DIVISION VI
EXPENSES AND COSTS

232.142 Maintenance and cost of juvenile homes — fund.

1. County boards of supervisors which singly or in conjunction with one or more other counties provide and maintain
juvenile detention and juvenile shelter care homes are subject to this section.

2. For the purpose of providing and maintaining a county or multicounty home, the board of supervisors of any county
may issue general county purpose bonds in accordance with sections 331.441 to 331.449. Expenses for providing and
maintaining a multicounty home shall be paid by the counties participating in a manner to be determined by the boards
of supervisors.

3. A county or multicounty juvenile detention home approved pursuant to this section shall receive financial aid from

the state in a manner approved by the director of the department of human rights. Aid paid by the state shall be at
least ten percent and not more than fifty percent of the total cost of the establishment, improvements, operation, and
maintenance of the home.
4. The director shall adopt minimal rules and standards for the establishment, maintenance, and operation of such
homes as shall be necessary to effect the purposes of this chapter. The rules shall apply the requirements of section
237.8, concerning employment and evaluation of persons with direct responsibility for a child or with access to a child
when the child is alone and persons residing in a child foster care facility, to persons employed by, residing in, or
volunteering for a home approved under this section. The director shall, upon request, give guidance and consultation
in the establishment and administration of the homes and programs for the homes.

5. The director shall approve annually all such homes established and maintained under the provisions of this chapter.
A home shall not be approved unless it complies with minimal rules and standards adopted by the director and has
been inspected by the department of inspections and appeals. The statewide number of beds in the homes approved
by the director shall not exceed two hundred seventy-two beds beginning July 1, 2017.

6. A juvenile detention home fund is created in the state treasury under the authority of the department of human
rights. The fund shall consist of moneys deposited in the fund pursuant to sections 321.218A and 321A.32A. The
moneys in the fund shall be used for the costs of the establishment, improvement, operation, and maintenance of
county or multicounty juvenile detention homes in accordance with annual appropriations made by the general
assembly from the fund, for these purposes.

2019 House File 766, p. 43 — 44 (Health and Human Services Appropriation bill)

NEW SECTION - Justice System Appropriations — Criminal and Juvenile Justice Planning

JUVENILE DETENTION HOME FUND. Moneys deposited in the juvenile detention home fund created
in section 232.142 during the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2020, and ending June 30 2021, are
appropriated to the department of human rights, division of criminal and juvenile justice planning, for the
fiscal vear beginning July 1., 2020, and ending June 30, 2021, for each eligible county and multicounty
iuvenile detention home. Each of the juvenile detention homes shall receive a base amount of $100.000
and the remaining distribution will be an amount equal to a percentage of the costs of the establishment,
improvement, operation, and maintenance of county or multicounty juvenile detention homes in the fiscal
year beginning July 1, 2019, prorated on the basis of an eligible detention home's proportion of the costs
of all eligible detention homes in the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2019. The percentage figure shall be
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determined by the department of human rights, division of criminal and juvenile justice planning based on
the amount available for distribution for the fund. Notwithstanding section 232.142, subsection 3, the
financial aid payable by the state under that provision for the fiscal year beginning July 1. 2020, shall be
limited to the amount appropriated for the purposes of this section.

There is appropriated from the general fund of the state to the department of human rights,
division of criminal and juvenile justice planning, for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2020, and
ending June 30, 2021, the following amount to be used to manage and administer the juvenile
detention NOmME TUING. .. ...t ee e e e ieeasseseasstseanseseasseeeanereaiaseteausieeesesens $ 20,000
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A Division of Community Resources for Justice

Reinvestment Grants and
Funding Structures for Evidence/Community-Based Services

Overview: After passing comprehensive juvenile justice reform packages aimed at reducing reliance on
residential placements while maintaining public safety, states around the country have reinvested funding
back into community-based services. In addition to focusing on expansion and access to statewide
programming, states have also focused on allocating funding at the local level to supplement state-level
resources. Specifically, jurisdictions have created reinvestment grants for program expansion at the local
level. Below are examples of grant programs in Georgia, Kansas and Kentucky. Other states have developed
supplemental funding structures for local communities to promote and procure additional evidenced-based
services in the community. Ohio and Washington are two states that have developed these types of funding
structures and are summarized below.

Reinvestment Grants

GEORGIA

Grant Description »  Juvenile Justice Incentive Grant Program: seeks local juvenile justice projects that
aim to reduce the number of youth served out of home; aims to develop programs
that address the needs of youth who are typically committed to the Department of
Juvenile Justice (DJJ)

Award Amount = New Applicants are eligible to apply for a maximum of $350,000
= Continuation applicants are allowed to apply up to $750,000
Award Period = July 1, 2016 —June 30, 2017

» A continuation proposal is required annually; initial award does not guarantee
continued funding

Funding Source! = GA general assembly = $5,000,000
= Federal funds = $1,000,000

Administering Agency = Criminal Justice Coordinating Council (CJCC)?

Applicants m  County commissions/boards of commissioners

! Georgia Juvenile Justice Incentive Grants: Year Two Evaluation Report 2014-2015 (P. 5)
http://cicc.georgia.gov/sites/cjcc.georgia.gov/files/luvenile%20Justice%20YR2%20Report%20FY15.pdf

2 State Administering Agency for criminal justice and victims’ assistance programs; created by the General Assembly
(0.C.G.A. § 35-6A-2), the Council is comprised of twenty-four members representing various components of the criminal
justice system
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Application Eligibility
Criteria
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Local county commissions/boards of commissioners to apply on behalf of juvenile
courts

High priority given to 18 counties with highest numbers of youth committed to the
Department of Juvenile Justice

Scope or Parameters of
Grantee Activity

Activities are project-specific but should aim to reduce risk factors of participants
through the use of an evidence model that addresses family engagement, reduces
negative peer association, increases pro-social activities, and is tailored to the
individual cognitive and maturational levels of their participants

Target Population

All youth receiving services from this grant award must score a medium to high on
the Pre- Disposition Risk Assessment (PDRA) and be appropriate for the selected
evidence-based program

Reporting
Requirements

Monthly or quarterly expenditure reports (expected to expend 25% of funds in 1%
quarter, 50% in 2™ quarter and 75% in 3 quarter)

Maintenance of supporting documents (e.g. timesheets, purchases, travel logs,
inventory records, consultant contracts)

Must attend any scheduled grant management workshop

Grant Description®

Competitive Collaboration grant: requires collaboration between multiple
counties to support an evidence-based program; benefits smaller jurisdictions that
might not have the capacity to support a program alone

Non-competitive grant: targeted at each region; counties request additional
money (in addition to regular state funds); to support evidence-based programs
required by reforms

Award Amount

Competitive Collaboration grant: Four grants available, each for up to $250,000
Non-competitive grant: amounts vary depending on recipient

Award Period

October 2017 — June 30, 2018, with up to two additional one-year renewals upon
demonstration of program operation and implementation

Funding Source

KDOC

Administering Agency

Kansas Department of Corrections (KDOC)
Oversight committee may provide input

Applicants

Competitive Collaboration grant: Two or more rural areas
Non-competitive: Counties

Application Eligibility
Criteria

Grant must be used for development and implementation of evidence-based
community programs and practices for youth and their families

3 Both Grants are promoted by the same RFP and require very similar application components
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Priority given to communities with high levels of out-of-home placement per
capita and where community-based alternatives are lacking

Scope or Parameters of
Grantee Activity

Activity must be evidence-based
Activity must address justice-involved youth and/or their families

Target Population

Generally, justice-involved youth

Reporting
Requirements

Monthly progress reports to KDOC including the specific outcome evidence
established by the KDOC

Grant Description

KENTUCKY

Juvenile Justice Fiscal Incentive Program: 90% percent of the funds are utilized for
competitive grants for the purpose of establishing community-based services and
treatment programs and providing alternatives to out-of-home placement; 10% is
available to judicial districts, or groups of judicial districts to fund individualized
interventions on an occasional basis to avoid commitment to the Department of
Juvenile Justice

Award Amount

Total award: $900,000
Minimum award to each judicial district(s) = $10,000
Maximum award to each judicial district(s) = $200,000.

Award Period

Grants will initially be awarded for 18 months - January 1, 2018 through June 30,
2019
Thereafter, will run fiscal year July 1, 2019 through June 30, 2020

Funding Source

The Justice and Public Safety Cabinet*

Administering Agency

The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC)

Applicants

Judicial districts
Local committees (groups of judicial districts)

Application Eligibility
Criteria

Must be judicial districts or groups of judicial districts that have established local
committees as defined by KRS 15A.062 (4)(a)(1)

Local committees shall consist of local individuals or organizations, which may
include judges, county attorneys, defense attorneys, educators, treatment
providers, mental health or behavioral health providers, local officials, law
enforcement, and other interested parties

Scope or Parameters of
Grantee Activity

The purpose of the fiscal incentive program is to provide services to judicial
districts, contingent on their pledged reduction in detention and commitment to
DJJ

4 The Kentucky Justice and Public Safety Cabinet is a state agency which oversees the Grants Management Branch; the
Departments of Corrections, Juvenile Justice, Criminal Justice Training, Public Advocacy, Drug Control Policy; the State
Police; the Parole Board; and Medical Examiner’s Office
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Use of evidence-based practices

Reduces the use of commitments/ out-of-home placements

Establishes or utilizes a variety of community-based services

Supports a continuum of graduated responses (incentives and sanctions) in
programs

Considers local Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC) data

Target Population

Youth who have been justice-involved and/or been placed in out-of-home
programs, and who, with appropriate community-based services, could be
served at home®

Reporting
Requirements

Programmatic progress reports; due quarterly
Maintain and provide data upon request for monitoring and evaluation
Development and maintenance of accounting system

Funding Structures for Evidence/Community-Based Services

Funding Structure
Description

Reasoned and Equitable Community and Local Alternatives to the Incarceration
of Minors (RECLAIM) Ohio: Designed to provide more local autonomy in the
administration of juvenile justice, RECLAIM Ohio is a funding initiative that
encourages local juvenile courts to develop or contract for community-based
services

Funding Allocation

Under the program, counties receive funding to develop or contract community-
based services for youth who would have otherwise been committed to a
residential facility®

Counties receive funding based on the following formula:

o FEach court is given credits based on the average number of youth
adjudicated for acts over the previous 10 years’ that would have been
felonies if committed by adults

o Credits are then reduced by one for each bed day used in a facility
during the previous year

5 Application may provide more specific definition of target population through the formal application process

& http://www.ojjdp.gov/pubs/reform/ch3_d.html

7 Starting in 2005 the RECLAIM program based credits on the average number of youth adjudicated over the previous 4
years but as more data has become available the formula has changed and credits are now based on the average
number of youth adjudicated over the previous 10 years
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o Only two-thirds of a credit are reduced for the use of a bed day within
a community corrections facility during the previous year

o A “court’s percentage of the remaining credits statewide translates
into that court’s percentage of the total RECLAIM funds allocated to
the courts”®

The funds received through RECLAIM can be used for a vast array of treatment,

intervention, diversion, and prevention programs (examples programs include: day

treatment, alternative schools, intensive probation, electronic monitoring, and

residential treatment)

o RECLAIM funds cannot be used for construction or renovation

Funding Period

RECLAIM payments are made to courts three times (July, January and June)
throughout the fiscal year

Funding Source

Department of Youth Services

Administering Agency

Department of Youth Services

Applicants

County Juvenile Courts

Target Population

Youth who have been justice-involved and/or been placed in out-of-home
programs, and who, with appropriate community-based services, could be served
at home?

Reporting
Requirements/Quality
Assurance

County Juvenile Courts must submit the following reports to the Department of
Youth Services:

o Annual and quarterly program reports

o Final expenditure report

o Fiscal status reports; due semiannually

Funding Structure
Description

Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration (JRA) ° Block Grant Formula: All state
dollars passed to local juvenile courts must be administered by the JRA using a
block grant formula

& https://www.dys.ohio.gov/Community-Programs/RECLAIM/RECLAIM-Ohio

° Application may provide more specific definition of target population through the formal application process
10 The Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration (JRA) is in the executive branch and serves that state’s highest risk youth
committed to the JRA by any county juvenile court.
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A block grant formula is used and weighs the average assessed risk level of a
court’s juvenile caseload to determine the funding that each local court will
receive
o Jurisdictions with more high risk youth will receive more funding than
jurisdictions with more low risk youth
The formula also rewards juvenile courts for placing youth in evidence-based
programs
o Jurisdictions that use evidence- based programs will receive more state
funding than jurisdictions that do not use evidence-based programs

Funding Period

State funding is passed through the JRA to local juvenile courts on a yearly basis

Funding Source

Washington State Legislature

Administering Agency

Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration

Applicants

Juvenile Court Districts

Target Population

High risk youth

Reporting
Requirements/Quality
Assurance

The Community Juvenile Accountability Act (CJAA) committee provides oversight
over the implementation of evidence-based programs by local juvenile courts
The committee meets quarterly and members represent: Juvenile court
administrators from each region; Washington State Superior Court Judges’
Association Family and Juvenile Law Committee; Staff from probation and case
management as well as assessment specialists; Program quality assurance
specialists; Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration; and Administrative Office of the
Courts

Consultants to the committee include the Family Policy Council, the Governor’s
Juvenile Justice Advisory Council, and the Washington State Institute for Public
Policy

This project was supported by Grant #2017-ZB-BX-K001 awarded by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Office of Justice
Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. The apinions, findings, and conclusions or recommendations expressed in this publication are those of the
author(s) and do not necessarily reflect those of the Department of Justice.
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State Examples on Matching Programming and Treatment to Risk-Level

Overview: Research shows that programming and treatment are most effective when appropriately
matched to a youth’s assessed risk-level and criminogenic needs. Use of objective, structured decision-
making tools, like validated risk and needs assessments, allows juvenile justice systems to effectively
target programming and treatment towards the highest risk youth and match interventions with
corresponding needs to reduce reoffending.

Below are examples from states that have passed legislation that has mandated that programming and
treatment be tied to adjudicated youth’s assessed risk-level and criminogenic needs.

State Examples
Mississippi serves low risk youth in the community
e After considering offense severity and prior history, the state agency sends the lowest-risk
committed youth to the community with a service plan.

Utah requires that treatment be tied to the results of a validated risk and needs assessment
e Utah requires that all adjudicated minors undergo a risk and needs assessment, and mandates
that the results of that assessment inform disposition and case planning.”
e Treatment must be tied to an assessed criminogenic need.

Kentucky requires that treatment target a youth's risk and needs

e Kentucky requires that probation officers and Department of Juvenile Services staff be trained in
the administration of validated risk and needs assessments and requires that treatment target
risk and needs. 3

Kansas requires a risk and needs assessment inform a youth’s case plan and matches appropriate
treatment to a youth’s risk-level
e Kansas requires use of a validated risk assessment prior to disposition:
o The results of that assessment must be used to create a single, uniform case plan shared
by all parts of the system (court, probation, corrections, etc.).
e The Kansas Department of Corrections prohibits low risk youth from being admitted into a Moral
Reconation Therapy (MRT) group.*

L http://www.mdhs.ms.gov/section-13-institutional-services/

2 https://le.utah.gov/~2017/bills/static/HB0239.html

3 http://www.lrc.ky.gov/record/14RS/sb200.htm

4 https://www.doc.ks.gov/juvenile-services/supervision-standards/standards/chapter-4/4-140

Page 1 Attachment C

355 Boylston Street + Boston, MA 02116 & 617.482.2520 * Fax 617.262.8054 ® www.crj.org/cji

B U T i i g e i e g s S s o2 aa T S Y e K




nCJ]

CRIME AND JUSTICE INSTITUTE

A Division of Community Resources for Justice

Hawai’i requires that referrals to treatment and programs be informed by the results of a risk and
needs assessment
e Hawai'i requires that youth receive a case plan, and that the supervision levels, frequency of
contact with probation officer and the court, and referrals to treatment and programs be
informed by the results of a risk and needs assessment.”

South Dakota uses a validated risk and needs assessment and additional assessments if necessary to
match services to treatment needs
e South Dakota requires its Department of Corrections and Unified Judicial System to use a
validated risk and needs assessment and a mental health or substance abuse assessment (if
indicated by the general risk and needs tool), to guide referrals to treatment.®
o SB73 required the Department of Corrections, the Unified Judicial System, and the
Department of Social Services to establish a juvenile treatment referral process
incorporating a risk and needs assessment tool.

Ohio uses a homegrown risk and needs assessment to match youth to programming

e Ohio requires statewide use of the Ohio Youth Assessment System, developed in 2009 to
evaluate juveniles’ risk of reoffending and to match them with programs most likely to
prevent recidivism.’

Florida uses an integrated assessment and case management process that guides a youth’s
programming based on their criminogenic needs

e Florida’s Department of Juvenile Justice uses a “comprehensive assessment and case
management process that addresses both criminogenic needs and protective factors, from
the moment a youth enters the system to the moment they exit.”®

o The “Residential Positive Achievement Change Tool (R-PACT) is used for the
department’s residential programs and identifies youth’s “highest scoring
criminogenic needs, [guides] the development of intervention strategies and
[assists] with determining progress.”?

o The R-PACT helps to develop a Youth Needs Assessment and identifies the
interventions that should be used to address a youth’s “risk/needs and protective
factors.”'® The interventions form a youth’s case plan.

This project was supported by Grant #2017-ZB-BX-K001 awarded by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Office of
Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, and conclusions or recommendations expressed in this publication are
those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect those of the Department of Justice.

5 http://www.capitol.hawaii.gov/session2014/bills/HB2490 CD2 .HTM

& http://legis.sd.gov/legislative session/bills/Bill.aspx?Bill=73&Session=2015

7 https://www.uc.edu/content/dam/uc/ccir/docs/reports/project reports/OYAS final report.pdf
8 http://www.djj.state.fl.us/partners/our-approach/RA

9 hitp://criminology.fsu.edu/wp-content/uploads/R-PACT-Validation-Study.pdf

10 1hid.
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IMPLEMENTING EVIDENCE-BASED PROGRAMS AND PRACTICES

WHAT IS AN EVIDENCE-BASED PROGRAM?

Evidence-based programs (EBP) are considered the gold standard. Evidence-based programs are
standardized, replicable programs and practices that have been highly researched, and show positive
outcomes in repeated studies. EBPs that are designed for justice-involved youth reduce recidivism,
family conflict, substance use, academic failure, behavioral problems, and associations with other youth
who commit delinquent acts. Community-based programs increasingly use evidence-based programs
across the country and have decreased the need for secure confinement of many youth.?

Why a program might not be determined ‘evidence-based’

To be called evidence-based, a program must be repeatedly evaluated to ensure it is producing the
same, positive results in different settings and that there are no unintended or harmful effects. The
program must also be evaluated using different populations. As a result, the number of programs that
are called evidence-based is fairly small. There are many reasons why a program may not be called an
EBP:

e Too hew
—  Programs that show initial success may fail to show long-term impacts after the
intervention was applied or the program may have delayed impact and the full effects
are not seen by the end of the intervention. However, it is important to understand that
a program’s newness may also simply mean there has not been enough time for the
program to be evaluated or for the impacts to be analyzed to determine if thereis a
positive or negative effect.
e Not enough research
—  Some programs have not been through enough research to show the program is
effective and does not produce unintended harmful or negative effects on the youth.
e The outcome of the program is not measurable
—  Programs should be designed and implemented with the goal of achieving specific
outcomes. Outcomes need to be tangible and measurable so programs effectiveness
can be tracked. If outcomes are non-measurable, such as the strength of parent-child
relationship, there is no way of knowing if a) the outcome is being achieved and b) how
to replicate it so other participants can experience similar outcomes.
e Program analysis does not demonstrate evidence of effectiveness
— In some cases, programs are not labeled as evidence-based because the research that
has been conducted on the program demonstrates poor results or results showed
negative effects on youth.

1 http://www.njin.org/uploads/digital-library/resource 1650.pdf
2 Justice Policy Institute 2013. Common Ground: Lessons Learned from Five States that Reduced Juvenile Confinement by More Than Half.
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SHOULD PROMISING PROGRAMS BE UTILIZED?

“Promising programs” are programs that have displayed some evidence indicating that the model
achieved the intended outcomes; however, additional research is recommended.? Although all
evidence-based programs were once considered promising, not all promising programs become
evidence-based. This could be due to lack of research or the program not producing the intended
outcomes.

Some common programs that have some evidence indicating that they achieved their intended
outcomes but additional research is recommended to become evidence-based are:

e Mentoring programs

e Restorative justice programs

e Diversion programs

e After school programs

e Faith-based programs

Unlike evidence-based programs such as Functional Family Therapy or Multisystemic Therapy, promising
programs have not met the highest standard of effectiveness or demonstrated strong enough evidence
of positive results such as change behavior and developmental outcomes. Promising programs meet the
minimum standard of effectiveness.” The most significant differences between promising programs and
EBPs are evaluation quality and positive intervention. Promising programs have not yet had the
minimum required high quality trials nor have they demonstrated that the program’s impact sustained
for a minimum of 12 months after the program intervention ends.®

If an agency decides to implement a promising program there is risk of the program not consistently
being effective. It is encouraged to implement evidence-based programs because they are more likely to
achieve the intended results. The gold standard is to refer a youth to a program that has demonstrated
it is grounded in research and has evidence that the program will be effective in treating the youth's
identified needs and subsequently reducing recidivism. Agencies should strive to use the best programs
possible, and those are evidence-based.

INTEGRATING EVIDENCE-BASED PRACTICES

Certain practices are considered evidence-hased because they have been thoroughly evaluated to show
positive outcomes, Evidence-based practices are what make up evidence-based programs. It is
important to understand these underlying principles which act as key components in carrying out a
program. “Practices” refer to common procedures, such as skill development, assessment completion,
and/or case planning that may be used by agencies that work directly with justice-involved youth on a
daily basis or in combination with brand-name treatment programs.® In delinquency prevention this

3 hitps://www.ojidp.gov/mpg/Home/About

1 https://www.blueprintsprograms.org/criteria

5 https://www.blueprintsprograms.org/criteria

6 https://iiie.org/hub/evidence-based-practices/key-issues/# _edn4
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includes the assessment of the youth’s individual and community needs and the selection of programs
to address those needs.

Integrating evidence-based practices are accomplished by providing staff with access to evidence-based
practices that can enhance interactions with youth in the juvenile justice system, improving outcomes at
every stage. Staff that provides a consistent message helps youth understand the process and feel they
are being treated fairly. Evidence-based practices can encourage higher quality interactions among staff
and youth, increases support for implementation of evidence-based programming, impact the youth’s
behavior change, and reduce the likelihood of future system involvement. Evidence-based practices are
best applied when delivered in conjunction with an evidence-based program because it targets the
criminogenic needs of the youth and have been shown to reduce the risk of future delinquency and
offending.

What are common evidence-based practices?
Decades of research have demonstrated that when the Principles of Effective Intervention (PEI) — risk,

need, responsivity, and fidelity are followed, recidivism is reduced and the likelihood for positive
behavioral change increases. Interventions and supervision practices that integrate these principles will
have the greatest net improvements in public safety and improve the outcomes for the youth.” When
choosing a community-based program or practice, an agency should consider whether it incorporates
the four principles to ensure it will effectively address the criminogenic needs of the youth being served.

CHOOSING THE PROGRAM/PRACTICE

As juvenile justice systems move toward data-driven policy, practice and program changes, data has
become an increasing focus for state and local agencies. While professional judgment is crucial to good
decision-making, relying solely on judgment is not sufficient. Collecting, analyzing, and reviewing
comprehensive program data allows an agency to make data-informed program or practice decisions to
improve outcomes. There are several points at which collecting and analyzing data are crucial.

To begin, agencies need to use data to get an accurate picture of the population being served and its
needs and then analyze that data to address the gaps. This data will help with choosing the appropriate
interventions and programs. Agencies should review the population it is serving and its current ability to
address the need. The data can tell the agency which demographics are being underserved or if a
demographic is not accessing or responding to current rehabilitation measures.

Common datasets to collect and analyze that will help evaluate the need to implement new evidence-
based programs or practices are:

e Gender

e Race/ethnicity

7 National Institute of Corrections (2004}, Implementing Evidence-Based Practice in Community Corrections: The Principles of Effective
Intervention https://nicic.gov/implementing-evidence-based-practice-community-corrections-principlse-effective-intervention
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e Age
e Education status
e Zip code

e Current adjudicated offense

As previously described, addressing criminogenic needs is the most effective way to reduce a youth’s
likelihood of future involvement in the juvenile justice system. Another dataset to consider is the risk
level of the population. State agencies in lowa use the lowa Delinquency Assessment (IDA) to identify
the youth’s needs, strengths, barriers, and incentives. This information helps select the most
appropriate goals for a youth and to develop an effective case management plan® which may include
participation in a specific evidence-based program.

Graph: Matching Services to Needs®
Appropriately matching supervision and treatment to a youth’s risk level and needs results in a lower
likelihood of future delinquent or criminal behavior. One study found that a poor match of services to
needs was associated with greater levels of reoffending (see Graph 1, below). According to this research,
when staff does not follow the recommended dosage as prescribed by the risk and needs assessment,
such as the IDA, recidivism increased.
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The datasets mentioned above can determine what type of program or practice will be beneficial in
addressing the identified need for the targeted population. In addition to the target population, it is
important to consider if the intervention is age, developmentally, and/or culturally appropriate.
Analyzing the available data will prioritize the needs and geographic area of service participants while
reflecting the resources and limitations of jurisdictions.

& hitps://www.mhs.com/MHS-Publicsafety?prodname=yls-cmi
9 Viieira, T.A., Skilling, T.A., & Peterson-Badali, M. (2009). Matching court-ordered services with treatment needs. Criminal Justice and Behavior,
36, 385-401
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IDENTIFY AND ASSESS THE NEED

When choosing to implement a new program or deciding to expand an existing program, it is important
to have a clear reason why this is the best course of action. Once the need has been identified based on
data, a statement of need should be developed to provide a description of the issue(s), who is being
affected, why the problem is significant, and why the problem is occurring. In addition, a clear statement
of expected program results that are specific and measureable should be included. Referring to the
above data sections will help shape this narrative.

Establishing program need™’:
e What is nature and size of problem?
e Whoisin need of services?
What type and intensity/level of services is needed?
Are the needed services available and accessible?
o Ifyes, how are they being utilized? -
= Are the people in need aware of relevant services that exist?
o Ifno, what are the solutions to accessing those services?
Are there enough resources to address the need?

ADDRESS THE GAP(S)

After determining the need, the next step is to determine what, if any, programs and practices currently
exist within the agency’s area to meet those needs. It is important to take an inventory of the programs
and practices currently being implemented in the community to address the identified need. Also,
determine if the program is compatible with, and will not duplicate, current evidence-based practices
and programs in that desired setting. By examining the available resources, the agency should know
what programs are currently available to them, if the programs are evidence-based, the capacity of the
programs, the effectiveness of the programs, and any feedback from the youth and their families. After
determining the needs and examining what currently exists, it should be clear whether there are any
gaps between the populations that need to be served versus resources already available to serve that
specific population.

Asking the following questions can determine how to fill those gaps:
e What stage of the juvenile justice system needs additional services? (l.e. intake, detention,
probation etc.)
o s this a need that can be addressed through staff training/retraining on best practices?
e Can this need be addressed through current staff implementation?
e Can this need be addressed if a current program is expanded to accommodate more youth?
e  Can this gap be addressed through implementation of a new program by a contracted provider?

10 | gve, Arnold (2013) Basics of Program Evaluation
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Filling a gap is not just about selecting a desired program or practice, or what appears to be a great idea.
The chosen program must be an intervention identified through research, data, and an assessment of
the agency to ensure it is the appropriate program that will ultimately reduce recidivism.

COLLECTING EVIDENCE-BASED PROGRAM/PRACTICE DATA

Collecting and analyzing data does not stop once the program or practice has been implemented. Data is
essential in ensuring the intervention is addressing the targeted population and the targeted needs as
intended. The same datasets analyzed when assessing the need (i.e. gender, race/ethnicity, age, and
education status) should be routinely assessed once the intervention is operational because the number
of youth being served can fluctuate and change the program’s outcomes.

In addition to those basic case-level datasets, agencies should be prepared to collect data on the youth's
supervision status as well as the program’s completion rate. These datasets can determine if the
program is having a positive impact on the participants. Evidence-based programs or practices are
implemented to target risk factors that if addressed, will improve the youth’s behavior and reduce the
youth’s chances of recidivating.

Agencies should be able to answer the following questions about youth currently involved in the EBP:
Supervision Status
e What was the youth’s supervision status upon entering the program?
e Were there any changes in the youth’s supervision while in the program?
e Did the youth receive any program violations?
e Did the youth violate their probation while enrolled in the program? What was the
outcome of the violation?

Program Completion Rate
e Did the youth complete the program? Successfully or Unsuccessfully?
e Did the youth complete the program within the designated timeframe? !
e What was the percentage of youth living at home at the completion of program?
e What was the percentage of youth in school and/or working at the completion of
program?
e What was the percentage of youth with no new arrests at the completion of program?

Receiving input from program participants can provide additional context. This input can be completed
through performance-based surveys, youth and family surveys, or roundtable discussions. The focus
should be on what is needed for public safety, how to address some of the complexities that led to the

11 Most evidence-based interventions for youth residing at home require just 3-6 months. For example, Functional Family Therapy (FFT) (an
EBP for youth at risk of out-of-home placement in the juvenile justice system) and Aggression Replacement Training (an EBP for moderate and
high risk youth in the juvenile justice system) are enly 30 hours long, typically delivered over approximately 3 months. Functional Family
Therapy (FFT) - Blueprints Program Rating: Model. http://www.blueprintsprograms.com/factsheet/functional-family-therapy-fft

Program Profile: Aggression Replacement Training (ART) https://www.crimesolutions.gov/ProgramDetails.aspx?ID=254
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youth'’s justice involvement, and if the program is upholding their mission and goals. Such discussions
can provide useful insight into implementation barriers and identify specific needs that are not being
addressed in the programs.

REACHING THE DESIRED OUTCOMES
In order to determine if a local program is producing the same outcomes shown in the research, a data
process must be in place. Outcome measures demonstrate how a program or practice is working as a
whole. Analyzing these data points establishes a baseline for future comparison and allows the applicant
to determine whether the program or practice is having the intended impacts. Key outcome measures
may include (but are not limited to):

o reduced rates of re-arrest for program participants

e improved family functioning and school performance

e decrease in youth’s criminogenic need(s)

e successful completion or discharge rate for youth participating in the program

Key indicators that inform whether the interventions are performing as intended and have the desired
effects should be measured and documented. The ability to show that a program is reducing re-arrest
among program participants, for example, is helpful when applying for additional or ongoing funding.

The importance of measuring outcomes

Without establishing proper performance measures, many agencies find that they are unable to answer
basic questions about the effectiveness of programs and practices. There are several important reasons
to why agencies should measure outcomes?:

e IMeasuring the effectiveness of an intervention. As discussed in the previous section, measuring
the effectiveness of a program is the ultimate goal of performance measures and can be
measured in many different ways.

o Identifying effective practices. With the information collected, it can be determined which
activities to continue and build upon. Some practices might be modified or replicated based on
the results.

e Identifying practices that need improvement. Some activities may need to change in order to
improve the effectiveness of the program.

e Demonstrating the program’s value to existing and potential funders. Funders want to ensure
that their investment is achieving good results.

o Getting clarity and consensus around the purpose of the program. All stakeholders should
understand what is going on in the program and what it is intended to achieve. Outcome
measurement helps to clarify one’s understanding of the program.

To reach the desired outcomes, it is important to measure and regularly assess the outcomes and to
provide necessary feedback to those delivering the service. Regular reviews on outcome measures will

12 Compassion Capital Fund (CCF), administered by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services: “Measuring QOutcomes”, Page 5.
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ensure the measures are still serving as reliable gauges of success for a program or practice.® Feedback
should be provided to the staff responsible for implementing the EBPs to contribute to the improvement
of outcomes by making any necessary adjustments or changes.**

IMPLEMENTING EBPS WITH FIDELITY

The Fidelity Principle tells us it is important to implement a program or practice with fidelity to achieve
the desired outcomes shown in the research. Thus, an agency must strive for fidelity with the
implementation of any new program or practice. Model fidelity specifically refers to programs and
interventions being implemented the way they were designed in order to achieve the recidivism
reductions that have been reported in the research.”® Additionally, in order to make sure programs and
practices are being implemented properly, staff must be provided with the proper materials, training,
and ongoing coaching.

Implementing a program can be very expensive and time consuming, so having the ahility to ensure the
program is being implemented correctly and effectively is vital. As programs often adapt to meet
cultural needs, time frames, or other resource issues, it is easy to stray from applying the EBP as it was
tested. However, changing program components or not following the program can result in negative
effects. In some cases, recidivism can actually be increased through poor program application®®. The
information provided in this toolkit can help agencies analyze their programs and gain a better
understanding of the program’s effectiveness. If, after analyzing the data, the intervention is not
achieving the desired outcomes, then it would be appropriate for the agency to seek an outside entity to
evaluate the program’s process. Agencies should follow each stage of implementation and not cut any
corners to speed up the process. This can result in low fidelity, an increase in expenses, and potential
harm to the population it is serving.

There is significant evidence to suggest that lower fidelity reduces the effectiveness of the
intervention?’. Programs that monitor fidelity tend to have better outcomes than programs that do
not.2® To begin the model fidelity process for an existing program, agencies should first assess the
current level of fidelity. This begins with a fidelity assessment. Some EBPs may have established fidelity
measures specific to the practice/intervention, or published recommendations for fidelity assessment
and benchmarking. For EBPs that do not have established fidelity measures, planning for a fidelity
assessment includes identifying the tools to be used, determining the frequency of fidelity
measurement, and establishing the benchmark that will represent an acceptable level of fidelity.

13 “Eyidence Based Policymaking: A Guide for Effective Government”, Pew-MacArthur Results First Initiative, 2014,

15.
1 pennsylvania Juvenile Justice System Enhancement Strategy: “Evidence-Based Practices in Juvenile Justice”,
http://www.jcic.pa.gov/Publications/Documents/JISES/Evidence-
Based%20Practice%20in%20Juvenile%20Justice%20%20%E2%80%93%20Bench%20Card.pdf
15 Crime and Justice Institute. Evidence-Based Practice PPT
15 Barnoski, R. (2004). Outcome evaluation of Washington State's research-based programs for juvenile offenders (Document No. 04-01-1201).
Olympia: Washington State Institute for Public Policy
17 Burke, Oats, Ringle, Fichtner, & DelGaudio, 2011; Derzon, Sale, Spring, & Brounstein, 2005; Schoenwald, Carter, Chapman, & Sheidow, 2008
18 puBois, Holloway, Valentine, & Cooper, 2002
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The following sections will detail different ways to periodically evaluate the program for fidelity once it
becomes operational.

INTERNAL QUARTERLY REVIEWS

Agencies coordinate internal reviews on a quarterly basis, at minimum, once the program has been
implemented. Internal quarterly review is an in-house approach that can inform the agency of any
adaptations needed to achieve high fidelity, ensure the core components of the program are still intact,
and that the program is operating accordingly.

The method and frequency of reviews should be based on the capacity of the agency, but periodic
reviews should never be neglected. It’s important to make sure the review process fits the capacity of
the agency as this should be a continuous process. This could be accomplished through free or
inexpensive measures such as observation forms, checklists, in-person observations, audio recordings,
or specific fidelity tools for the evidence-based program. The information collected should then be used
to provide coaching and feedback to the staff delivering the intervention.

Here are some questions to consider when looking at the aspects of the program:
e |sthe setting/space appropriate?
e |sthere a manual and is it being followed?
o Are the sessions meaningful and a good use of time?
e |Is the facilitator prepared?
e Does the facilitator use a solution-focused/problem-solving approach?
o |s the facilitator displaying pro-social behaviors and not reinforcing anti-social behaviors?
e How are anti-social behaviors being managed?
e Are good group behavior management techniques being used?
e |s effective communication occurring?
e |sthere a positive staff and youth rapport?

ANNUAL EVALUATIONS

In addition to quarterly reviews, annual evaluations should be conducted to measure the improvement
across the quarterly reviews and review the performance measures for the specific timeframe. Annual
evaluations use a data-driven approach and are a more objective method to determine the effectiveness
of the program. Therefore, annual evaluations should ensure the program is operating within its criteria
and that program staff are meeting the required criteria to deliver the treatment (i.e.
licensure/trainings).

Here are some questions to consider when looking at the program:
e What are the characteristics of the participants? How do these characteristics compare to the
intended target population for the program? Is the program reaching the target population?
o Is the delivery of services consistent with the program design? To what extent does the current
program application match the program design?
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e What challenges and barriers have emerged? Are the participants rejecting the program or
refusing to participate? What steps have been taken to overcome these challenges?

e |sthe program design able to meet the participants’ needs?

e Isthe program producing desired outcomes (i.e. number of participants being served or sessions
delivered)?

e What areas of the program are working well?

e How do resources, staff competencies and experiences, and timelines compare to what was
expected?

An annual evaluation provides an opportunity to examine the program’s performance measures, allows
for correction or redirection during implementation, and can provide insight on the success of the
program. Completing annual evaluations can be crucial for understanding if the intervention is
producing the desired outcomes for your target population. There are different ways to assess program
effectiveness:

e Assess program data in relation to program performance measure goals (e.g. At least 80% of
participants will successfully complete the program). Use this comparison to gain understanding
regarding more specific program components.

e Pre/Post tests can measure the participants’ achievement of the program'’s goals and the
program'’s effectiveness from the time the youth started the program and finish the program.
This method can also show how the program impacted individual change and then those results
can be aggregated to see how the population as a whole was impacted the program.

o Seeking feedback is a simple way to learn if the program was useful. This method is not the
strongest indicator of whether the program worked, but in conjunction with other measures,
can provide information that is beneficial when assessing the EBPs:

o Feedback from the youth and their families provides an opportunity to learn if the
program had an impact on the participant.

o Feedback from the providers can provide good information about how the process was
implemented, what challenges/barriers arose, and strengths of the program that may
not be measured by formalized screening tools.

This project was supported by Grant #2017-ZB-BX-K001 awarded by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Office of
Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, and conclusions or recommendations expressed in this publication are
those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect those of the Department of Justice.
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Disclaimers
Service data was extracted from the Judicial Branch Case Management system (CMS) on August 1, 2019.

Services are defined as JCS delinguency service that had a duration of one or more days, during the
report period. Youth may have one or more services.

Service categories were derived from the CMS two-letter codes and were reviewed by JCS staff. The
categories are an attempt to group services by type or purpose of service.

If a short form lowa Delinquency Assessment (IDA) was conducted within 180 days prior to the
beginning of the service or 30 days after the start of the service, it was used to determine risk level. If
there was more than one IDA within this time frame, the assessment conducted closest to the start date
of the service was selected. If an assessment was not found within this time frame the IDA risk level was
coded as "none".

The data are a reflection of the official records contained in the case management system at the time
the information was extracted to the lowa Justice Data Warehouse. Some edits to these records may
have occurred within the case management system after the extraction and such updates would be
made in the data warehouse during the next upload cycle.

By law and court rule, charges are filed and disposed of in a number of ways for various reasons and are
influenced by the actions and decisions of arresting agencies, witnesses, defendants, grand juries,
prosecutors, magistrates, juvenile court and judges, which contribute to differences among jurisdictions
and over time.
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Complaints SFY15 SFY16 SFY17 SFY18 SFY19
Age\Sex F M F M F M F M M
11 & under | 115 511 101 493 93 406 121 464 140 385
12-13 630 1,476 585 | 1,383 584 | 1,355 594 | 1,576 729 | 1,392
14-15 1,471 | 3,159 1,360 | 2,916 | 1,353 | 2,739 | 1,426 | 2,989 | 1,465| 2,933
16-17 2,500 | 4,952 2,183 | 4,553 | 2,156 | 4,630 | 2,045| 4,572 | 1,811 | 4,101
Other 32 77 25 88 26 89 28 84 39 74

Sex Totals 4,748 | 10,175 | 4,254 | 9,433 | 4,212 | 9,219 | 4,214 | 9,685 | 4,184 | 8,885

Annual
Total

14,923 13,687 13,431 13,899

13,069

| e Average Days Served | 71

Statewide complaints decreased by 12.4%.

Complaints decreased for 16-17 year olds, 28% for females and 17% for males.

Number of Services by Average Service Duration and State
Fiscal Year
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- SFY15
— N | 12,780

i
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The number of services provided has decreased by 39.8%.
The average number of days served has remained stable.
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Number of Services by Age at Start of Service and State

B B m ) —
11 and under

|
8

MSFY19

259
230
186

177

131

a 943

12-13
1,396

1,314

1,189
1,216

Fiscal Year

.| ‘ll |II

14-15

4212
3,755
3,754
3,470
2565

16-17
6,762
5,823
5,752
5,549

|
i

3,924

18Plus |
144 IR
197 |
205 |
163 1

122 | )

e More than 85% of the services provided were to youth ages 14 through 17.
e 16-17 year old youth received the most services in each year.

Average Duration of Service (days) by Age at Start of Service
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e The average duration of service (days) for youth 11 and under exceeds all other age
groups.
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Number of Services By Age at Start of Service and

IDA Risk Level SFY 2019 Level (Percent within Age Group)

1,600 36%
: 1,400
3 1,200 - o
22% . 999,
! 1,000 : 289% i 20% 28%, o
; 800 . - 25% 0
| 600 : | 3 1 .
400 ; & 237 8 } B
35° 6% 319 szfy 9 ” ;
zog B 6% /I 6 20/' gi% 14/' 7% |
None LOW \ MOD HIGH ‘
\ ® 11 and under 46 41 5 26 18
} \-12-13 195 276 i 258 \ 214
. m1415 487 715 641 722
| m 16-17 i 880 1,421 § 772 851
‘ ® 18 Plus 32 63 | 19 8 1

Low risk youth received the most services at each age group except for 11 and under,

where a risk score was not available.

Youth aged 16-17 received the highest number of services in all risk levels.

Number of Services by Gender and State Fiscal Year

10,000 - — -
9,000
8,000
7,000
6,000
5,000
4,000
3,000
2,000
1,000

0

SFY15
3,852
8,928

I Female|
I Male l

71%

 SFY16
3,272
8,048

SFYlB
3 109
7,470

- 69%

 SFY19
2,406 \
5,279 |

The number of services for males and females has remained stable.
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Number of Services by Race/Ethnicity and State Fiscal

Year
9,000 65%
8,000 64% 64%
7,000 =
6,000
5,000 e
4,000 , =
3,000 L 3% 2%
2,000 1% 0% 9%
1,000 I4% 4% 4%
0 j § | ![_! 1.
SFY15 | SFYle | SFY17
‘ ® White 8,255 | 7,223 . 7,110
I H African Amerlcan 2,671 ‘ 2,564 i 2,492
I‘ 1 Hispanic 1,369 ‘ 1,126 i 1,033
5 All Other . a2 | 407 | 452
@

largest decrease of 47.8%.

4,500 —33%

31%

32%

l%

L]

than half of all youth who received services.

N ——

4,000
3,500 = :
3,000 21% 24% 24% -
-~ 20% 21% &
2,000 15% g -
1,500 o '
1,000 = |
' 500 .- :

0 SFY1s | SFY16 ] SFY17
W None [ 4,265 | 2,848 | 2,319
LOW | 4,002 \ 3,611 | 3,467
mMoD| 2647 | 2545 | 2691
" HIGH \ 1,866 { 2,316 ‘ 2,611

0

62%
63%
4%
0
A’ 9%
| [
SFY18 E SFY19 Partia
6600 | 4867
2,539 ] 1 823
1,027 \ 715
413 \ 273

The percentage of services received by race has remained steady.

Number of Services and IDA Risk Level by State Fiscal Year

33%

20%

24% 24%
/

SFY18
2112
3,461
2,507
2,499

The number of services for all races has decreased, with Hispanic youth showing the

Youth who do not have a short form IDA completed or were low risk comprised more
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s
| 11 All Other

' m Caucasian

Hispaniér

Number of Services by IDA Risk Level and Race/Ethnicity

for State Fiscal Year 2019 (Percent within Race/Ethnicity)
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American youth were more likely to be moderate or high risk.
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Number of Services by IDA Risk Level and Gender for
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[l Male 1

State Fiscal Year 2019 (Percent within Gender)
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1,010 J 1,662 L 134 |

None | LOW

18%
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440
1,373

19%30%

|

|

|

- _
g 137
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White youth who received services were more likely to be low risk compared to African-

e The majority of females who received services were low risk or had no risk level.
e Males who received services were more likely to be moderate or high risk.
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Top 5 Service Categories by State Fiscal Year

4,500
e
4,000 a0 320 32y o
3,500 oz 25% 26%
0, 2 0,
3,000 o8/ 2%
2,500 30% = os% [
2,000 :
11500 ‘y 8% 84‘800 o 6%
1,000 : 3% 5% 5%
i 8% 7 6% |
500 - | l i j
& | . | i
| Case Super\nsmn ‘ Substance Abuse q Mental Health i Famlly Services Dlversion } |
| msFvis| 3,928 | 3,218 \ 899 679 1,337 ‘ ‘
W SFY16 | 3,440 ‘ 2,801 | 867 ‘ 606 922 .
SFY17| 3,493 2,893 i 899 | 634 562 ||
| mSFY18 | 3,408 , 2,759 ; 852 | 565 - 475 o
| 592 E 436 ' 399 |

W SFY19 | 2285 | 12,159

The top five service categories account for approximately three-quarters of all services
provided.

Case supervision and substance abuse related services represent almost two-thirds of
all services provided.

Top 5 Service Categories by Race/Ethnicity and State Fiscal
Year 2019 (Percent with Race/Ethnicity)
1,800 33%
1,600
1400 -~ 25% : - —
1,200
1,000 44%
300
600 . 9% :
400 27% 15% 0% 6%. 6%
200 é 31% é 21% - 5% SA’ 10% l3% 4A| 616 5% 4%
0 ==t ) [ | | - —‘ . 4
! Cas.e_ | Substance Mental Health | Diversion Family Services
| Supervision Abuse | ;
W White | 1,210 1606 415 i 297 | 284
W African American| 799 - 271 | 93 J 61 E 102
W Hispanic i 190 225 56 | 28 38
1 All Other | 85 | 56 | 26 | 13 12 .
|

African-American youth are more likely to receive case supervision services compared
to other youth.
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Top 5 Service Categories by Gender and State Fiscal Year

o Male youth were more likely to receive case supervision services.

2019 (Percent within Gender)
2,000
0,
1,800 SR
1,600 28%
1,400
1,200
1,000 =
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600 2%
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408 8% 9% 39 6% o
200 . - .- =
Case Supervision ‘ Substance Abuse I Mental Health | Diversion ‘ Family Services
M Female 538 \ 690 l 181 ‘ 221 : 154
‘mMale | 1,747 | 1469 | 411 | 178 282

Top 5 Service Categories by IDA Risk Level and State Fiscal Year
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|
e i Case Supervis{o’n | Suhstance Abusie ‘ E:—mtal Health Diversion

® None | 309 | 597 111 [ 172 |
mLOW | 503 : 815 | 135 172 |
| MOD | 591 ‘ 420 | 168 ; 35 |
S HIGH | 882 | 327 | 178 : 20 |

e Almost half of all services provided to high risk youth are case supervision services.

2019 (Percent within Risk Level)
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Governor Terry E. Branstad
Lt. Governor Kim Reynolds
San Wong, Director

Serious, Violent and Chronic Juvenile Female Offenders:

Service and System Recommendations for lowa
February 2017

The full report can be found at: https://humanrights.iowa.gov/criminal-juvenile-justice-planning/females-and-juvenile-

These recommendations to create effective service and system elements for the small number of serious,
violent, and chronic juvenile female offenders are interconnected and should be considered as a whole. All
recommendations that follow are predicated on implementing practices and approaches that are effective
for girls involved in the juvenile justice system. It is a foundational premise inherent in these
recommendations that they be developed and provided applying these principles:

eFemale responsive approach in a single-gender environment
eTrauma-informed

e Culturally responsive

eDevelopmentally appropriate

e Criminogenic risk/need factors

To be clear, these recommendations do NOT support creation or construction of an institution like the lowa
Juvenile Home and State Training School for Girls. Likewise, the principles above strongly dictate against
creation of a facility that mirrors or is present on the campus of the Boy’s State Training School.

These recommendations are straightforward in their approach, seeking to achieve the service —a placement
of last resort — and system that many in the state have long sought for girls. Critically, this includes meeting
the needs of this small group of high risk, high need girls using a unique setting that combines best practices
for girls with the lowest level of security necessary to provide for community protection.

The service described guards against the “peer contagion” effect, that is, the co-mingling of high risk
delinquent youth with low risk youth resulting in negative effects for the low risk youth. Girls who do not
need the highest level of service and supervision, assuming community safety is not an issue, would be better
served in a lower level setting appropriate for their needs, preferably one that is community based.

Girls who do need the highest level of service should have access to a placement of last resort that provides
a balance of therapeutic services with protection of the safety of the girl, those around her, and the public
when necessary. This service could be private andfor public. Keeping the girl close to home is a priority; more
than one setting could aid in achieving that aim.

The recommendations are of two types: service and system. Service recommendations cover only the
placement of last resort for the serious, violent, and chronic female juvenile offenders. System
recommendations more broadly address the needs of “deep end” girls that may not require a placement of
last resort. Recommendations are not prioritized, but rather appear alphabetically.
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SERVICE RECOMMENDATIONS

A placement(s) of last resort is necessary for young women involved in the juvenile justice system. This level
of residential setting could be in one location or in multiple locations, but should not mix low and high risk
girls. The primary benefit of multiple locations would be in easing connection between young women, their
families, and the communities to which they will be returning.

This setting must be single gender to be at its most effective. Female pathways into delinquency, their abuse
and trauma histories, as well as broader gender-based experiences and expectations are among the
variations that distinguish them from their male counterparts and make single-gender environments optimal
for this highest level of care. All recommendations in this section apply to that single-gender type residential
setting for serious, violent, and chronic female offenders.

ACCESS AND ELIGIBILITY
eNo reject, no eject policy. This setting will allow extended placement up to age 19%; using lowa Code
section 232.53(4). Use the current criteria detailed in lowa Code section 232.52(2)e to establish eligibility for
placement in this setting. Further screening by Juvenile Court Services using the lowa Delinquency
Assessment and other tools, as is current practice, will assist the court in determining who, of those
eligible, require placement.
eThe lowa Legislature directs the Division of Criminal and Juvenile Justice Planning to convene a group to
write language revising lowa Code 232.52(2)e to accommodate for the placement of last resort for girls and
ensure that the eligibility criteria are suitably narrow and appropriate for only serious, violent, and chronic
offenders. This new language should be written with consideration of any potential impact on the State
Training School for Boys.

ASSESSMENT
eRequire a current (within 30 days) lowa Delinquency Assessment showing a moderate or high level of risk
(with exceptions for female sex offenders) and identified primary need areas prior to admission.
eOnce admitted, use one or more validated tools for further assessment that are female and culturally
responsive, trauma informed, and developmentally appropriate.
eUse only assessment tools that have been validated by race and gender.

EDUCATION
eAccess to commensurate curricula available to students in non-facility settings. Integrate the treatment
and education structures to ensure that girls’ access to education while in this setting is sufficient to get
them to or keep them at grade level.
eAssessment that goes beyond determining current grade level to include other educational needs (e.g.,
whether they do well in a classroom setting or respond better to individual instruction.)
eEducation should be provided through the local school district or Area Education Agency, which would
include Special Education programs and services.
eAccess to higher level and college entrance level classes, and more equitable and marketable vocational
programs that lead to certification. Increase the level and quality of connection between the
treatment/education structure within this setting and the educational settings immediately before and
after placement in this setting.
eThe residential setting should maintain a connection with the local public school to facilitate involvement
in extra-curricular activities and to expand vocational opportunities.
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FAMILY/SUPPORT SYSTEM ENGAGEMENT

eUse a combination of Family Team Decision-Making meetings, Youth Transition Decision-Making
meetings, tele-family therapy, Multi-Dimensional Family Therapy, and related best practices to maximize
family/support system engagement.

eProvide housing accommodations on-site and transportation for family visits/therapy sessions.
Incorporate proactive family after care components (e.g., check-ins and support at intervals for a minimum
of 9o days after the end of placement).

FUNDING
eResources proportionally equivalent to the same level of care afforded to young men with similar risks
and needs using a budget structure that does not rely upon filling a certain number of beds.
eBuild in sufficient resources to allow for ongoing exploration of programmatic innovations and
continuous quality improvement.

MENTAL HEALTH
eCounseling/therapy by licensed professionals, individual psychiatric and psychological services are
provided on-site or are available without delay, and a contracted hospital stabilization unit for acute mental
health episodes is readily available and in close proximity to the facility.

OVERSIGHT AND SECURITY
e Apply third-party oversight using the structure currently applied to group foster care through the
Department of Inspections and Appeals with regulations/standards specific to it as a unique setting.
Particular emphasis should be placed on standards related to youth, professional, and public safety,
including best practices related to isolation and restraint, which curtails their use.
eUse a combination of secure and staff secure (see Definitions) options but with a primary emphasis on
staff secure as much it is safely possible. Hands-off approaches, de-escalation techniques, and trauma-
informed security practices should be standard operating procedure.
eThis setting for girls should provide an annual facility report and individual discharge reports that, at a
minimum, reflect:
— Hours of educational instruction provided; Hours of therapeutic intervention provided; Number
and amount of isolation/seclusion incidents and Number, type, and length of restraints used
eSeek regular outside evaluation and employ a specialist to research, operationalize, and conduct further
internal evaluation related to female and culturally responsive service provision and environmental
functioning that is trauma-informed, developmentally appropriate, and addresses criminogenic risk/need
factors. This specialist should also be responsible for conducting continuous quality improvement activities
that become an integrated part of the setting structure.

PROFESSIONAL TRAINING & EDUCATION
e Minimum education and experience standards for all levels of direct service, staff, who work with young
women: BA degree in a related field plus two years experience working with delinquent girls.
eFemale responsive, trauma-informed, culturally responsive, and developmentally appropriate best
practice training is provided to all employees, not just direct service staff. It should be research-based,
progressive, ongoing, result in an implementation plan, and be supported with additional funding.
eEmployees should be evaluated for demonstration of these learned capacities, and fidelity to those
training models should be measured.
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TREATMENT & THERAPEUTIC APPROACHES

eSingle-gender environment that uses proven therapeutic rather than control-oriented types of services
with an emphasis on female responsive types of programming and which targets criminogenic risk/need
factors.

eUse research and/or evidence-based services within this setting whenever possible and with fidelity to the
specified standards. For all services offered, access the Standardized Program Evaluation Protocol process,
the Gender-Responsive Program Assessment Tool or another appropriate tool to evaluate the
effectiveness of the services being offered. (See Resources section.)

eThe entire environment and all of its operations are created using a female and culturally responsive lens
which is trauma-informed and developmentally appropriate. (See Resources section.)

SYSTEM RECOMMENDATIONS

All recommendations within this section relate to the larger system beyond a specific setting, but still relate
to serious, violent, and chronic female offenders.

ACCESS AND ELIGIBILITY
eSupport current lowa Code 232.8(5)a which allows for ongoing involvement (follow-up services and
guidance from a JCO) with Juvenile Court Services up to age 21 on a voluntary basis.
eProvide additional funding to Juvenile Court Services to supplement the work done with youth who
continue to access services up to age 21.

ASSESSMENT
eValidate all assessment tools by race and gender.
eUse multiple tools in order to ensure any assessment is gender and culturally responsive, trauma-
informed, and developmentally appropriate until such time as a single tool exists that encompasses all of
these elements.

COURT PROCESSING
eSupport “one family, one judge” for all girls formally involved in the juvenile justice system.
eRequire court-appointed attorneys to provide a report detailing time spent with the client and whether
he/she visited the client in placement (if applicable) to the judge at the adjudication and disposition
hearings. Allow the judge to appoint the juvenile another attorney if, based on the report, the attorney has
not visited with the client, other than a few minutes before the hearing, and/or has not visited the client
while in placement (if applicable).
eProvide fully funded Girls Court (see Definitions) for all high risk and/or high need girls and girls with
moderate risk levels as appropriate. Areas that do not have a sufficient volume of girls to sustain a formal
Girls Court should institutionalize the following practices: Explain all court processes until the young
woman clearly indicates understanding, allow the young woman to introduce the people who have
accompanied her to Court, help the young woman identify “safe” places and people, use consequences
that are therapeutic and meaningful instead of simply punitive, and give the young woman a real role in the
decision-making process.

EDUCATION
eMake education credits easily identifiable and transferable.
eEstablish universal standards for the number and type of credits required for graduation.
eExisting planning groups (e.g., Education Collaborative, Juvenile Reentry Task Force) that are addressing
issues around delinquency and education must consider gender as they seek to improve policy and
practice,

JUSTICE INITIATIVE
Planning For Solutions

o Iqjl |O\X/a Girl‘s Attachment F




FAMILY FOSTER CARE
eEstablish contracted homes with foster parents who have the capacity and willingness to work with
moderate and high risk delinquent girls as well as low risk girls who are high need. These homes should
receive higher levels of funding as well as targeted training, services, and support that is female and
culturally responsive, trauma-informed, and developmentally appropriate. Also, respite care should be
readily available and provided in the home where the girl is residing.

FUNDING
e Move from a fluctuating per diem rate budget to a predetermined annual budget structure in all group
care settings and increase the reimbursement rate for service providers related to raised expectations and
to incentivize an increase in their capacity and competencies related to young women with moderate to
high risk and needs.

PROFESSIONAL TRAINING & EDUCATION
e Minimum education and experience standards for all levels of direct service, staff, who work with
moderate to high risk and high need delinquent females: BA degree in a related field or equivalent
experience.
e Make female responsive, trauma-informed, culturally responsive, and developmentally appropriate best
practices training and technical assistance available for those working with girls in the juvenile justice
system by creating a State level position to coordinate and/or provide this assistance.
eRequire regularly scheduled female responsive, trauma-informed, culturally responsive, and
developmentally appropriate best practice training for programs/agencies that receive State funding and
are tasked with working directly with serious, violent, and chronic juvenile female offenders. Training
should be research-based, progressive, ongoing, result in an implementation plan, and be supported with
additional funding.

Contacts

Jennifer Tibbetts, Chair Steve Michael, Administrator

lowa Task Force for Young Women Division of Criminal and Juvenile Justice Planning
319-551-0874 515-242-6122
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lowa Department of Human
Rights,

Division of Criminal and
Juvenile Justice Planning

Statistical Analysis Center

Steve Michael, Administrator
321 E. 12" Street

Des Moines, |IA 50319
(515) 242-5823
https://humanrights.iowa.gov
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Disclaimer

Service data was extracted from the Judicial Branch Case Management system (CMS) and the Justice
Data Warehouse Child Welfare data on August 7, 2019.

Group care is used for both child welfare and juvenile justice youth in lowa. Under the current system,
data about group care usage is collected and entered in both the Family and Child System (FACS) and
the Judicial Branch Case Management system (CMS). Payments for group care are managed within
FACS and case management information for the juvenile justice youth are found in the JB CMS. The data
for this report was extracted from the Justice Data Warehouse (JDW). The JDW contains data from both
the FACS and JB CMS systems. Reconciling differences between the two sources was beyond the scope
of this analysis.

Each of the data charts are labeled to reflect the source system from which the data was extracted.
Charts labeled “Source JDW:FACS” are from FACS and those labeled “Source JDW:CMS” are from JB
CMS.

If a short form lowa Delinquency Assessment (IDA) was conducted within 180 days prior to the
beginning of the placement or 30 days after the start of the placement, it was used to determine risk
level. If there was more than one IDA within this time frame, the assessment conducted closest to the
start date of the service was selected. If an assessment was not found within this time frame the IDA
risk level was coded as "none".

The data are a reflection of the official records contained in the case management system at the time
the information was extracted to the lowa Justice Data Warehouse. Some edits to these records may
have occurred within the case management system after the extraction and such updates would be
made in the data warehouse during the next upload cycle.

By law and court rule, charges are filed and disposed of in a number of ways for various reasons and are
influenced by the actions and decisions of arresting agencies, witnesses, defendants, grand juries,
prosecutors, magistrates, juvenile court and judges, which contribute to differences among jurisdictions
and over time.
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Group Care Utilization by SFY
(Source: JDW:FACS)
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Juvenile justice placements decreased by 23%, while child welfare placements

Total Bed Days decreased by 28% for child welfare placements and by 34% for juvenile

| SFY19 |
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Group Care Utilization: Total Bed Days by Primary
Case Manager (Source: JDW:FACS)
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o The proportion of bed days used by juvenile justice and child welfare has remained

steady.
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Average Length of Stay by Primary Case Manager (Source:
JDW:FACS)
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e The average length of stay dropped for child welfare and juvenile justice placements,
35% and 31%, respectively.

Proportion of Juvenile Justice Group Care Placements by IDA
Risk Level (Source: JIDW:CMS)
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e Moderate and High risk youth make up over three-quarters of all group care
placements.
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Age at Start of Placement (Source: JDW:FACS)
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Placements for juvenile justice youth have an average age of 15.3 years, compared to
child welfare youth at 14.7 years.
The median age for both juvenile justice and child welfare youth was 15 years old.
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Number of JCS Placements by Race/Ethnicity (Source: IDW:FACS)
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e Juvenile justice placements for White youth decreased by 39%, while African-American
youth increased by 3%.
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, Number of DHS Placements by Race/Ethnicity
! (Source: JDW:FACS)
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e Child welfare placements for White and African-American youth decreased by 21% and
13%, respectively.
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Juvenile Court District Details

Group Care Utilization for District 1 (Source: JDW:FACS)

25,000
20,000
15,000
10,000

5,000

| m— DHS '

| — S 147

eeTotal Bed Days DHS | 11,767

25,000
20,000
15,000
10,000
5,000
0 -
| sFs
= DHS ] 105
| ICS | 169
e——Total Bed Days DHS| 15,391
| Total Bed Days JCS | 20,832

1
|
46 i
11,086 8,983 i 6,103

101
16,604 14,308 |

Group Care Utilization for District 2 (Source: JDW:FACS)

SFYi6 | SFyi7 | SFYis
0 | s 105
133 ] 116 } 156
14,754 ] 14,199 \ 12,024
21,835 | 16154 | 16,477
8

160

140

120

100

80

60

40

20

180
160
140
120
100
80
60
40
20

13,873
12,965 !

Attachment G




Group Care Utilization for District 3 (Source: JDW:FACS)
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Group Care Utilization for District 5 (Source: JDW:FACS)
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Group Care Utilization for District 7 (Source: JDW:FACS)
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State Wide JCS Group Care Placements by City of Facility SFY 2019 (Source: JDW:CMS)
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District 1 JCS Group Care Placements by City of Facility SFY 2019 (Source: JDW:CMS)
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District 3 JCS Group Care Placements by City of Facility SFY 2019 (Source: JDW:CMS)

P —— A\
rezecis Dickinasn Wirnstdga Raiss {
i | phnrmatme | Afigeskan
i ]
| mowaun |
| { |
Mencock § €enmlenda | pigyg Chuzhusws
|
Faywite Clayten
J Bramer i
Phymun Charcken rrandim H
| |
| sk Hasa | Buthemsn | Osleeare
| |
|
dxdhacn
] [ Eanaz b
| e nfzn
W Craentond? At Ureurs B Wathall 4 !
|
Clirisant
i e\
| 4
i [ wawr
| ) i i
Furnen Shwby | Audubmn | Luthne Daltes | I'owwahmy ua T
1 1} % { st
I |
{ 1
Pettemisns Adan Wagszn Marasa fechub | Wasungtzn |
| H |
Mila | WecissrEy . Aders Uz s | Luces Mgnros | Wamlc Iutarezn
Z |
150 mi. | ! i
| | 1 .
Framars Wogsstd | Oscubr | Wens | Apnzows | Uses | Venturen |

| Virrabeys | Wers | aetchanl

WAl

L T

Pak AHo

l‘ Homtcic:

| IMezahanias Wirght Eulnr

criity

Awratall

Sty !A'.d'.ll.wn Lallas

50 mi.
Mutaen

l"cﬂlilll!‘la Cava

Wil Mo pammry| Uiz Chithy

Wayne Azpwnosem

Premcd Hmogesid Darutr

Bowed | :
| Woarmsbat | Alueskes
|

Crogkmaww |

el | Cygian
Ererar

150 mi.

| ElackHawe | Huchemen | Uslawars

lams

Uasna

Yibuzie

Jackagn

durws
Eerisn
| Codar
k=1 | shtwm
[ } Hurate

I VunBuren

14

Attachment G




District 5 JCS Group Care Placements by City of Facility SFY 2019 (Source: JDW:CMS)
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District 7 JCS Group Care Placements by City of Facility SFY 2019 (Source: JDW:CMS)
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Cities with Group Care Facilities in lowa that held Juvenile Justice Youth during SFY 2019.
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Complaints per 1000 Youth Population age 10 to 17 (Source:
JDW:CMS)
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= @= District 1
—@— District 2 |
== District 3 s
District 4
= --District 5
=== District 6
—.— District 7|
cocfeo -Dis-ti.’ict 8 \

o District 8 has the highest number of complaints per 1000 Youth Population
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Group Care Exits per 1000 Juvenile Complaints by District
(Source: JDW:FACS)
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age 10 to 17.
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Recidivism of Youth who exited Group Care
Placements by State Fiscal Year (Source: JDW:CMS) !
| 60% 59% 60%

58% 5820
56% o . ;
54%

52%
52% - |
N I | | i
48% . —

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

e Recidivism rates have been increasing over the last 5 years.

Recidivism of Youth who exited Group Care

Placements by IDA Risk Level and State Fiscal Year |
(Source: JDW:CMS) }

70%

' 60% / e — -
’ 50% o — M

o _ /\ e ——————

30%
20%
& 10%
E % [ 2014 } 2015 | 2016 | 2017 § 2018 |
\ e None | 51% 60% 56% | 48% | 55% |
e LOW | 31% | 48% L 39% | 43% \ 36% |
| |——moD|  52% ; 52% 52% j 49% ! 50% |
HIGH | 63% 62% | 58% | 64% | 65% |

e Higher Risk Youth recidivate more often.
e Youth who have not received an IDA risk level recidivate at a level lower than High risk

youth.
e Recidivism Rates within Risk Levels have fluctuated but do not show a clear trend.
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Number youth who exited group care by IDA Risk
Level (Source: IDW:CMS)

700
| 600 ,
500
400 \
300
200

| 100

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

1 ==@==None e=8=L0W =8=MOD HIGH

Youth who have received an IDA risk score have declined faster than youth with a High
risk have increased.

The Low Risk youth in group care has remained steady.

Moderate Risk Youth have increased slightly.

Conclusion: High risk youth make up a greater proportion of the youth who exit group
care today.

20 Attachment G




H juswiydeny T 98ed

"SW3ISAS J1ay3 ul sai1edsip
aU] SSaJppE 0] S1I04e SujeW aJe pue saijiedsip J1UY1a pue [elDR) PRl3IIUSP! dARY S91e)s (YelN pue e10)eq Yinos ‘sesuey) 23Uyl ‘¥
*S3DIAISS Paseq-AjlLe) JBYIO PUB ‘S4D/SulioluOW J1U0J1I3|S ‘Bululel | Juawade|day
uoissa188y ‘Adesay] uoneuoday eiolA ‘Adesayl Ajiwed [euonound Suipnjoul 2183 dnoJs 01 SIAIRUISI[E 3SN S31BIS INOY ||V °E
‘3184 2480 dnoJS apIMa1els B 9ARY SIS (YBIN PUB RIONEQ YINOS ‘Sesuey) diyl 'z
-swesSo.d/sa13f10e) aieledss ul yinoA jo suoiendod
OM] 953U SOAISS (SBSUBY) 18]S BUO AJUO “UIASMOY WD1SAS BIRl|aM P[IYD 33 Ul PAAJOAUL YINOA pue wia1sAs aonsnl ajuaan|
a1 Ul paAjoAUl Y1noA Suinias swesSoad 1o s10e11u00 aued dnoid djesedas aaey sa3els (B10)e@ YINOS pue sesuey ‘opelojo)) @=aul T

-$91L1S 1910 WO} e1Ep PUB UOIIBWIOJUI [BUOILIPPE SUIBYO |[D

se pa1epdn 2q ||IM JUSWNI0P Y1 puUe S21.1S JN0J 353y} WO} PBAISI3I UOIIRULIOJUI 3] SSZIIBLUWINS Suimo||os 3yl "yein pue eioyeq yinos ‘sesuey|
‘OpEJ0jO) WOJ) P2193[|02 U3 SeY UOIIBWIOLU] 91BP O] "153nbal §,2211Wwodgns 33 0} puodsal 01 uoleuLIojUl 3|qe|ieAe Ajjeaiignd pamainal

se [|om se ‘uoiiewlogul 1sanbau 01 sa1e1s 4910 ul diysiapes| Jo1uas 03 IN0 paydesd D "y1noA panjoAul-w1sAs ao13snl a|iusAn( Joj Uollez||iin J4ed
dnoJs uo e1ep pue saJ1AI9S 34ed dnous puny pue 3sn s31e1s SI9Y10 MOY U0 uoljeulaojul pa1sanbal a91Wwwodgns 24e) dnoig emoj Y| :MI3IAIBAQ

$921AJ3S pUB S21Nn19NJ1S Sulpund a4e) dnouo Jo sajdwex3 91eis

6T0Z/2/ZT -perepdn

2311SN[ 103 $221N0SY AUUNWWIOD JO UOISIAIQ Y

JLNLILSNI 30118 ANV IWIRD

110)-




H 1uswiyoeny

7 98ed

¢£31pipdas
yanoA aunfiam
Pi1y2 pup yanoA aansnl
apuannf iof s3op13u0d
SOA (o] SOA SDA 2.p3 dnoub a1y
“salll[1oe}
awies ay} Ul S3IAISS |
2.e2 dnoas ania3a.
YinoA aJejam pjiya pue
yinoA sonsnl ajiusan|
anas 01 9|qissod
1 Bupjew usisap ‘paieipualapip Ajjeau Spaiiiuaiafiip
2J1AI9S pUB JDUBINSSE 10U S| JUBWIIE3I] "YINoA JUaWiIDaI]
Aljenb ‘Bunoesiuod sonsn( apuaan( asnf Sl MOH £1PY31 S!
apIm-luswiedsp 2/JDS SaI}|I1o.) 91eALd Aym ‘sanjiznf awos ay3
st aday] Aujoel aABY 01 3|qeuoseal uf 5331n43s 2403 dnoib
awles ayl ul aJe Aayl 1,usi 1 uonendod Bbuinga3a4 240 yinoh
41 [9A3] pa3u/Su deflwils 2onsnl sjiuaan( a4nfjam pliys pun
B 3ARY 01 Pasu UINoA 31 10 9715 Y3 UanID yanoA asnsnf ajiuanni f
¢Sa1[1Inf awps ay3
uj Sa21Aias 2403 dnoib
anazad yinoh aiofjam
pi1y2 pup ynoA
SaA SOA SOA ON aansnl ajjuannf og
opeJo|0) yein eloyeq yinos sesuey| :uonsany

231150 104 $924n053Y AUNWWIOT JO UOISIAG ¥

JLNLILSNI 3DILSNI ANY IWIHD

[(O=

Suipun4 pue uoinezi|iln aJe) dnolo uo sesuodsay S1e1S ‘T 3|deL

610¢/2/TT -paiepdn



H uswyoeny

¢ o8ey

"1500
1ey3 dn uaas 031 Suipuny
240w dn uado 03
Supjiom s1 SAQ Ing aJed
dnou8 104 (SAQ) S92IAI3S
YINOA 0O UOISIAI]

a1 ueyy aJow SuiAed
dn spusa aJejjam plIyDd

‘Aep 1a2d/yinoA
Jad o1e4 1e)) e pied sJe
sweiSoud aseo dnoup

*(8ulyjels paseatdul 10}
pasn s| @1el paJueyus
ue ygnoyye ‘wesdoid

Jejnoined e ul yinoh |je

1oy swes ayy Ajesauad

s11500 ay3) Aep Jad
yinoA Jad a1ei1e)l

‘aJed dnoJ3

10} 21BJ OpIMB]E]S B

S| 243y} (9184 2pIMBIR]S
B S9SN S3JIAJISS UBWNH

10 1uawedaq ayl) S9A

*(@2unos

|BJJ343J JO SS3|pJesal
Aep uad /yinoA

Jad pajdde si a1e4 Ajlep
2WES 3y} InQ SIIAIBS
jei20s jo Juswiedsq
ay1 AQ paulwizlep ale
sajed) Aep uad yinoA
Jad 21eJ )|} B SI @JBYL

"24e2 dnoJd

10} 3}BJ SPIMIIRIS B SI
242Y3 (S21BJ 2UILIRISP
01 ABojopoulaw
Suinodaa 1500

B S9SN $321AIDS [BID0S
40 Juawedaq ayl) SeA

"(Aep sad piy

Jad "a°1) Ajjoe) ayp Ul
YINOA Jo Jagwnu |enioe
uo paseq a1ed ayl

U] JuaWaJdul |Jews e s
alay] "Ajjenuue junouwe
195 e s] 1ey} el

e pied aJe siapiaoid
221snl sjluaanr

-24e2 dnous

10} 21e4 2pIMI1LIS

e sl aJayl (edAy
2ues ay1 Jo sal|ioey
|| 4O} 91B4 SUJES) SOA

épind sanifonf
21p23 dnoub a1 MO
2402 dnoub 1of 3304
2pIMalnIs b 212yl S|

ésdapinoid 2402 dnoib

Y31Mm 320.13U03 INOA

uj asnoya 3133f21/133/3

ON ON ON ou b anpy nof og
*SUOISIAIP

SSOJJE UolIEdIUNWWod ‘yinoA ésaianf

paseaJoul aansn( ajiuaan[ snsian awns ayz ui ‘YyinoA

pue uoneonpa Y1noA aiefjom pliyd 4o} Jo suonuojndod yjoq

23)35N[ 10} S324N05AY AUUNWIWOD JO UOISIAID Y

JINLILSNI 3DILSNI ANY IWRID

§10)-

uo Suisnooy aJe

pue sSuijes swes ayl
ui suone|ndod yioq
2AJ2s 01 yoeoudde mapn

s|eod pue syuawasade
[EN1OBIIUOD JUSIDLIP
ay1 mouy siapinosd
1EY3 34ns SunjelAl

Buinias 134 ‘s1ap1yuod
21p.4pdas Buinpy
wosf uasiip anby
suojzoaydwol 1y
6102/2/2T :paiepdn



H uswiyoeny

¥ 28ed

“[IND/STA [Bl3iul wioly
[2A3] dSM U] 8sea402p
B pue awWi} 240U 10
puz B 10} JUSLWII04UD
ME] U1IM PaA|OAU]
awo22q YyinoA 1eyl
31eJ 3y} Ul uoiaNpal
e s aJayl "Japlaoad
221/AJ3S B JO d40W
yonw S uoneqold
‘pauluod Ajaanass
ueyl Jay3ed Allunwwod
2y1 ui uoneqolid

“Juawlesl UO 2.e Spiy aJowl
paseg-Alunwwod pue saleJ Ja1ea.s 1e
Joj Anlunpoddo W21sAS [BWJOL DU} WO 22409
ue sapino.d PaLIBAIp Je SpIy "sieadh dnoub 03 sannpuUIa} D
pue uawsaoe|d ¢ 1sed 3y JoAO uol|1W Buisn uaym
wJ21 4198u0| PIOAY 0SS ueyl 210w panes []2m auob soy 1Y
swel3oud
"24Bd "24e2 J3]|3Ys pue 2.4ed paseq-sauspIne
12150} pue sjuswede "SOI/UIS Woy 133150} ‘Sd9/SUlIOIUOIA 214199ds AJunod pue 14y ¢a4p)
ui SulAl] Juapuadapul ul pue paseqg-Ajiwed 21U04123|3 THIN ‘dVA ‘SDId3 ‘144 dnoJio 03 saniIpuIalfy
(2104 2ua4affip o pind
“juswileall asnge 126 spaup [pinJ Buinias
23UBlSgNS paJueyus (seo1naos swipiboad/sananf
apinoid o1 pasn yijeay [elusw Joj a1eld oqg “6-3) ¢swunown
s1 yinoA sad fAep Jad J3ysiy e pue sAiu3dul wauaffip piod
1502 [BUOINPPE UB S3A |ednJ e si 249Y1) SeA oN ON sanijof uatafip aiv

6T0Z/2/2T :pelepdn

2335N[ 40} $9NOSAY AJUNUIWIOD 3O UOISIAL]

JLNLILSNI 321LSNl ANY WD

1{O=




H luawiydeny

g 98ed

pP3SEQ-32U3PINS
10 uoisuedxa pue pus
-JU0J} U3 18 SUOISISAIP
Alolepuew 210w
saJinbali uoiie|sisa|
LTOT S, yein 4s3ue
MoJ8 sanedsip dluyla
pue |eloel MOUS B1EP

‘sallledsip o1uyls
pue |e1oel ssaJppe 01
suonaipsun(/ssipusde
|e20] 03 Sjueud
papJeme sey s221A13S

Aio1epuew aJinbai |

101 pa8ueyd sem
uone|si8a| ‘e4ed dnou3
Suipnoul ‘yInoA ||e

10} JUSWUILJUOD 24NJ3S
uo sSauel|ad 3onpal

pue ‘ajge|ieAe Ajipeal
aJow saniunyoddo

¢3402
dno.b ui saiz110dsip
21Uy pUB [OIIDI
Ssa./ppn 03 3pDW U33q
anpy syioffa 1pym ‘os Jj
cuonozynn 2403 dnoib
ut saizrndsip aruy3a

‘yein ul wasAs syl S|IUSANT 4O [12UNo) UOISIDAIP pUS-1UOJ) puUD [DI2DI PALIIUIPI
USnoJyl anow yinoh sy eloyeqd yinos ayl W 0} Loy ue uj 23101s inoA soH
éipasn

(ynoA s ysiy 10U 1ng paJapisuol

"24e2 121504 dianadessy L

pue a1elepow y3nous
10U 3JoMm 24343) 1SN

212/ 1DY] SANIIDUISLD
Aup asay3 a4y

‘swieiSoud ajeul)|e
9S3Y31 JO SSSUSAIIIBLS
ay1 uo sdnois
Japjoya3els 1aylo pue
21|gnd ay3 Sulieanp3

‘PIIY3 243
Sunuased ul peisausiul
198u0| ou a.e saljiwe] |

*JanouJny
11B15 10 10| B 2ABY
SJ010BJ1U0D |4 “432JeD
3joym JIayl auop

aAey A3Ul 1eYym 131UNod
S9AIlBUIR)|E 3Snedaq
SI2PjOY3e1S SWOs
WI0JL S9URISISI SI 243l
pue suondipsunl |jews
01 paydieuwl j|l2m 10U
aJe sanieuIle Auely
“(4o1neyaq 3jiuaAnf
a8ueyd 01 SHJ0M 1BYM
Moy s|euolssajold
M3} 001} SanleuIdl e
SAI1I3L9 U0

suonaipsunf Sulzeanp3

¢24D3
dnoib 01 SaAIIDUISID
Buisn uaym uasLio
suonoaijduwiod anby

2115Nf 103 $921n058Y ABUNWWOD JO UOISIAIG ¥V

JLNLILSNI 3DILSNIM ANV IWID

[{O=

6T0Z/2/2T :paiepdn



H juswiyoeny

g 98ed

*24e2 dnousd

2y] awaoe|d a1eAld e
01 uonisueJy Asyl uaym
3SBD §,P|IYD B 33SU3A0
|113s sJa8euew 1uai|)

ésquawainpd

24p2 dnoub u; yinod
Buipnjul ‘pbolaspl

b Asipa ffpgs anof ssoqg

(uoizendod
JUSWHWWOI
23519A0 1BY1

sia8euewl 1U31|2 06 1BYL
Ul papn|aul) S32IAISS
UINOA JO UOISIAIQ

1e seafojdwa 0OZ'T

(s104ed
Suipnaul sued jo
WNNUIIU0D 3413U3) 008

“TZOZ AUl 314 S2°L¢C
pue 0Z0Z A4 Ul 314 0¢

00S

écyanod asnsnf ajuann/
anias oym UoISINIP

3Y3 uIym anny

noA op ffb3s AubLu mop

*sannedsip Jiuyle
pue [eloel Sulsea4d3p ul
$5$900NS 3|11| US3S SABH

'sjo01 sisAjeue
elep pue uolildes||od
elep Alessadau

9yl aAey j,uoq

¢Saiyandsip 1uy3a
pup [pi2pd Buissaippo
Ul UasLIp anpy
suonpaijduio 1y

“A11uyle/=08.

Ag uonendod

22nsn( sjiuaan(

3yl uo elep uipodal
pue Suize3s.33esip

0} p211lWwWod os|e

sI @1e1s 8y “Ajunwwod
31 Ul S32IAISS

S
pUR 3SUBY0 UO PaSEq
Sulag uoneqoud jo
Uisua| pue ‘apimaiels
2UaWINJISU| JUSLUSSISSY
sy uoliusiad

40 35N 3yl ‘Qusuwies]
10 Alisujul Wiogul

01 uanedipnipe uodn
yanoA ||e uoj Aiojepuell
2u19g SIUSWISSISSE

ysii ‘suonieaipnipe Joud
OU Y3im Sioueswzpsiw
104 UCISIDAIP

2013sNf 10§ S821N0SAY AUUNWIWOD JO UOISIIG ¥

3LNLILSNI 3D1ISNM ANY IWRID

[(O=

6T0Z/7/TT :paiepdn



H uswyoeny L 93ed

-Jeah [e2sly Jad JUNOLWE |10 B S| BIEp JBJSURI] SIUaANT “JeRA |BDsY yoes Bulinp
sa131|10] 35343 10 yaes uiyym uonendod Ajyauow ayl jo 5elsAe U dJe Blep 24ed dNOJE pue JusWIeal) [eUSpISal ‘uoiu}ep ‘Juawsde|d IWOY-J0-1N0 Y3 1YL DI0U BSED|dy

3187 dNOJD e=@== J2JSUR.] 3|IUBAN[ == JUIWILDI ] [BUSPISIY === UOIIUDD( === SUIOY-JO-IN0 ==

6T0C Ad 8TOT A4 LTOT Ad 9TOT Ad

00t

= 00Z

00g

— Q0¥

00S
s S O e e i er s e ~ 009

sesuey]|

"9T0g 29UIS pauldsp
aney ‘syuawade|d a1ed dnoug Sulpnaul ‘Suswa0e|d-§0-1N0 ||BJIA0 1BYL SMOYS S1B1S 3531 JO Y100 WO e1ep ayl ‘IfD 01 e1ep siy} papiaoid
Yyeln pue sesuey ‘UoI3ezijIIn JuUSWade|d SWOY-O-1N0 U0 S31BIS WOJ4 B1ep UIBIGO 013YSnos |[D ‘T 9|qeL Ul papnjoul uoileuw.ojul 3yl 01 UohIppe U]

1R JUSWSIB|d SWOH-J0-1NQ pue 24e) dnouo jo ydels ‘T xipuaddy
6T0¢/z/TT :pa1epdn

QSN[ JOJ $321N0STY AJUNWIWOT JO UOISIAIQ ¥

JLNLILSNI 3DILSNM ANY IWRID

[{O=




H swydeny g 95ed

“3a1snr fo wawpdag ay1 Jo asoyz 193131 A[1IDSsaI3U 10U Op puD (5)IoyInp 3y3 fo 3s0y3 340 UoREINGNd SIYI Uj PASSIIXS SUORDPUSWLIOIS] IO SUOISNIDUOD pub ‘sBurputf
“suotutdo ay} *a313snr o JuawIndaq 5'n ‘swpiboid a213sny fo YO Lo Aduanbuiiag pup a31snf Ajjuanng Jo 2210 ay3 Ag paplomo TOON-Xg-82- TOZ# D19 Aq paioddns som 123fold syt

316D dN0ID === 13ISUBL| D[IUBAN[ e

UBWIERI] [BUBDISDY === UOIUBIR(Q == BUWOY-JO-IN() ===

LTOC Ad 910¢ Ad

6T0C A4

2)3SN[ JO} S32NOSY AUNLWWOD JO UOISIAIG W

JINLILSNI 3D11SNr ANY IWRID

[(O=

000t
0002
000¢€
000F
000s
000s
000L
0008

6102/2/TT :pa1epdn



