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Introduction

In Los Angeles Countgm alarming numbef children and youth live in unsafe, impoverished
communities with entrenched violemaestruggling and isolated parents,atehdpoorly
performing school#és a resi, manyoft hese c¢chil dren and yoyth end
mental healtrghild welfarghuman services, and juvenile justice sysiéiidren who enter the

juvenile justice system, in particular, face noyrédléngefesearch demonstrated thase

vulnerable young people often hasleand neediactorsthatinclude: low academic achievement,

mental health ahal substance abuse issues, negative peer networks, and lack of appropriate
parental supervisionos AngeleBrobatiorinvolved youthfor example, often face the following

riskand needactors:

1 EducatioStandardized tests indicate that youth placed in probation camps are, oh@verage,
years old and therefore are in tHegtdde but arachieving at a fifth grade level in naatth
readingMcCroskey, 2006, p. €nlifornia High School Exit Examination 20@3esults for
graduates from 492 Los Angeles County Office of Education (LACOE) students in juvenile hall
and Community Day School programs show that only 26% passeglidtelEEamguage Arts
exam, compared with 70% of all students in the County who took and passed the exam
(Education Coordinating Coun@006, p2). Additionally, LACOE data show that the
percentage of students identified as requiring special educatighevakan the national
averagef 13.26.! Of the 2,047 students enrolled in juvenile hall schools as of November 2005,
79% (n=1,617) were classified as regular education students and 21% (n=430) were classified as
special education students.

1 Mental Hadthin 2008, a UCLA research studjoo s Angel esd campvenil e Pr
population reported that 58% of youth had received counseling or mental health services prior
to being placed in Probation Department camps, with 65% receiving such sengdasidurin
stay at cam@Abrams & Fields, 2008, p. IH)e same study also found that the most common
mental health problems reported by youth whadsgifified with a mental health problem
were depression and anger.

1 Substance AbAseexternal survey cducted with youth in Probation Camps found that 58%
of Probationinvolved youth reported they had received a prior diagnosis of substance abuse and
dependencydditionally, according to a UCLA study on Los Angeles Probation Camps, over
onethird of Probaion-involved youth have been in an alcohol or drug placement in the past,
including 43% of girls and 36% of b(krams & Fields, 2008.42-13)

1 Education Next identifieithis as the nationaleragén 2004 See Education Next (2007).
http://educationnext.org/debunkingspeciakducatiormyth/
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Because so maRyobatiorinvolved youth enter the juvenile justice system with these factors, the
Probaion Departmenmay beviewed as thgrimaryagency responsible for resoltirgse issues.
Probation, however, cannot address #ilesie risk factors aloriastead it relies on collaboration

with other County departments, including Health Services| Mealth and Public Health, whose

staff have expertise in health, behavioral health and other child and famHpisstaaplean
earlystudy(1995) using croskepartmental data linkages to idefsifyilies being served by

multiple Los Angeles Cayrdepartmentsnderscores this poiftindings from this study showed

that during that yeas9.4% of Probation families also received services from DPSS, 25.5% also
received services from DCFS, 30.3% also received services from DHS, and 18.2%&dlso recei
servicesfromDMHLos Angel es County Childrends Pl annin
Assistance CommitteE995)Despite these findings, identifying and documenting shared

connections across County agencies is nearly impossible becgudatagystems are seldom
integrated, and the interpretation of confidentiality protections limits the exchange of information
across agencies. Without interagency coordination, though, youth and families may not receive the
services they need, they magive duplicative services, and/or they may receive inappropriate
services.

A starting point to better serve Probaiiorolved youth and families is a better understanding of
the characteristics and needs of Probatiaived youth and their outcome®time.
Unfortunately, defining and consistently reporting outcomes for youtlirtotasronsupervision
has been elusif@r at least three reasons.

First, Probation lacks the data and sophisticated data systems necessary to produce meaningful
outcone measureB) 2010, Harvard Kennedy School researchers conducting a review of juvenile
reentry in bs Angele€ountyreportedhat the Probation Department was unable to prtwvide
following information in arhely and comprehensivanner

1 educationabutcomes in camps and after (high school/GED completion ratesyudrop
ratesrates of reenrollment in school after camp)

percent of youth receiving mental health seyvices
percent of youth receiving substance abuse services
percent of youth participag in reentry programs

what reentry programs youth are currently accessing

rates of recidivism that capture camp returreatmence ithe adultriminal justiceystem
(beyond six month subsequent sustained chamge)
1 number of youth violating tliéfrobationterms(Newell& Salazar, 2010)

= =2 4 5 2

Second the use of data produced by Probationds |
rather thartase managemeguiality improvemenbr assessing practice over time. In other words,

the most realyi available and used Probation data elements tend to reflect whether a required

protocol was completed, rather than the impact of that practice on youth outcomes.
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Third, Probation is limited in whatén collect, share and have accespadiculast in terms of
mental health and education ddbased on legal restraints and confidentiality coridesmste

knowing that many youdieross overbetween thehild protective servicaad juvenile justice
systems, for example, shared access to tlaN&hiare Services/Case Management System
(CWS/CMS) has been limited due to strict interpretation of statutes and regulations designed to
protect confidentiality (see, for example, the Federal Statewide Automated Child Welfare
Information Systems [SACWI8gulations).

Collectively, the challenges to interagency coordination and the urgent need for clear and consistent
outcomes maka compelling argumeior increased attention tfee data systems that undergird

Probation practices and program that Conty decisions are guided by standardized data

collection baskon desired outcomes for yoatid shared information can drive better interagency
coordination and collaboration

To this endTheW.M.Keck Foundatiofundedthe Advancement Project in 2QbZsupporia

unique practiepolicyresearch partnershipnoprised ofepresentatives from Advancement

Project, the.os Angeles County Probation Department, researchers from California State
UniversityLos Angeles, School of Criminal Justice & Crimiogléstd the University of Southern
California, School of Soci aCalifomatolcognduet a studyt he Ch
examininghe characteristics aegeriences of youth exiting from suitable placesnentamp

placemenin Los Angeles Caty .

Specifically, this study focuses on youth placed in suitable placement and camps (i.e., youth who
penetrate deeply into the juvenile justice system) because their experiences and stories arguably
provide the unique opportunity to:

(1) identify howagencies, communities, and families can better prevent youth entry into the
juvenile justice system

(2) provide insight into how to prevent youth who enter the juvenile justicefsystem
reaching the point @feing placed iout-of-homecare (suitable gementand/or
Probationcams;

(3) provide direction on how to build an integrated and coordinated response system that would
address the complex needs of youth and families, particularly those who penetrate deeply
into the system; and

(4) identify key outcoes that can be measured consistently and regularly (e.g., annually) by
Probation, LACOE and allied County departments.

2Ajuvenilecounnay consi der odspositomlteinativepfor detinguard yotttdinstfagtturning a
youthdhome on probatiolh or s e nt e to@robhatipn darhpegrowthprisanhDepending on the
circumstances of t h esuitabdeplacensent maghude placekmeht avith selatha@apement i f e ,
with non-relatives, group homes psychitic hospitals; however, at the time of this report, most youth given suitable
placement disposition orders by the ceareplaced in group homes.
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This reporbegins by providing an overview of the need for and purpose of juvenile justice data as
well as the current structures afedcollection in Los Angeles County (Chapter 1). Next, it

examines the characteristics and situational caritgatghexiting from suitable placements and

juvenile camp placements during 2011 (Chapters Ei§l8)irdepth youtltase historigaken

from Probation records are presented to il 1l us
unfold from the perspective of the Probation Officers who supervise and oversee youth in the
systen{Chapter 4)Based on the findings presented in thistiegpbapter 5 presents

recommendations to improve practice through targeted reformpaodeduse of data
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O Juvenile Justice Data Collectios 5
Its Importance and Structurein Los Angeles County

Numerous efforts to improve juvenile justice praateenderway Los Angeles, and each of

these efforts requires data to better understand the youth served, deficiencies in curremtidoractice

the impact of new practiocas youth outcome$Vhile somef thedataneeded can lextraced

from theexisthg Probation information systgmmost of the information required t&form

initiativeplannes, dgartment leaders and line sfaficluding (but not necessarily limited to)

school attendance, school performance, and behavioral healéhane&ithenot availablat al)

limitedin their availabilifyand/or requiretime-consuming and costly special studiéscate and

analyzé¢he informationConsequentlyglecisiongbout policy and practice, as well as evaluation of
existingorograng, are oftendsed on outdated data from a previous time period, manual counts

that depend on case reviews, staff surveys of a small sample of youth, and/or anecdotal information.

The absence efsily extractable data to guide decision niakiren a t i aogasfugenilé justice
systemmay seem surprising, but the absence of meaningful timely data is not unusual in juvenile
justiceln fact,manyjurisdictions throughout the state and across the fed®similar struggles.

The reason for such a shortage ofidatas Angeleand other jurisdictions largelylue to

outdated data systems and/or systmgrammed for compliance rather tftarcase

managemertnd datadriven practice decisiolt, here are exceptiottsthis ruleA few states,
(e.g.Washigton, Georgia, and Flor)des well as individual local jurisdicti@nsg., like thosa

Oregon and Pennsylvgriiave successfully built data systems to sujgtamformed practice
transparency, and accountability. In each of these cases, daav®rstbuilt to support the

overall mission of juvenile justice and to serve multiple, interrelated gurposes.

Strong juvenile justice data systems serve at least three critical purposes. They provide (1) descriptive
data to document and monitor systgrarations; (2) individualized data to assess how individual

youth are doing in real time, inform case planning and assess the impact of practice on outcomes;
and (3) program data to evaluate specific approaches and/or programming. These threa tiers of dat
are not separate and distinct; rather, they build on one another to comprehensively describe the
contemporaneous reality of the system and how effectively and efficiently the juvenile justice system
is operating. To better understand these three obge@ach one is described in more aepthe

next page

3For a more irdepth discussion of juvenile justice data and states/jurisdictions implementing bestipithiti area,
please see Newgbrthcoming) M. (2014)Juvenile justice data collection: An assessment of the literature and best
practiced os Angel es: Chi Cdiforeen6s Defense Fund
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Descriptive Data to Document and Monitor System Decisions and Operations

Descriptive systethat a r e plraecskelna n & th eo fdata hecaesa thely documens t i c e
and provide feedback eystem operations for juvenile justice personnel (both senior leadership

and line staffpolicymakersand the general public. These data shaptdre akhrrestsrfeferrals

that come into the juvenile justice system, charactefistiepopulationesved(i.e.,

demographicand current chargasa minimum), and the processing decisions related to these
referraldeginning at arrest and ending with case dismissal or termiinagdiorformation is

criticald without it, no other meaningful questioglated to the effectiveness of the juvenile justice
system can be answered.

The benefits of these davgurisdictionsncludebut are not necessarily limitedhe following:

1 the ability to documettte current demands on various parts of thegnjle justice system,
track population flows and predict future demand

1 the capability tomonitor trends thalrive funding requests and allocateg., trends
related to referrals, use of detention, number of yolRtobation in camps, e

1 the caability to make targeted staffing decisddoshiring as well as resource allocation
based on demand

1 the ability tesee, at a basic level, whether initiatives (e.g., new programming, more staff,
better screening, etc.) are having the desired onghetjuvenile justice populatifor
example, these data document when and to what extent detention intakes are increasing or
decreasing in correlation to department new initiatives or changes

1 the capability to identify and correct for disproporiitesin the system, like
overrepresentation of youth of color or those from certain communities in various parts of
the system; and

1 the accessibility data necessary to pursue and receive grant dollars fgmwetinement
and/or private foundations.

Descriptivesystem data also setwdulfill mandabry reporting requirements at the local, state, and
federal level®Vithout weHstructured and automated data, production of mandated reports is time
consuming, laborious and expensive for agengiesvellstructured and automated data, such
reports are easier to produdest jurisdictionsvith automated systararguably built them in

order to comply with such mandatedeed, from a historical perspective, most jurisdictions have
developed their infmation systems largely to track court records and processes, and even today it
i s estimated that the majority of data gener a
documenting case flow for funding requirements or legal 6éBéingmece, 2006p. 1)In

Californiafor instancegounties must report data to the Department of Justice fhnvbeile

Court and Probation Statistical Systems (J@R&Syarehouse and to the Board of State

Community Correctiorte receive state fun@s.g., Youth Offender Block Grant and the Juvenile
JusticeCrime Prevention A¢{California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, State

4The four core components driving data collection armmgliance are: a) deinstitutionalization of status offenders,
b) removal of juveniles from adult jails, c) sight and sound separation of juveniles and adults in secure insfitutions, and d
reduction of disproportionate minority contact (DM8ggJuveni Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.
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Commission on Juvenile Jus@2@®9p. 2). Currently many jurisdictions across the nation,
including Los Agelesspend a inordinateamount ottime andesourcet produce reports
becausstaff must translate and organize information from different swuocder to compensate
for data systems that cannot easily derive essential information.

Individual Data to Monitor and Assess How Youth Are Doing

Collecting individual information on youth urflerbationsupervision is important for at least two
reasons. First,4teepth information on the youth and his/her situation should be used to inform the
developrent of targeted case plans, and secondly, progress in critical areas can be monitored and
used to assess program and service effectiveness over time. With regard to developing case plans,
the following kinds of data should be colleictedidition to desigtive system information: risk

level, educational status and performance, mental and physical health needs, and substance abuse
needs.

Ri sk | evel is a composite measure of the yout
future. As long as a&kiassessment tool is used (for example, Los Angeles County currently uses the
Los Angeles Risk and Resilienoyaktp or LARRC for this purpgsaany factors empirically

related to increasing the risk to reoffend are measured. Factors include emsergesibusness,

past criminal history, evidence of substance abuse problems, individual propensity (e.g., indication of
low selfcontrol) as well as other critical information. Additionally, mental health information,

including trauma history, educatigreaformance issues, family issues, and youth strengths should

be identified and incorporated into the youth
developing comprehensive treatment and rehabilitation plans. Youth and family strengths, for
instance, can be leveraged to incentivize participation in programming and to make their experiences
more engaging and positive. Automating this information reduces the time involved in putting it
together, makes it easily accessible to supervising Prolfates énd their teams, and allows

other caseworkers and departments to access it as necessary (with attention to confidentiality
concerns). Additionally, updating youth progress reports (i.e., services received, accomplishing key
benchmarks, etc.) withan automated case plan is simplified and progress can be monitored over

time in a consistent and accurate manner.

Since the primary goals of juvenile justice agarai@proving public safety and positively
impacting systeinvolved youthmeasuringpow these youth progress in terms of achieving case
plan objectives and desired outcomestical. Traditionally, recidivism has been the dominant
measur@ised to assebsth public safety and youth outcomes in juvenile juRticiglivism alone,
howeer, isinsufficient o as s ess wh ebeihgéas improwgERetersiiViyrek 205 | |
p. 1) Youth weHbeing is not onlgneasuredly theabsence dtiture system involvement but also
with demonstrated improvementshia following areas:

5There has not, however, been agreement around a standard definition of recidivism iBdime freicbmmertdat
recidivism should beeasured as only adjudicatammviction of a new offense (i.@eav sustained petition), while
others assert that arrest data is als@kthat including technical violations anhcarceration is importar@ee
Newell (forthcoming), 2014 for a review of literature on this Reigérdlesshich definition is udgthere is value in
collecting enough data around youth behavior and contact with law enfaoeseatot be limiting or misleading.

16| Page



educdionalattendanceyerformance and achievement

familyrelationships and stability in living situation

sociakupport and positive relationships;

progres®f treatmenaddressingiental healtlsubstance abuaad traumssues (when
applicable)and,

1 employmentBazemore006 p. 13)

= =4 4 =

Collecting these types of data on a regular and consistent basis while youth are under the supervision
of Probationallows Probation Officers to evaluate individual youth progress over time and modify

case plans as nesay to reach the best outcomes possible. Additionally, these data allow

jurisdictions to examine youth success in the aggregate. The results, in turn, can be used to inform
and improve practice and partnerships across aligned agencies by identdyegtélpecase

management that work, (2) challenges to accessing services and/or benefiting from services, and (3)
areas for improvement in the ldegm(Center for Juvenile Justiveform n.d).

Program Data to Evaluate Specific Approaches and/or Pgpamming

A much deeper level of data collection and assessmesibtepance descriptive data systems and
individual data collection systemasia placeAt this level, youth are tracked relative to the services
they receive and specific outcometerkta tloseservices are measurEldis aligns with an
evicencebased programs approd&CloldrenBynumé& Thome 1991)Program evaluatidrelps
jurisdictiongletermine whether they areesting in the right programs, implementing these
programgonsistatly and wellemploying resources successfully, and usireffeoste and
successful interventions.

Data collected for program evaluation requires enough detail at the ihelabiicaparse out the

impact of a specific imention(California Dpartment of Corrections and Rehabilitation, State
Commission on Juvenile Jus@@©9 p. 33)as well as program leudbrmation around

implementation and fidelity to the moddthough the threshold for the quantity and quality of

data is high for thevaluation of programs, jurisdictions that build their data infrastructure to collect
basic system data and meaningful individual data have the basics necessary to accomplish this level
of data collection and analysis.

The Importance of Strong Data Sysims

Ultimately, the quality of data systems depends on the way data are collected and how they are
stored. Thus, juvenile justice information systems should be built on updated data platforms that are
dynamic (i.e., have the ability to interface with syiseems and to support additional programming

as it becomes necessary). They should have a standardized system design (i.e., screens and method
for data entry are the same across users), and perhaps most importantly, systems should be user
friendlyd designed with the primary usersinmdadn d of i t 6 t he fl ow of juv
processing and decisioraking.
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Finally, key data contained within the system should be quantified. Collecting additional or
supportive information in narrative formayrbe desirable for providing context@rdmunicating

special issues across staff responsible for supervising the same youth; however, when data are only
captured in narrative form, it is impossible to produce reliable measures of the criticalrdata eleme
needed to address the issues raised in this chapter.

Data systems that do not fit these criteria will be less likely to produce the types of information
needed to build and maintain effective practice, and the information they do produce wit be subj

to errors that threaten the validity of the data. Both situations throw the usefulness and accuracy of
the information into question.

How Are Juvenile Justice Related Data Collected lios Angeles County

Descriptive data related to the juvengige system in Los Angeles County are primarily captured

in the Juvenile Automated Index (JAI) and the Probation Case Management SystedA(PCMS).

was established in 1977 and is managed by the Los Angeles County Supétigra&ourt.

centralized systemtended to maintain all arrest records, District Attorney decisions, and court
decisions for youth processed in Los Angeles County. Multiple criminal justice agencies have access
to JAl in order to enter or review juvenile justice degisaing informion.

In addition to JAI, the Los Angeles County Probation Department tiiéiZ&obation Case
Management System (PCNP®)MS wasnplemented 2009y the Probation Department

creating anified information system by merging nine database systdude@ information from
theJuvenildalls, Campgsield Services etc.). In addition to descriptive data, PCMS was intended
to also capture individual data to inform the case management process. In contrast to JAI, only
Probation personnel have accedbd system.

JAIl r epr es e jutesile justicprocesking baia the Countyand PCMS interfaces with

JAI to some extenBeparately, these systems do not contain all decision points and information
rel ated to a vyouteijudesile jpstiorygtendst dataamwntrdnrbotiiafthe t h
systems carapturenost of the descriptive data essential for measuring key processing decisions for
youth in the juvenile justice syst€émmore fully understand the juvenile justice datatiwwilec

process, each step in the process is describedselewlso Figulel for a simplified flowchart

of this process.

Arrest/Citation

When a law enforcement officer arrests or cites a juvenile, the ati@stisiiat be entered into

JAI. At thetime of the arrest, the law enforcementoficarn o0 counsel and rel eas
youth to a local program, issue a citation and release the youth, or transport the youth to a juvenile
hall for detentiont is important to note that if the arrest doetresult in a referral to Probation

for diversion consideration igrot adjudicated through the delinquency dbaryouth and the

associated arresformationwill only be contained in JAI
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Detention at Juvenile Hall

Youth transportedo juvenie hall arscreened by Probation to determine if detention is warranted.
If the youth is detained, Probation records this decision in PCMS; however, Probation can detain
the youth for up to 48ourthours(dependent on the time of arrgstpr to a courhearing by a

judge whaletermines whether the youth will remain in detention or be released to a
parent/guardiarif the judge detains the youth atdle¢entionarraignment hearing, this decision is
recorded in JAI by theourtand PCMS (by interface).

Diversion from Adjudication

Youthwho are arrested for less serious crimes (under the State of California Welfare and
Institutions Code (WIC) 652) anot detained are reviewed by Probation to determine whether the
youth can be diverted fraime court pocesslf diverted, Probation inputs this decision into PCMS
whichinterfaces with JAI to populate this informatiouth not diverted are sent to the District
Attorneys Office for further review arfiting consideratiorif deemedppropriate.

Adjudication

I f the Di st r ifiesgeltion, ihe onteognd of thetrlljddicatiom hearing (i.e., trial)
will be recorded in JAI by the co@pecifically, this informatianll beavailabl®en the court

minute orderand in narrative form in tl3&l system. Possiblatoomes for the adjudication
hearing include nemardship or wardship ordexs defined by the State of California Welfare and
Institutions Code (WIC)

Non-Wardship Dispositions
Non-wardship dispositions inclutlétlC 64.2, WIC 72(a), and WIC 79These are neaustodial
supervision outcomes oftéought of as informal probatidduccessful completion of these

dispositions results in no further cqudcessingf the casdn addition to beingnterednto JAI,
these decisiormee entered into PCMS through an interface.

Pagd 19



JUVENILE PROBATION O UTCOMES STUDY

Figure 1.1: An Overview of the Juvenile Jusg Data Process in Los AngeleSounty

e ™ Ve Y e ™
Arrest/Referral

Law Enforcement enters data int
Juvenile Automated Index (JAI)
System if they do not informally

Disposition

Court outcome ("nowardship" or
"wardship" dispositions) are entered
into JAI by Courts

WIC &Non-Wardshipg Orders
(WIC 654.2, 725a, and 790)
entered by courts in JAI

o

divert
- / " 4 " J
' N . N e N
Probation Diversion WIC 602&Wardshipé Outcome:
(WIC 652, if applicable) Adiudicati Home on Probation, Suitable
Probation enters decision into the Ju |.ca lon Placement, or Camp
Probation Case Management System (Trial) Court enters disposition in JAI and
(PCMSIPCMS interfaces with JAI Probation case supervision
to populate the information information into PCMS
o S/ e / o 4
e g e
Detention in Juvenile Hall Charging Decision by District WIC 602d8wWardshipé Outcome:

(if youth is detained) Attorney Division of Juvenile Justice (DJJ)
Probation Intake decision is entered Available in JAI through Court Court enters disposition in JAl and
into PCMS; detention/arraignment Minute Orders (CC10 Screens) & supervision data is entered into DJJ
hearing outcome entered by courts Prior Record Section in JAIJINQ database at the state leteise data

into JAI Screen are not entered on County leve
\‘ / \_ 4 \_ _/.

TheJuvenile Automated Indexv@#®Bstablished in 19THis is aourtbased systeourrently managed by the Los Angeles Superior C
It represents theu of juvenile justice data and is limited to activity within Los Angeles ToeRtpbation Case Management Inform
System (PCM$SaProbationbased systemh at begi ns with t he HAwoyuwitathords or adtions thatldiot restilte
in a Probation referral would not be recorded in PCMS but should be recorded in JAI.
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Wardship Dispositions

Wardship dispositions include: WIC 602 Home on Probation; WIC 602 Suitable Placement; WIC
602 CamommunityPlacement; and WIC 6D2Jwith the California Department of Corrections
and Rehabilitation, Divan of Juvenile Justice (DYXuth receivingHome on Probatialremain

in the community while they adhere to supervision requiremergednbydhe court and
ProbationYouth who receive@suitable Placemént o retlira to tle communitybut they are
required to livevith arelative oin a group home. Currentilyge majority of youth (over 90%ith
suitable placement orders are placed in group htoods placed in camp at dispositweplaced

in one ofl3Probation Campsginally, youth who are placed with &&iransferred to state

custody for placementastatguvenilecorrectonal facility.

Supervision Progress

Once Probation supervision begins, updates on théywotiress and any new decisions related
to the case (e.g., new arrestdations, etc.) are recorded@dMS(by Probation or through the

JAI interface)t is important to note, though, that progress related to educational performance,
family stability, peer relations, and behavioral healtitreadoentis usually submitted by the

youth or requested by Probatiomarrative fornand placed in paper case files or in PCMS
progress notasither tharbeing recorded in a way that yiglasntifieddatain a regular and
consistent way over timiéneonly exception is for the Los Angeles Risk and ResiliencyfCheck
(LARRC)d a risk assessment tool administatedgular intervals while youth arémbation
supervisionThe LARRC measures risk levels in several domains, inElatimguent Behawvip
Delinquent Affiliations, Delinquent Orientation, Substance Abuse, Family Interactions,
Interpersonal Skills, Social Isolation, Academic Engagement,-Bedj@ationThis information

is entered into PCMS and risk levels are calculated based emprezstethresholds.

Supervision datae., contacts with youth, progress at school, stability at horaeg etaly

collected for youth if they received WIC 602 Home on Probation, Suitable Placement, or Camp
Placerant. For youth placed wihJJ thereis no additionalata entry in Los Angeles CouAlyy
further information on this youth will only be contained in the state DJJ system, which does not
interface with JAIl or PCMS.

Assessment of Los Angele€ o u n Cwrréns Juvenile Justice Data

As desribed earlierhe most desirabssd usefullataincludes information oyouth

demographics, key processing decision poidtsutcomes (descriptive dadag the status of
youthhistory and progress in termsditication, family relationships, treatrservices, and
recidivism (i.e., new arrest and/or new sustained pétitidividual data). All dhese data
elementshould be quantified for easy extraction and analysig/ sartbe used to regularly report

6 The majority(80%)of adjudicated youth who receivear ds hi p di sposi triodbm tAccerdirgiove OHo
to Probation, recent counts show that approximately 10,700 youth are in the community on Home on Probation, while
approximately 700 youth are in Camp, 700 in Juvenile Halls, and 775 in Suitable Placement.
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on overall and populatioar locationspecificsystem activity and performantieat is, reports

should be available for the system overall bk  f
(HOP) or in oO0Suitable Placement o6 (.Quantfiabbas wel
data that can be easily extracted on individual youth and their progress through the system is
minimal in both JAl and PCMS.

Of the two systems, JAI, the older system, is arguably more cumbersome to use, relying largely on
narrative entries to documeletisions and youth court histories. PCMS captures a number of key
factors related to a youthds behavior and pro
maintained in narrative form and is not captured consistently or systematically.

In addition todates and outcomes of key decigi@king points in the juvenile justice system, JAI

and PCMS contain a lot of narrative tteitican provide useful informatidhese narratives
includeimportant information about court hearings and decisidng yout hsd gener al
history, treatment needballengesand progress while in supervisidmese narratives, however,

arenot consistently collected or reporfEde best way et a sense of how a youth is doing at

home and at schomsltoreadthenotes contained in PCMEhecontent of theenoteshoweveris

dependent upon thedividualPr obat i on Of fi cer 0 saboutwhetndpr et at i o
include certain types of information over otlWtsle it is possible to determinevh® youth is

progressing from one court hearing to another and/or one placement to another, it is virtually
impossible tainderstandheir progress an objective manner oragular intervaler to compare

their progress to those of others with siroharacteristicSimilarly, to know what types of

services a youttasreceied one must read through the narratimeleven theninformation on

services may not be available becauseritent of thenarrativess based on what the Probation
Officerknows and decides to put in the report. Some information may only be known to or

recorded in the records of partner agencies. For exatnelgduth is receiving mental health
serviceghrough the Department of Mental Heditlis may not be reflectedtire PCMSnotes for

the case.

As a resulinuch of the information needfent management of individual cases or assessment of
system performancecollected imultiple places or mnarrative formahatmakes it difficult to

use for real time decis® The data are limited, providing little supposgfficiently and edictively
managg youth across supervision levels (e.g., from suitable placement back to thetdiome)
inform practiceArguably, this approadhnecessarily burdePobation Offtersrequiing
considerable amowndfpaperwork antimiting the time they have to walikectly with youth and
their families. In burdeniyobation Officersvith laborintensive data collection that produces
little benefit, this limits their investrhenthe process and their understanding of the impact of
their work!

7For a review of the literature related to thmitance of line staff being invested in data collection, see Mewell,
(2014. Juvenile justice data collection: An assessment of the literature and bestpoasticeasngel es: Chi | dr e
Defense Funil California.
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Taken together, the amount and typeosf Angeles Counjyvenile justice dataptured in

existing systenis very limited because of the data areapturecand because of theitations

of the data systems themselves. A brief list of strengths and limitations is provided in Table 1.1
below.

Table 1.1Summary of Strengths and Challenges Related to the
Juvenile Automated Index (JAI) and the Probation Case Management SysterC(MS)

Juvenile Automated Probation Case Management
Index (JAI) System (PCMS)

Strengths ¢ Connects law enforcement  § Newer system

information to court f Captures law enforcement and court
information information through JAI interface

f Relevant agencies all have ac § Has the capacity to collect data and
to this information utilize data for case management

I Interfaces with PCMS to some¢ §  Currently designed to collect a wide
extent array of information oyouth under

T Serves adodafod Probation supervision

juvenile justice system data  § Program flexibility to achieve the dat
needs for Probation

Limitations § Older system § Current programming does not alwa
A lot of relevant processing align with practi¢Brobation
information is in narrative forn ~ operationsmaking data collection a
1 Does not allow sharing of more cumbersome practice for DPO:
information between Probatio 1 Navigation within PCMS can be
and DCFS withougpecial cumbersome for DPOs
access 1 Although screens exist for important

information, maisof the information is
entered through case notes.,
narrative)nstead of the screens

T Programmi ng Obag:
in the process of being resolved

1 The merging of multiple databases ir
PCMS created millions of records th:
needtobere@siwed and 0Oc
merging accuracy

The most critical issues for JAI are its age and programming flexibility teriEndseand to

collect information through clesaded or multiple choice coded items rather than narrative.
However, the foundaial basis of JAI could be a significant advantage for Los Angeles County if it
could be updated and used to facilitate interagency communication and data sharing in the ways
discussed in this chapter.

The most critical issues for PCMS are the extaiti¢t it is programmed to align with practice

rather than simply programmed to capture information that is required by the court or for
compliance; back data cleaning issues; and pr

Pagd 23



JUVENILE PROBATION O UTCOMES STUDY

PCMS is its potentiad provide a system that would address all three data collection oBjectives
documentation and monitoring of system operations, timely assessment of individual youth for case
planning and practice outcomes, and evaluation of specific approachesagrdfonpng utilized

by the departmeidtdiscussed in this chapter. However, real and persistent obstacles to addressing
these limitations and achieving more effective use are the lack of data staff and the need to integrate
a sense of Probation operatiomafgice into the design of the system. For example, data cleaning

and fixing programming Obugsdé are common i ssu
maintaining an information system, particularly one as large as PCMS; however, thesa issues take
tremendous amount of st adnfdd ionfe iampdl eemepretrattiisocer

Similarly, because system design was not guided by the perspective of practice, officers are less likely
to understand how to use the system and less likely to toerebieve valuable information that

supports their work. Thus, they are less likely to enter consistent and accurate data or to use the
information system to guide their case management of youth. Appropriate attention to these issues,
could enhance theefulness of the system tremendously because the value of the information is

only as good and as accurate as the data entered into the system.

Connections between Juvenile Justice and Other Agency Data Systems

One of the main focal points of this stigl{o document the array of needs and backgrounds of

youth involved in Probation and placed into suitable placement and camp plédanmeyndsith,

for examplehave learning disabilitiesape failingpr behindn school. The Juvenile Court can

order he youth to go to school and Probation can monitor whether the yaitghdsngbut

Probation is limited in its capacity to ensure the youth is reaeiefigctiveducationgbrogram

at schoollt cannot, for example, require a school to assegkeatdor learning disabiliti¥®t,

unl ess a youthoés educational I sueoessegardlesseof ad e qu
the court ordelis minimal.

Given the multisystem needs and cositdgtouth entering Probation, the need rdmate data
collection around needservice$or youth involved in multiple systeseems obvious, but Los

Angeles County, like many other jurisdictions across the nation, continues to struggle with barriers
that prevent seamless coordination and oddiian across agencies to serve these pauigure

1.2 depicts, JAI and PCMS are connected to some degradyliwo otheCounty agency
systeraareconnected to these data systems for youth involved in the juvenile justic&lsystem

two areas afonnection arél)Referrals and court activity related to the Department of Children

and Family Services is reflected in JAI; add(@terface with DMH for information related to

the youth while in juvenile hall and/or camp placecaenbe made thugh the Probation

Electronic Medical Records System (PEMRS).

With regard to the DCFS/JAI interfatieg information entered into JAI for dependency is not
shared with ProbatioAn application haseen created to allow Probatstaff tocheck whether
youth with Probation referrals have a DCFS open ecasmnterns about the accuracy
timelines®f the information have been expresdédre recently, DCFS gave a limited number of
Probation Officers access to its information system (CWS/CMS).
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Figure 1.2: The Relationship between Agency Data for Juvenile Justiogolved Youth in Los Angeles
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Data for youthnvolved in DCFS is also housed within JAI; however, there is limited access to this information by Peob@tmration and
DCFS agencies do not have unlimited ac Addiieally, DMHpoovdedlised i nv o
information into PEMRS for incarcerated yoNthother agency data system is connected to the juvenile justice system even though tF
involved in one or more of the3dagsiemsurrently impossible to determinetwyouth croseito other agency populations as individuals

through family involvement.
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The second interface across agencies is through PEMRS, which is an application that contains data
related to mental health diagnosis, treatment goals, and progress notes for youth treated by
Department of Mental Health staff working in the juvkallse and camps. Only selected Probation
Officers with some level of clinical training have access to PEMRS. Both of these examples
demonstrate that shared information is possible, but the exchange of information is limited both in
scope and in quality senthe majority of information is provided in narrative form.

Summary

While Los AngelgSountyhas thepotential to builé strong data infrastructuoeitdatedsystems

(JAI) and limited programmifgy case management of yo{REMSYxonstrairthe usefulness of

the County®s cur r en tDatpinfrasraturelare inferfasirgrecdtieallyd at a sy
important to building systems tpabvideeffectivesupport forcase management and overall
systenperformaice and accountabiliiyhis isa widely accepted proposition, but implementation

of data systemhdt effectively suppatatadrivenpractice is less common due to costs and

barriers, regulatory or otherwise, to informagiaring.

Although building a better system requires comntisnel dedication of time and resources, it is

not impossible to do. The benefits of such a systerd far outweigh their shdaerm costs, as
jurisdictions across the country like Florida, Georgia, and Washington have demonstrated.
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System Experiences ofouth Exiting from Suitable

O Understanding theDemographic Profilesand

Placement and Camp
The intent of theurrent study is to explore the charactergtipsuth before, during, and after
their placement in a Probation suitable placement oraradfitipeir experiences in other systems
such as the Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS), the Department of Mental Health
(DMH), and the Los Angeles County Office of Education (LACOE). This chapter describes the
methodology and samples usetiisistudy.

Study Methodology

The target population for this studgludedall youth whoexitedsuitable placemextietween

January 1, 2011 and June 30,, 20itllallyouth whoexiedfrom camp placements between July 1,

2011 and December 31, 2@dce a youth is found responsible for the charges filed against

him/her inthedelinquency court, he/she receives a court disposition. Dispositions range from
OHome on Probationdé to oOoOSuitable Placement o t
CalifornilDepart ment of Corrections and Rehabilitat
given suitable placement as a disposition, youth are most often placed in a group home or
congregate care setting, although a few of these youth are placed with &hetigroup homes

have contracts with Los Angeles County for use by the Department of Children and Family Services
and the Probation Department. When placed at a group home, the youth supeeing

Officer is responsible for overseeing thelydus p r oRyabatienGffjcerdate thavftenon

site nor does the Probation Department have responsibility for running these facilities. For camp
placements, youth are placed in one of several juvenile correctional settings operated by Probation
throughout the County. Although operated by Probation, the Department of Mental Health and the
Los Angeles County Office of Educatiodaate staff in all camps to address mental heaits

and to provide educational services.

Both suitable placemendan c amp pl acement represent the o0dee
system within Los Angeles County. Youth wittése populationsere the focus of this study

because the pathways and case characteristics of these youth were expected to provide the mos
insight about the data systems used to track
what factorgmpacted their involvement and what were their experiences in the juvenile justice

system as well as other social service agenciesdirhaio, in turn, can significantly inform

efforts to improve delinquency prevention, outcomes for youth who do enter the juvenile justice
systenmand data systems within Probation and across relevant County agencies.

The timeframegsed to select youdlxiting from suitable placement and cdiifipredacross

groups for two reasorsrst, data collection for the study was expected to commence in June 2012
in order to provide one yaartrackingSuitable placement reforms had been made prior to January
2011, but reforms in the canfdse in part to compliance with conditions of the Department of
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Justice MOU with the County and the educational lawsuit at Camp Chelégagtijn process
during this timeAs a esult, Probation recommended chooaiater time period for camp
placement exits teflect these reforms. Seconttilg,study did ndiegin util June 2018ue to
delays in research approdadespite the change in timelinewvever,le original target
populationsvere retainetb ensuresufficient time for tracking both groups.

The total number of exits for suitable placements during the study timefragit avasthe total
number for camp placements WA9?2. Cohorts of 250 youth were randomly drawn from the two
respective populatisrior a total of 500 youth. With the exception of five youth who appeared in
both the suitable placement and camp cohorts, youth were distinct across gronpse@imce
case file reviews were not possible for all 500 cases due to time and redoairdg sangples of

50 youth were randomly selected from the colrogtee2.1 illustrates the process undertaken to
identify study samples.

To maintain the distribution for gender and race/ethnicity in the suitable placement cohort,
stratified randoreampling was used. Stratified random sampliggrfder andace/ethnicity was
also used to select the camp cohloraddition, females were oversampled indrothsd from
10%to 20% in the camp cohort and 20% to 40% in the suitable placemenSrohtart.
procedures were used for the selection of case file sampled ssengtipendix A for a
comparison of population and sample statistics.

When case file data collection began, it became apparent that some of the selected youth had to be
removedifom the sample because they fell into one dbilbaving categories:

1. The case was terminated by the delinquency court at the ymehheasreleasedor,
2. The case was terminated less than six motghthaf/ o u exit fiosn suitable placement
or camp.

In both of these situationthe termination of the case did not provide enough time for tracking

data to accumulate, so cases that fell into these categories were removed from the case file samples
(but remained in the larger cohort data) andreqgleced with new cases from the larger cohort.
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Figure 2.1: An Overview o$tudy Structure & Data Sources
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