressed in a commitment statute and then
ordering them roughly as they might become relevant in a typical case.

A complete statutory analysis was performed for approximately 20
states, as well as for the model statute prepared by the Mental Health
Law Project (published in the July=-August 1977 issue of the Mental
Disability Law Reporter). The 20 states were those in which the
Institute's project had received funding, or states that had been brought
to the staff's attention as having statutes that were particularly
interesting, innovative, or modern.

After an individual review of all the statutes, a comparative
analysis was made. Using the analytical scheme that had been developed,
staff compiled all the variations of statutory provisioms relating to
each of the analytical categories. This compilation of statutory
variations is available from the National Center and formed a basis for
the volume titled Provisional Substantive and Procedural Guidelines for
Involuntary Civil Commitment, published in July 1982. Based upon this
analysis, staff determined where and how state statutes and procedures
differed with regard to civil commitment. These points of difference
became the focus for field data collection.

In addition to reviewing statutes, staff reviewed important case
law. The Mental Disability Law Reporter, law review articles, and
statute annotations available for the various states were the major
sources for identifying important cases. Where the case law
significantly added to or changed the range of variation that had been
identified through the statutory analysis, this information was
incorporated in the comparative analysis. Particularly thorough analyses
of case law were conducted for the six project states: 1Illinois, Ohio,
North Carolina, New York, California, and Wisconsin. -.

I W i W N T T .
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Project staff also contacted court administrators across the
country to obtaln any types of administrative regulations that might be
of help. Several copies of regulations were received. For all states
whose statutes were analyzed, published court rules also were examined.
Information gleaned from administrative regulations and court rules was

sparse, but it also was included in the statutory analysis when
appropriate.

PRELIMINARY SITE VISIT

A preliminary visit was made to five of the project sites.¥
Staff members met with judges, court personnel, attorneys, and mental
health professionals. The preliminary visit served several purposes.
First, the participants in the civil commitment systems told staff their
perceptions of how the systems worked. Cooperation was pledged for the
research project. Staff of the courts and the mental health agencies
invited the research team to include them in the data collection effort
and generously offered their help.

The individuals with whom we met during the preliminary site
visit identified the agencies and institutions that were involved with
the mentally ill and civil commitment in the project site. Key people
within these organizations were named. Others who were unrelated to
relevant agencies but who were deemed important or knowledgeable in a
particular area were also identified.

FIELD RESEARCH

Intensive data—collection trips to each of the six sites
followed the completion of the comparative statutory analysis. During
the two weeks prior to the site visit, intensive preparations were made.
Important people at the site, who had been identified during the
preliminary site visit, were contacted by telephone and appointments were
made for visits the next week. Staff thoroughly reviewed state statutes
and case law and identified questions of particular theoretical or
practical concern for the project/site.

Three major activities were undertaken during site visits:
interviews, observations, and staff discussions. Mecst participants were
interviewed individually, although some were interviewed in groups. With
few exceptions, all interviews were conducted by two project staff

*The authors met with the Subcommittee on Involuntary Civil Commitment
Study (see PREFACE) on September 2, 1982 to identify the issues to be
considered in the evaluation in Milwaukee County. The result of that
meeting was the preliminary problem identifiation, delineation of issues,
and the preliminary framing of research questions pursuant to our
preparation for field work in Milwaukee County. (See memorandum to
Subcomittee dated September 22, 1982.)

&)



members. Before each interview, one staff person was assigned the role
of "scribe." While the other person attended carefully to substance and
led the interview, the scribe's duty was to record all answers. In this
manner, one person could attend carefully to what was being - said and be
sure to investigate thoroughly all important questions; and the other
person could be sure that everything that was said was carefully
recorded. The site visit began with interviews with judges and
observations of hearings. The next interviews tended to be with
attorneys, public defeunders, deputy district attorneys, and private
attorneys. Middle and later interviews tended to focus more on the
mental health community: hospital administrators, mental health
professionals, and patient advocates.¥

Court hearings conducted during the time of the visit were
observed. For each site, an observation guide was prepared and studied
in advance of the hearings. The project team took notes during the
hearings. Notes taken during interviews and court hearings were 1n rough
form. ZEach staff person rewrote the notes following the site visit.

The third major activity--discussion and analysis--tock place at
the end of each day, staff met to compare notes and impressions about the
system. Key concerns were (1) what answers from various sources agreed
with each other; (2) what answers from various sources disagreed; and (3)
what answers still were missing. On the basis of these discussions,
interview assignments for the next day were planned. When staff members
were confident of the answers they had received, no further questions
were asked on certain topics. When they were uncertain, additional
attention was given to these questions in the next interviews.

The individuals with whom interviews were conducted were not a
statistically representative sample in any sense. They were purposively
chosen because they were identified as some of the most well-informed and
influential people in the site. This was consistent with the project
gcal; that is, not to establish what is average or typical, or what the
typical person thinks about the process, but to gain insight into how the
system works and how it might be made better by the actions of the court
and its allied agencies, from the perspectives of people with
extraordinary and authoritative abilities to understand and comment on it.

Although we did interview ex—patients and patient advocates, we
did not speak with patients involuntarily hospitalized at the time of our
study. We acknowladge that the perspective of the involuntarily
hospitalized persons may be one quite different than that of the
ex—-patients and advocates to whom we spoke in the various sites, and omne
pctentially valuable for improvement of the system. The close tracking
and observation of several cases through the various stages of the
commitment process, enriched by the accounts of the patients themselves

*The individuals who were interviewed in Milwaukee are named in the
PREFACE to this report.

w
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i5 a particularly attractive inquiry which we were, unfortunately, unable
to reach. Such omissions do not mske the present work less valid, but
only incomplete——an unfortunate flaw of most social research.

THE FORM OF THE DATA

The ultimate goal for this project was to generate information
by which the civil commitment process could be made to function as well
as possible. The purpose of the data collection was to obtain
practitioners' opinioms, advice, and suggestions about the civil
commitment process, particularly as it operates in their own localities.
Accordingly, it was appropriate that the research be qualitative, not
quantitative. Our wain purpose was not to ask how manv. The purpose was
rather to ask why, how well, and how else. We sought information about
what works best and why.

The questions in the data collection guide were open-ended.
Multiple~choice types of guestion were avoided sc that interviewees would
be free to formulate their own opiniomns rather than have their thoughts
slotted into predetermined categories by the researchers.

The data collection guide used consists of a complete set of all
the questions that were investigated. The interview guide covers many
topics. The complete data collection flows in a more-or-less
chronological order, as events occur during a typical commitment
process. The questions unavoidably overlap to some degree, but
repetition was minimized as much as possible.

Because of the length of the data collection guide, every
question was not asked of every interviewee. A subset of questions was
presented in each interview to optimize the match of peoples' areas of
knowledge with the questions asked. All interviewees were invited,
however, to discuss any aspect of the commitment process with which they
were familiar or about which they had particular opinions or
suggestions. Interviewers were able to (and frequently did) stray from
the planned path of questions if it seemed useful and appropriatsz.

The questionnaire was considered only a data collection guide,
not a dictum. Precise language in the questions was not important, and
neither was the order in which questions were covered. The guide was
simply a reminder of important issues and ideas that needed to be
discussed. More concern was given to understanding the answers than to
writing them down thoroughly or verbatim.

Copies of data collection and observation guides as well as a
complete set of field notes, with all names and personal identifiers
removed, 1s available from the Institute on Mental Disgbility and the

Law. It will be provided upon request for the cost of duplication and
mailing.



ANALYSES AND REVIEWS

A qualitative content analysis was performed on the data.
Interview and observation notes first were reviewed and
cross-referenced. Note was made of topics of significance, points of
consistent agreement, and points of disagreement.

The statutory analysis scheme was usad as a general guide for
the analysis of the particular site's civil commitment system. For each
topic of concern, the analysis covered the statutory provisions, the
actual practice at the site, and commentary about statute and practice.

Three major criteria, consistent with the project's perspective
were used to evaluate the civil commitment system described in this
report: legal protections, provision for treatment, and social
benefits. The judgments of how to apply these criteria to elements of
law and practice fell to the project team, based upon their knowledge of
the literature, observations, discussions with practitioners, and (as our
sociologist colleagues are quick to point out) their sociohistorical
biographies. The reader is free, of course, to disagree with this
analysis and may choose to view the system's strengths and weaknesses
differently. A system characteristic may be simultaneously a strength
and a weakness when viewed from different perspectives.

First among the criteria, concern was given to the extent to
which legal protections are provided to everyonme 1in the system. The
primary consideration was, of course, with the respondent. But statutes
and procedures also can provide important legal protections to other
people who become involved, such as doctors, attorneys, and members of
respondent's family. Generally, this is an important criterion for those
who are most concerned about respondent's liberty; but legal protections
encompass more than simply protecting respondent from unnecessary
hospitalization (e.g., protecting the right to treatment).

The analysis also considered how well a system makes provisions
for treatment. Admittedly, we are assuming that a valid need for
treatment does exist for some people some of the time, an assumption
consistent with the public values reflected in current commitment laws
throughout the country. Provisions for treatment should be understood to
encompass more than involuntary hospitalization, however; a system might
get high marks in this regard by its creative consideration of less

restrictive treatment alternatives and the opportunities for voluntary
treatment that i1t provides.

Finally, social benefits, including fiscal factors, were
considered. Society in general has a legitimate concern with keeping
each of its members safe from harm and contributing productively to the
community. Society also is served by minimizing the costs inherent in a
civil commitment system, eliminating any unnecessary delays in legal and

medical decisionmaking, and avoiding undue burdens on already strained
state resources.
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These factors are considered equally important in
and it is recognized that some system characteristics that score high in
one area necassarily will score low in ancther. It should be noted, too,
that we make no claim that this evaluative scheme 1s 2ither unique or
original. Professional literature reveals that these criteria are usad
commonly in considering commitment systems, as well as by judges in
deciding individual commitment cases.

this report,

The courts are accustomed to the
approach of balancing (sometimes conflicting) interests as an approach to
analyzing legal problems.

To complete the analysis, possible ways to change and improve
the system were considered. These were written into recommendations.
The recommendations should not be tzken as rasearch conclusions or
empirically proven statements of fact. Rather, they are our suggestiouns,
based upon our studies and points of view. The reccommendations derive
from a variety of sources: suggestions made by people in the site;
suggestions made by people in other cities; conclusions from the
professional literature; and ideas generated by the
the project work. It is impossible to sort out the influence of these
various sources in any recommendation, or to report accurately how

extensive any person's or group's agreement would be with any single
recommendation.

researchers during

Site reports were reviewed first by project staff and then sent
out as "review drafts" to all individuals who had participated in the
data collection effort. Everyone receiving a review draft was invited to

make suggestions for change and was urged to correct any statements that
were factually incorrect.

These reviews were taken into account in preparing the final
report.*¥ It should not be inferred, however, that this report or its
recommendations have been or will be adopted officially by any
individual, group, or organization in the locality, or that the reviewers
and participants had a unanimous concurrence of opinion on all the issues
raised in this volume. Thus, although the review comments were
incorporated into the reports, the text in its revised form should not be
taken as a consensual statement or endorsement.

#See PREFACE in this report for further details of this review process in
Milwaukee County.
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