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Governor Kim Reynolds
Lt. Governor Adam Gregg
San Wong, Director

%AN 'ﬂéﬁ
December 13, 2019

Dear Governor Reynolds and Members of the General Assembly:

The Graduated Sanction, Court-Ordered, and Group Foster Care Services and Funding Work Group,
respectfully submits its Action Plan and Recommendations, pursuant to HE766, Division VII. The
Work Group and respective subcommittees were assigned an important and challenging set of tasks.
The Action Plan and Recommendations were developed and agreed upon after thoughtful discussion,
research, review of data, and consultation with local stakeholders and national experts. The Work
Group accomplished a great deal of work in a short amount of time. Between July and December, the
Work Group and accompanying subcommittees met a total of 16 times to improve and develop better
ways to provide services to youth in the juvenile justice system. We appreciate the opportunity to
participate in developing the action plan and recommendations to create a more efficient and effective
juvenile justice system.

The Work Group set a lofty goal to develop an action plan and set of recommendations that will
improve public safety for all lowans, and ensure that youth in the juvenile justice system are safe,
healthy, successful, and prepared for adulthood.

Striving to achieve the goal led to the Work Group broadening the assigned tasks, to review services
and policies and make recommendations for improvement in the quality and effectiveness of programs,
services, and supports for youth in the juvenile justice system. The action steps and recommendations
reflect these additional areas for improvement.

The implementation of these recommendations will enhance efficiencies and allow for services and
treatment to be targeted and individualized for the needs and risk levels of the youth. In order for youth
to be safe, healthy, successful, and prepared for adulthood, the right youth must receive the right service
at the right time.

We encourage your review and respectfully ask for serious consideration of each of these
recommendations.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss specific recommendations, do not hesitate to contact
me at 515-242-6122 or steve.michael@iowa.gov.

Steve Michael, Convener of the Work Group
Division Administrator

lowa Department of Human Rights

Division of Criminal and Juvenile Justice Planning

Division of Criminal and Juvenile Justice Planning
Lucas State Office Building, 321 East 12" Street, Des Moines, Towa 50319 | 515-242-5823 | Fax 515-242-6119 | https://humanrights.iowa.gov
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The Work Group held its final meeting on December 9, 2019. A motion was made to accept and submit
this report and its recommendations. The motion passed as follows:

Present:
Ayes: Kodi Baughman; Felicia Carter; Kelly Cox; Kent Farver; Patrick Garcia; John Goerdt;
Jim Hennessey; Stephanie Hernandez; Scott Hobart; Cheryl Johnson; Steve Michael;
Gary Niles; Todd Nuccio; Dawn Schott; Tom Southard; Cheryl Traum; Andrea
Vitzthum; Emily Willits
Nays: None
Abstain; Doug Wolfe
Ex-officio: Sen. Julian Garrett; Rep. Ann Meyer; Sen. Amanda Ragan
Absent: Andrew Allen; Gretchen Kraemer; Omar Ordaz; Jana Rhoads; Jeff Wallace; Paul White

Ex-officio: Rep. Kristin Sunde
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Executive Summary

Pursuant to House File 766 (2019), the Graduated Sanction, Court-Ordered, and Group Foster Care
Services and Funding Work Group recommends (subject to Disclaimers on p. 7):

Transfer of the $15,543,000 Graduated Sanction and Court-Ordered appropriation from the
Department of Human Services (DHS) to State Court Administration (SCA) on July 1, 2021, with
an additional appropriation of $147,591 annually for SCA to administer the funds and services.
Transfer of the Group Foster Care appropriation (appropriate portion for juvenile offenders)
from DHS to SCA on July 1, 2023, with progressive additional funds for SCA to administer the
services.

Transfer of the lowa Detention Home Fund appropriation (approximately $4 million annually)
from DHS to the lowa Department of Human Rights, Division of Criminal and Juvenile Justice
Planning (CJJP), on January 1, 2021, with an additional appropriation of $20,000 annually for
CJJP to administer the funds.

The additional financial appropriations needed for these transfers include:

Fund FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 and beyond
Graduated Sanction S 147,591 (1.3 FTE) $147,591 (1.3 FTE) $ 147,591 (1.3 FTE)
Group Foster Care S 72,071 (0.5 FTE) $ 224,655 (2.5 FTE) S 473,587 (5.5 FTE)

Detention Home Fund S 20,000 (.14 FTE) $ 20,000 (.14 FTE) S 20,000 (.14 FTE)

Total

$ 239,662 $ 392,246 $ 641,178

The additional appropriations should be directly added to the respective named funds; they should not
be added to the general Judicial Branch or lowa Department of Human Rights appropriations.

The Work Group makes the following additional policy recommendations:

Graduated Sanction funds should be a two-year appropriation to allow for continuous services
for youth and efficient use of resources.
No changes should be made to the use or oversight of Decategorization (Decat) funds.
DHS and SCA should update their current Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to guide the
transition of Graduated Sanction and Group Care funds; the MOU should also include a plan for
how the agencies will cooperate to (1) maximize federal reimbursement for services through the
federal Family First Prevention Services Act (FFPSA) and (2) collaborate on case planning for
youth involved in both the child welfare and juvenile justice systems.
The Detention Home Fund reimbursement formula should be modified such that each juvenile
detention home receives a base amount of $100,000, and remaining funds would be distributed
among the detention homes in proportion to their eligible operational costs.
The administrator of Graduated Sanction funds should create policy to ensure:

o A fully-funded continuum of care for all youth
High quality, evidence-based services that match the risk and needs of youth
Moderate and high-risk youth receive the majority of services
Gender-responsive and culturally-appropriate services for youth
Continued work towards reducing racial and ethnic disparities
Appropriate reimbursement to providers for effective services
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Timeline for Transfer of Funds

December 15, 2019 Report Due to Governor and General Assembly
June 30, 2020 DHS-SCA MOU due date
July 1, 2020 Fund 0.14 FTE at CJJP Fund 1.3 FTE at SCA Fund 0.5 FTE at SCA

Hire Asst Legal Counsel

Hire QA Coordinator

January 1, 2021 Transfer to CIJP
July 1, 2021 Transfer to SCA Fund 2 FTE at SCA
Hire Acct/Auditor
Hire Project Manager
January 1, 2022 Begin procurement
July 1, 2022 Fund 3 FTE at SCA
Hire Acct/Auditor
Hire Project Manager
Hire Internal Auditor
October 2022 RFPs issued
March 2023 Contracts awarded
May 2023 Contracts signed
July 1, 2023 Transfer to SCA
Disclaimers:

State Court Administration (SCA) is not seeking the transfer of Graduated Sanction or Group Care dollars to its office. However,
pursuant to the directives of House File 766, SCA has identified the additional resources needed if the Legislature determines that
the funds should transfer to SCA for oversight and administration.

Although DHS acknowledges the legislation requires a transition plan to accomplish the transition by 2021, should the legislature
approve, DHS joins the Work Group in recommending transition by 2023.




Overview of Recommendations

The Graduated Sanction, Court-Ordered, and Group Foster Care Services and Funding Work Group
recommends:

1. The transfer of the funds and administration of Graduated Sanction and Court-Ordered services from
DHS to SCA on July 1, 2021. The appropriation for these services is currently $15,543,000.

SCA will require additional resources to build the capacity to provide the necessary contracting,
procurement, data, and quality assurance capabilities to manage the funds and services:

e The expected additional annual cost for administration of Graduated Sanction funds is

$147,590.60.

e This additional appropriation should begin on July 1, 2020.
The Work Group recommends that Graduated Sanction funds be two (2) year appropriations to allow for
continuous services for youth and efficient use of resources. Currently, Juvenile Court Services (JCS) has
the ability to transfer funds to Decategorization (Decat) prior to the end of the fiscal year to extend the
life for funds that will be expended in the next fiscal year.

The Work Group recommends that no changes be made to either the oversight or use of Decat funds,
which are administered through DHS and utilized for a variety of community-based programs for youth.
JCS will reduce transfers of funds to Decat by extending the availability of the Graduated Sanction funds
for an additional year.

2. The transfer of the administration of Group Foster Care services and funds, for juvenile offenders,
from DHS to SCA on July 1, 2023. The Work Group acknowledges the legislation requires an action plan
for transition by July 1, 2021. However, the Work Group does not believe that the transfer of the
oversight and administration can occur in a planful and efficient manner by July 1, 2021. The additional
two years is needed to responsibly transfer the funds without disrupting safe and effective group care
services for lowa’s youth. Additionally and to prepare for the transfer of funds, the Work Group '
recommends that DHS and SCA enter into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) by June 30, 2020, to
establish processes to improve outcomes for juvenile justice youth in Group Foster Care, prior to the
transfer of funds.

SCA will require additional resources to build the capacity to provide the necessary contracting,
procurement, data, and quality assurance capabilities, to manage the funds and services:
e The expected cost in FY2021 to prepare for administration of Group Care funds is $72,071.
e The expected cost in FY2022 to prepare for administration of Group Care funds is $224,655.
e The expected cost in FY2023 and beyond to administer Group Care funds is $473,587.

3. The transfer of the administration of the lowa Detention Home Fund (approximately $4 million
annually) from DHS to CJJP on January 1, 2021. In addition, the Work Group recommends that the
reimbursement formula be modified such that each juvenile detention home should receive a base
amount of $100,000, and the remaining distribution would be distributed among the detention homes
in proportion to their eligible operational costs.

CJJP will require additional resources to provide fiscal review and analysis, to manage the funds:
e The expected cost in FY2021 and beyond to administer the Detention Home Fund is $20,000.




Background

On April 22, 2019, the lowa Legislature passed House File 766 (signed on May 3, 2019, by Governor)
including Division VII: Graduated Sanction, Court-Ordered, and Group Foster Care Services and Funding
Work Group. The bill directed the lowa Department of Human Rights, Division of Criminal and Juvenile
lustice Planning (CJJP) to convene and facilitate a Work Group to review and develop a plan to transfer
the administration of Graduated Sanction and Court-Ordered Services and funding and the oversight of
Group Foster Care placements for eligible children from the Department of Human Services (DHS) to
State Court Administration (SCA). The plan was to ensure that SCA has the capacity, resources, and
expertise to manage the funding and services effectively.

CJJP was directed to submit a report of the findings and recommendations of the Work Group, including
a plan to implement the recommendations by July 1, 2021, to the Governor and the General Assembly
by December 15, 2019.

Specifically, the Work Group was asked to do all of the following:

1. Develop an action plan to transfer the administration of Graduated Sanction and Court-Ordered
Services, and associated funding from DHS to SCA or other appropriate state entity;

2. Develop an action plan to transfer the oversight of Group Foster Care Services from DHS to SCA
or other appropriate state entity;

3. Develop and action plan to transfer administration of the Juvenile Detention Home Fund from
DHS to SCA or other appropriate state entity;

4. Evaluate current resources to determine the most efficient means of suitably equipping SCA or
other appropriate state entity with the legal authority, staffing, contracting, procurement, data,
quality assurance capabilities, and other resources needed to manage the funds and services;

5. Recommend statutory and administrative policies and court rules to promote collaborative case
planning and quality assurance between DHS and Juvenile Court Services (JCS) for youth
involved in both the child welfare and juvenile justice systems;

6. Determine the impact and role of the federal Family First Prevention Services Act (FFPSA)
relative to the various funding streams and services under the purview of the Work Group, and
recommend statutory and administrative policies and rules to coordinate the duties of the Work
Group with implementation and administration of the federal Act;

7. Determine the role of the Decategorization of Child Welfare and Juvenile Justice Funding
Initiative (Decat) relative to other funding streams and services under the purview of the Work
Group, and make recommendations regarding the future of the initiative, including potential
transfer of the initiative from DHS to SCA or other appropriate state entity; and

8. Consult with other state juvenile court systems and subject matter experts to review
administration of similar programs, to glean information on lessons learned and best practices,
and to determine the types of community and residential services that have demonstrated
effectiveness for eligible children.




Work Group and Subcommittees

After House File 766 passed, a Work Group was quickly but mindfully assembled to include each of the
representatives required by the bill and the expertise needed to successfully complete its tasks.
Beginning in July of 2019, the Work Group met monthly to conduct a comprehensive, informed, data-
driven discussion regarding the transfer of juvenile justice funds from DHS. Over the course of five
meetings, Work Group members reviewed state law, administrative policies, and court rules while
collecting additional information from stakeholders regarding the needs of lowa'’s youth.

The Work Group received input and guidance from national experts as well as our partners in state.
Josh Weber, Program Director from the Council on State Governments Justice Center (CSG), presented
the recommendations that CSG made to our state as part of lowa’s Juvenile Justice Systems
Improvement initiative. Recommendations included reducing the use of services for low-risk youth,
utilizing services tailored for juvenile justice youth to address criminogenic needs, and for Juvenile Court
Services to have oversight, control, and accountability for community-based services.

The Work Group also received ongoing expertise from Tessa Upin, Jennifer Christie, and Frank Stiefel of
the Crime and Justice Institute regarding:

e state examples on matching programming and treatment to risk level;

e state examples on funding structures for evidence-based community-based services;
e state examples of group care funding structures and services; and

e implementing evidence-based programs and practices.

After its initial meeting, the Work Group determined that it would also assemble three subcommittees
comprised of Work Group members and additional stakeholders and subject-matter experts. These
three subcommittees also met monthly beginning in August of 2019:

e Detention Home Fund Subcommittee: August 5, September 13
e Graduated Sanction Subcommittee: August 6, September 3, October 10, November 5
e Group Care Subcommittee: August 12, September 16, October 14, October 30
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Memorandum of Understanding

The Work Group recommends that State Court Administration and the Department of Human Services
collaborate and enter into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) by June 30, 2020, to address issues
in the interim pending the transition. The following topics were identified as points for discussion:

e A plan and process for SCA and DHS to seek reimbursement from the federal government under
the FFPSA for juvenile justice youth who are at risk of entering foster care placement

e A plan for collaborative case planning and quality assurance for crossover youth who are
involved or who become involved in both the child welfare system and juvenile justice system

e A plan for the orderly transition of Graduated Sanction and Group Care Funds including fiscal
oversight, contracting, service matching, and implementation of evidence-based practices

e Under the current Group Foster Care contracts, which will be in effect through June 30, 2023,
interim changes have been requested by SCA to improve outcomes for juvenile justice youth in
Group Care, including:

o Increased decision-making authority for Juvenile Court Services for initial placement of
delinquent youth, and decisions on subsequent placements, if necessary;

o Anplan to ensure that treatment services from providers are designed to reduce
criminogenic risk and needs with a focus on evidence-based practices;

o A plan to work with providers to separate, to the extent possible, youth with high
criminogenic needs from those with lower criminogenic needs and those living with
trauma, intellectual disabilities, and serious emotional disorders; and

o A plan to establish appropriate levels of care for high-risk delinquent girls, with input
from group care providers interested in serving this population.

11




Detention Home Fund

Juvenile detention homes are facilities that provide secure, short-term housing to youth under the age
of 18 who are awaiting court hearings and proceedings, or awaiting placement in group foster care.
There are nine juvenile detention homes in lowa. The Detention Home Fund was established to provide
state assistance to juvenile detention homes for reimbursement of operation expenses. Fees collected
by the Department of Transportation under lowa Code section 321.218A, including civil penalties for
driver’s license suspensions and revocations, are deposited into the fund. These collected funds are
then allocated among the state’s juvenile detention homes. lowa Code requires reimbursement for at
least 10% hut not more than 50% of the total costs related to the establishment, improvement,
operation, and maintenance of the homes. The Detention Home Fund is currently administered by the
Department of Human Services.

Work Group Recommendations

The Work Group recommends that administration of the lowa Detention Home Fund transfer from the
Department of Human Services (DHS) to the Department of Human Rights, Division of Criminal and
Juvenile Justice Planning (CJJP) on January 1, 2021, and CJP should be appropriated $20,000 annually to
administer the fund. In addition, the Work Group recommends that the reimbursement formula be
modified such that each juvenile detention home should receive a base amount of $100,000, and the
remaining distribution would be distributed among the detention homes in proportion to their eligible
operational costs.

Action Plan

Funding and Resources Needed for Transfer

ClIP should be appropriated $20,000 annually to administer the fund beginning in FY2021. The Work
Group determined that approximately 284 hours are needed annually for administration. This is roughly
14% of a full-time employee. CJIP is able to absorb these additional duties among current staff with an
annual appropriation.

Statute and Rule Changes

lowa Code section 232.142 establishes the lowa Detention Home Fund. The statute needs to be
amended to transfer responsibility for the fund from DHS to CIJP and to reflect the proposed change in
the reimbursement formula. The Department of Human Rights, Division of Criminal and Juvenile Justice
Planning (CJJP) has pre-filed legislative language to be introduced in the 2020 Legislative Session which
addresses the transfer of responsibility, the additional requested appropriation, and the recommended
policy change. (Attachment A)

The Department of Human Rights, Division of Criminal and Juvenile Justice Planning (CJJP) will need to
develop administrative rules and ensure the rules are in effect by January 1, 2021.

Timeline for Transfer
If legislation approving the transfer and appropriation passes in the 2020 legislative session,
responsibility for the fund should transfer from DHS to the lowa Department of Human Rights, Division
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of Criminal and Juvenile Justice Planning (CJJP) on January 1, 2021. Detention centers begin submitting
financial reports in March, so this timeline would allow CJJP time to establish its policies and business
practices prior to receiving and processing the reports.

Policy Recommendations

The Work Group considered a report on the Detention Home Fund that was completed in 2011 but
never acted upon. After a review of the report, discussion among the Work Group and Detention
Subcommittee, and hearing from the state’s detention centers, the Work Group recommends that the
reimbursement formula be modified.

The recommended formula is for each of the juvenile detention homes to 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 preceding fiscal year. It is in the best interest of lowa’s youth and lowa’s detention system
that each juvenile detention home receive the base guaranteed reimbursement, which ensures that
smaller detention centers can remain open despite detaining fewer youth. Keeping detention centers
open across the state allows youth to remain closer to home, to their families, to their attorneys, and to
their juvenile court officers. This increases families” and legal representations’ access to the youth, and
decreases the cost of travel for families, attorneys, juvenile court officers, and transportation by the
sheriff's office.

The lowa Detention Center Coalition (Coalition), representing eight of lowa’s nine detention homes,
support this change to reimbursement policy, even though some of those detention homes will receive
less state funding with this change. The Coalition prioritized protecting smaller detention centers
because allowing them to remain open will keep youth closer to their homes, families, attorneys, and
juvenile court officers while in detention. The Central lowa Juvenile Detention Center opposes this
change to reimbursement policy.

1 Juvenile Detention Home Fund Report to the lowa General Assembly, December 15, 2011; pursuant to 2011 lowa
Acts House File 649, Section 17. www.legis.iowa.gov/docs/publications/DF/14861.pdf
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Graduated Sanction and Court-Ordered Services

In accordance with lowa House File 766, Graduated Sanction Services is defined as “community-based
interventions, school-based supervision, and supportive enhancements provided in community-based
settings to an eligible child who is adjudicated delinquent or who is at risk of adjudication.” Court-
Ordered Services “means the defined or specific care and treatment that is ordered by the court for an
eligible child and for which no other payment source is available to cover the cost.”

The Work Group has considered the merit of transferring oversight of these funds, and has also
identified the resources, policies, legal authority, staffing, contracting, procurement, data, and quality
assurance capabilities needed for an agency to effectively administer Graduated Sanction and Court-
Ordered Services.

The Work Group was also asked to consider the role of decategorized funds relative to other funding
streams and services and to make recommendations regarding the future of that fund.

Throughout the course of its time meeting, the Work Group and Subcommittee received guidance from
the Crime and Justice Institute (CJ1) and reviewed the following documents that Cll prepared for lowa:

1. Reinvestment Grants and Funding Structures for Evidence/Community-Based Services
(Attachment B)

2. State Examples on Matching Programming and Treatment to Risk-Level (Attachment C)

3. Implementing Evidence-Based Programs and Practices (Attachment D)

The Work Group also reviewed a Data Summary provided by ClJP showing the utilization of services by
the juvenile justice and child welfare systems. (Service Utilization in Juvenile Justice and Child Welfare:
A Data Summary, Attachment E)

Data show low-risk juvenile offenders in lowa are receiving the majority of services. Research
demonstrates low-risk youth are successful with minimal or no services, and moderate and high-risk
youth are in need of additional services. The majority of the Graduated Sanction Services should be for
moderate and high-risk youth.

Work Group Recommendations

The Work Group has considered the services provided by the Graduated Sanction and Court-Ordered
Services funds and assessed the resources needed for their administration. The Work Group has
determined that it is in the best interest of lowa’s youth for these community-based services to be
administered by State Court Administration in cooperation with Juvenile Court Services (JCS), which
have the highest level of knowledge of the risks and needs of system youth.

The Work Group recommends that administration of Graduated Sanction and Court-Ordered funds
transfer from DHS to SCA on July 1, 2021. $147,590.60 should be added to Graduated Sanction Services
to support the administration of the funds in FY2021.

The Work Group further recommends that the legislature extend the life of these funds to two (2) years.

14




The Work Group further recommends that Decategorization (Decat) funds remain with DHS and that no
changes be made to either the oversight or use of those funds. Decat was designed to combine varied
state appropriations into a single fund to support services that better meet the needs of youth and
families by allowing local flexibility in how these funds are used. Decat has functioned to safely keep
youth in their homes (preventing placement) by providing additional community-based services. The
Work Group concludes that these funds are being utilized effectively and that the collaboration it
encourages between child welfare and juvenile justice stakeholders is to the benefit of lowa’s youth.

Action Plan

Funding and Resources Needed for Transfer

In order to effectively administer Graduated Sanction and Court-Ordered Services funds, SCA will need
additional staff and resources. Additional funds should be added to the Graduated Sanction
appropriation to meet these needs; the funds should not be added to the general Judicial Branch
appropriation.

SCA will need the following to administer the services and funds:

e To hire and retain 0.3 Assistant Legal Counsel to draft, review, and update contract language to
be consistent with current case law;

e To hire and retain an Internal Auditor position who will serve as Quality Assurance or Model
Fidelity Coordinator to ensure that programs utilized by providers across the state are adhering
to best practices and to provide guidance and coaching in support of evidence-based or other
high quality services;

e Transition assistance from DHS through and likely after July 1, 2021;

e  Staff training from the Department of Administrative Services (DAS) on the i3 accounting
system;

e To purchase and maintain contracting and procurement software; and

e Ongoing cooperation from DHS to maximize draw-down opportunities for federal funds,
including those identified in the Family First Prevention Services Act (FFPSA) for juvenile justice
candidates for foster care. DHS and SCA must work together to create a plan for requesting
reimbursement for eligible services.

Funding is needed beginning July 1, 2020. If the Graduated Sanction appropriation is not increased by
this amount annually, SCA will have to take these funds from the current appropriation amount, which
will directly take money away from community-based services for youth. The additional annual
appropriation needed is:

$ 31,242.49  annually for 0.3 Assistant Legal Counsel
$ 96,348.11  annually for 1.0 Internal Auditor (Quality Assurance Coordinator)
$ 20,000.00  annually for administrative costs (contracting software, travel, training, etc.)

$147,590.60 TOTAL
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Statute and Rule Changes
lowa Code section 232.141 establishes Graduated Sanction and Court-Ordered Funds. This statute will
need to be amended to reflect the transfer of responsibility from DHS to SCA.

SCA will need Court Rules to establish guidelines for the administration of funds. The funds are
currently governed by the lowa Department of Human Services” Administrative Code 441-151.2, which
may serve as a basis for new Court Rules. SCA will start the process for new Court Rules in July 2020.
This will allow time for court review, public comment, and editing prior to an anticipated approval date
of January 2021 and an effective date of July 1, 2021.

Timeline for Transfer

If legislation supporting this transfer passes during the 2020 legislative session, SCA should assume
responsibility for the funds on July 1, 2021. This allows time for SCA to establish Court Rules, for SCA to
hire new employees, and for SCA to obtain the needed contracting software.

Current contracts should be assigned from DHS to SCA to avoid the need for re-procurement. DHS
should continue to pay claims on the contracts ending June 30, 2021, until those contracts are complete
even though such payments will be made after the transfer on July 1, 2021.

Policy Recommendations
Extend the Life of Funds. The Work Group recommends that the funding for Graduated Sanction and
Court-Ordered Services be extended to two (2) years. This ensures that Graduated Sanction and Court-

Ordered Services funds are able to be utilized appropriately and that SCA is able to maximize funding to
best serve lowa’s youth.

Focus on Moderate- and High-Risk Youth. The Work Group recommends that SCA create policies that
will increase the use of community-based services while maintaining public safety. Policies must be
research- and data-driven, support evidence-based programs, and include quality assurance to ensure
that programming and treatment are appropriately matched to a youth’s assessed risk-level and
criminogenic needs. National research and best practice has shown that programming and treatment
are most effective when they are targeted at the highest risk youth.

Invest in Evidence-Based Practices. The Work Group acknowledges that services that are evidence-
based are expensive but believes these services yield a high return on investment. The implementation
of evidence-based programs and best practices has associated costs, training requirements, and issues
related to fidelity. These issues are compounded by implementation in rural, metro, and urban
jurisdictions. Judicial districts should consider the utilization of state-level, standardized contracts to
ensure fidelity to such programs and provide standardization related to implementation. State-level
contracts may provide a level of efficiency to the implementation of services and relieve providers from
responding to proposal requests from multiple judicial districts for the same service. The Work Group
recommends including providers in conversations and policy-making regarding evidence-based
programming and best practices in order to ensure appropriate reimbursement to providers in light of
the increased up-front cost.
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Provide Gender-Responsive Services for Deep-End Girls. The Work Group recognizes a crucial need for
gender-responsive services. Girls make up 20% to 30% of the lowa’s juvenile justice system. Their
numbers make it difficult to develop and implement programs. Their needs must be accommodated in
state and local planning for Graduated Sanction funding. The lowa Girls Justice Initiative, a planning
group that met from 2015-17, provided recommendations to be implemented and guided by best
practices. (Attachment F)

Provide Culturally-Appropriate Services for Youth of Color and Continue Work on Racial and Ethnic
Disparities. The Work Group recognizes a crucial need for culturally-appropriate services to provide an
equal continuum of care for all youth. Youth of color, particularly African-American youth, are
overrepresented in all aspects of decision-making in lowa’s juvenile justice system. African-American
youth are arrested at a rate nearly five times higher than White youth. Their recidivism rates are higher
than White youth. lowa’s Juvenile Justice Systems Improvement (JISI) grant produced a set of
recommendations from national consultants, and these recommendations should be considered in the
administration of Graduated Sanction funding.

e  Work with the federal Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and other national
resource organizations with demonstrated reductions in racial and ethnic disparities to engage
in an intensive process to address disparities in lowa jurisdictions with overrepresentation

e Continue/strengthen quantitative and qualitative data collection, and utilize data to conduct
root cause analyses to identify practices and factors leading to disparities

e Support/require training on implicit/explicit bias for attorneys, judges, and service providers

e  Support/require training on gender responsivity and trauma-informed care for JCOs and service
providers; conduct gap analysis on programming for female youth; allocate funding accordingly
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Group Foster Care

Group Foster Care offers a safe and protective structured living environment for youth who are
considered unable to live in a family situation, but are able to interact in a community environment with
varying degrees of supervision. Group Foster Care is utilized for juveniles who have been adjudicated to
be either delinquent or as a child in need of assistance, serving both the juvenile justice and child
welfare populations.

Pursuant to House File 766, the Work Group has considered the merit of transferring the oversight of
Group Foster Care for delinquent youth, and has also identified the resources, policies, legal authority,
staffing, contracting, procurement, data, and quality assurance capabilities needed for an agency to
effectively administer and oversee the program and funds.

Additionally, the Work Group reviewed a Data Summary provided by CJJP showing the utilization of
Group Care by the juvenile justice and child welfare systems. (Group Care in Juvenile Justice and Child
Welfare: A Data Summary, Attachment G) The Work Group also received examples of Group Care
funding structures in other states from CJI. (State Examples of Group Care Funding Structures and
Services, Attachment H?)

Work Group Recommendations

The Work Group recommends that administration of Group Foster Care funds for juvenile offenders
transfer from DHS to SCA on July 1, 2023. The Work Group acknowledges that this timeline does not
comport with the 2021 deadline set forth in the legislation, but believes that the deviation is needed to
responsibly transfer the funds without disrupting safe and effective Group Care services to lowa’s youth.

Additionally and to prepare for the transfer of funds, the Work Group recommends that DHS and SCA
enter into an MOU by June 30, 2020, to establish decision-making changes for juvenile justice youth in
Group Foster Care. The recommended contents of this MOU are detailed in a previous section.

The Work Group recommends phasing in additional Group Foster Care appropriations to support the
preparation for and administration of the services and funds.

Action Plan

Funding and Resources Needed for Transfer

Because Group Foster Care encompasses both child welfare youth and juvenile justice youth, the
respective responsible entities — DHS and SCA — will need to work together to create a process to
determine the percentage of Group Foster Care funds that should remain with DHS for child welfare
youth and the percentage of funds that should be transferred to SCA for juvenile justice youth.

2 This information was received after the Work Group had finalized its recommendations, but was reviewed and
accepted prior to submission of this report.
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In order to effectively administer Group Care services and funds for juvenile justice youth, SCA will need
additional staff and resources. Additional funds should be added to the Group Care appropriation to
meet these needs; the funds should not be added to the general Judicial Branch appropriation.

SCA will need the following to administer the services and funds:

e To hire and retain 0.5 Assistant Legal Counsel to draft, review, and update contract language to
be consistent with current case law;

e To hire and retain 2 Accountant/Auditors to perform accounting and auditing work including
pre-audit, verifying accuracy of claims, processing claims, and tracking payment for contracts;

e To hire and retain 2 Project Managers to develop RFPs, define project scopes, review claims,
monitor contract progress, meet with decision-makers, and analyze contract effectiveness; and

e To hire and retain 1 Internal Auditor to serve as Quality Assurance or Model Fidelity Coordinator
to ensure that programs utilized by providers across the state are adhering to best practices and
to provide guidance and coaching in support of evidence-based or other high quality services.

Funding is needed beginning July 1, 2020, and will increase progressively until the transfer on July 1,
2023. If the Group Care appropriation is not increased by this amount annually, SCA will have to take
these funds from the current Group Care funds, which will directly take money away from Group Foster
Care services for youth. In addition to the Group Foster Care appropriation, these additional funds are
needed by SCA for appropriate administration of the services:

FY2021 S 52,070.81  to hire 0.5 Assistant Legal Counsel
S 20,000.00 for administrative costs
$ 72,070.81 Total FY2021
FY2022 $ 52,070.81  to employ 0.5 Assistant Legal Counsel
S 69,777.11  to hire 1.0 Accountant/Auditor
S 82,806.89  to hire 1.0 Project Manager
$ 20,000.00 for administrative costs
$224,654.81 Total FY2022
FY2023 $ 52,070.81  to employ 0.5 Assistant Legal Counsel
and beyond S 69,777.11  to employ 1.0 Accountant/Auditor
S 69,777.11  to hire 1.0 Accountant/Auditor
S 82,806.89  to employ 1.0 Project Manager
S 82,806.89  to hire 1.0 Project Manager
S 96,348.11  to hire 1.0 Internal Auditor
S 20,000.00 for administrative costs

$473,586.92

Total FY2023 and beyond
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Administrative costs include such expenses as contracting and procurement software, licensing and IT
support, travel, training, and other miscellaneous costs.

Statute and Rule Changes
lowa Code Chapters 232, 234, 245, 247, and 238 address the Group Foster Care funds and need to be
amended to reflect a future transfer on July 1, 2023.

Currently, the lowa Department of Human Services’” Administrative Code Chapters 441-112, 441-113,
441-114, and 441-152 address Group Foster Care. SCA will need Court Rules to administer the fund, and
may utilize these code sections as a guide. SCA will start the process for new Court Rules in July 2022.
This will allow time for court review, public comment, and editing prior to an anticipated approval date
of January 2023 and an effective date of July 1, 2023.

Timeline for Transfer

DHS and SCA should enter into an MOU by June 30, 2020, to begin a transfer of decision-making
authority from DHS to SCA for juvenile justice youth in Group Foster Care. The agencies should utilize
the transition period to assess the inter-agency relationship, the needs of youth, and the concerns of
Group Care providers.

The administration of Group Foster Care funds should transfer from DHS to SCA on July 1, 2023.

The extended timeline for the transfer of Group Foster Care funds is justified because of the number of
active Group Care contracts and the typical 18-month procurement period. The agencies would not be
able to prudently transfer the funds without a disruption in safety and services prior to July 1, 2023.

Policy Recommendations
The Work Group recommends the following for delinquent youth in Group Foster Care, whether or not
the Legislature decides to transfer oversight of the program and funds from DHS to SCA:

e DHS and SCA should enter into an MQU by June 30, 2020, to plan for how the Group Foster Care
dollars should be divided between the agencies, to aid in the transition of administration of
Group Foster Care for juvenile offenders, and to address other MOU topics previously identified
to ensure high quality services for Group Foster Care youth during the transition.

e During the existing contract and beyond, SCA should partner with current providers and experts
to provide the most appropriate, high-quality interventions based on reducing criminogenic risk
and need while enhancing the responsibility of the youth served.

e DHS and SCA should work with providers to ascertain which providers have the ability and
interest in offering physically separate treatment for youth with high criminogenic needs from
youth with lower criminogenic needs or those living with trauma, intellectual disabilities, or
serious emotional disorders.

e There is a need for appropriate levels of care for high-risk delinquent girls, and SCA should seek
input from group care providers interested in serving this population.
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Quality Assurance Process

Continuous Quality Improvement

Continuous Quality Improvement (CQl) involves activities intended to ensure that an organization is
providing the best possible service and engaging in the best possible practices. With CQJ, organizations
define and implement those services and practices, collect and analyze relevant information and use data
to inform service and practice improvements. CQl is cyclical and ongoing.

Institute a CQl Process

While there are a variety of models for CQl, the Pennsylvania Commission on Crime and Delinquency has
created the “Continuous Quality Improvement Guide for Juvenile Justice Organizations”, which lays out
the process specific to juvenile justice services. It outlines the elements required during the preparatory
phase or the ways to establish organizational readiness:

1. Strong leadership engagement at all levels

2. A common vision for quality improvement that is shared often with staff and stakeholders

3. A trusting environment where staff are supported in taking risks, being innovative and dealing
with setbacks

4. Willingness to involve and empower staff

5. Devote time and commitment

6. Conduct a readiness assessment

It also provides a framework for conducting CQl:

Step One — Develop a Quality Improvement Team

Step Two — Operationalize the Intervention

Step Three — Develop Service Delivery and Youth Outcome Objectives
Step Four — Collect Quality Data

Step Five — Utilize the Data to Identify Improvement Areas

Step Six — Incorporate a Review Process to Sustain CQl

Funding and Resources Needed for CQl

Minimally, SCA should have two (2) FTE positions devoted to overseeing CQl. These positions are included
in the request for funding for Graduated Sanction and Group Care appropriations. These Internal Auditor
positions should serve as full time Quality Assurance or Model Fidelity Coordinators.

Data-Driven Tools
These are tools that are currently in use or development in lowa that can further CQl work.

Case Management System (CMS) - CMS is the Judicial Branch case management system and is operated
on local databases. The CMS captures information on juvenile justice and criminal justice cases. For
purposes of administration relating to lowa’s court system, lowa’s 99 counties are organized into eight
judicial districts. All eight judicial districts are entering and utilizing information from the CMS. As noted
previously, the proposed effort would allow collection of more Standardized Program Evaluation Protocol
(SPEP)™ -related dosage data through changes to the CMS.
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Decision Matrix — This data-driven tool facilitates structured decision making along a graduated
continuum. Using historical information, it weighs active offense severity along with risk to reoffend and
advises system officials which level of supervision and type of services have been most effective for
similarly situated youth in the past, thereby maximizing the chances of recidivism reduction. An lowa tool
has been developed and is currently being piloted in local jurisdictions to determine both validity and
operational efficacy.

Effective Practices in Community Supervision (EPICS) — This evidence based model developed by the
University of Cincinnati, is a continuation of the evidence based practices Juvenile Court Services has been
implementing over the last decade which has included risk and needs assessment, risk factor based case
plans and utilization of evidence based programming. EPICS is a model that closes that circle by guiding
JCOs to be more directive in their appointments in order to include risk reduction activities and acute
targeting of risk factors, rather than a primarily compliance based interaction. Work with youth around
their particular risk factors, circumstances and actual anticipated scenarios from their own lives, as well
as work on their motivation, will help them be more successful after probation and/or placement.

lowa Delinguency Assessment (IDA) — Juveniles in lowa are assessed via the short and/or long form IDA.
This validated risk assessment tool is a best practice that has been an integral part of the majority of the
reform work being done within the juvenile justice system in lowa. The short form IDA is used primarily
to assess a youth's risk to reoffend, while the long form IDA is intended for case planning purposes and
identifies needs within twelve different domain areas. The information collected in the IDA allows Juvenile
Court Services to:

e assess the youth’s level of risk,

e assist in developing a case plan,

e direct the youth to appropriate services,

e assist in monitoring progress in reducing risk factors, and

e use a common language in discussing issues affecting youth and their families.

Justice Data Warehouse - The JDW is a central repository of key juvenile and criminal justice information
from the Judicial Branch (JB) Case Management system (CMS) and also contains information from the
lowa Corrections Offender Network (ICON), which includes prison services and community-based
corrections data. The overall mission of the JDW is to provide the various branches of government and
other entities with improved statistical and decision support pertaining to justice system activities. The
JDW is managed and maintained by CIJP. CIJP utilizes the JDW to generate the program/service dosage
data as a result of the changes eventually sought in CMS.

Service Inventory — This universal, ongoing documentation of the service array in use for youth involved
with Juvenile Court Services (JCS) includes both community-based and group care service information
intended to be updated annually and entered into a single database to be available for further analysis.
An inventory that is specific to each judicial district but collects the same type of information across all
districts has a number of practical uses, including; gap analysis, being “SPEP™ ready”, integration with the
Decision Matrix, matching services to IDA domain areas they address, etc.

Standardized Program Evaluation Protocol (SPEP)™ — A validated, data driven rating instrument for
determining how well an existing service matches research evidence for the effectiveness of that
particular type of intervention in terms of reducing the recidivism of juvenile offenders. Developed by Dr.
Mark Lipsey at Vanderbilt University, the SPEP operationalizes more than 700 research studies allowing
practitioners to directly apply research to juvenile justice practice. It allows both brand name and non-
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brand name services to be matched to a large body of research on service effectiveness. Once matched,
the SPEP can be used to compare the key characteristics of a specific program to the characteristics the
research shows to be associated with programs that are effective for reducing recidivism. Simply put, the
SPEP serves as a practical way to evaluate services for juvenile offenders in a standardized, scientific, and
sustainable manner.

Statute, Rule or Policy Changes
The use of a CQl process will be most effective if a universal baseline is standardized across all
jurisdictions. As such, language that requires this could be included in statute, rule and/or policy.

Conclusion

Based on the information, data, and research collected and provided to the Work Group, the transfer of
the oversight and administration of community-based and group care services and funding to the State
Court Administrator and Juvenile Court Services will enhance the effectiveness of services for youth in
the juvenile justice system. The advantages to transferring oversight include ensuring appropriate
services are available, ensuring the quality and appropriateness of the services, and providing direct
accountability for the services and funds.

Research shows that low-risk youth need few services and that moderate and high-risk youth are in
need of the majority of services to prevent youth from committing future offenses. The coordination of
community-based and group care services for juvenile offenders will allow for a comprehensive
continuum of care where the level of service matches the unique needs of juvenile offenders - from the
lowest-risk to the highest-risk youth.

If implemented, the recommendations in this report will improve public safety for all lowans and ensure
that youth in the juvenile justice system are safe, healthy, successful, and prepared for adulthood.
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DIVISION VII
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 @ 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
juvenile 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
vear 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
A T S ——. $20.000
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CRIME AND JUSTICE INSTITUTE

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

Administering Agency = Criminal Justice Coordinating Council (CJCC)?

Applicants = County commissions/boards of commissioners

! Georgia Juvenile Justice Incentive Grants: Year Two Evaluation Report 2014-2015 (P. 5)
http://cicc.georgia.gov/sites/cicc.georgia.gov/files/Juvenile%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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CRIME AND JUSTICE INSTITUTE

A Division of Community Resources for Justice

Application Eligibility " Local county commissions/boards of commissioners to apply on behalf of juvenile
Criteria courts

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

Scope or Parameters of | ®  Activities are project-specific but should aim to reduce risk factors of participants
Grantee Activity 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 = Monthly or quarterly expenditure reports (expected to expend 25% of funds in 1%

Requirements 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

AR A VR S [N I S AT LR

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 m  Competitive Collaboration grant: Four grants available, each for up to $250,000

= Non-competitive grant: amounts vary depending on recipient

Award Period = QOctober 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)
= QOversight committee may provide input

Applicants = Competitive Collaboration grant: Two or more rural areas

= Non-competitive: Counties
Application Eligibility »  Grant must be used for development and implementation of evidence-based
Criteria 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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CRIME AND JUSTICE INSTITUTE

A Division of Community Resources for Justice

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

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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CRIME AND JUSTICE INSTITUTE

A Division of Community Resources for Justice

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 Each 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

5 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”®

u  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 m  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 = County Juvenile Courts must submit the following reports to the Department of

Requirements/Quality Youth Services:

Assurance o Annual and quarterly program reports

o Final expenditure report
o Fiscal status reports; due semiannually

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

Funding Structure
Description
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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Funding Allocation 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

s 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 m  Washington State Legislature

Administering Agency = Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration

Applicants = Juvenile Court Districts

Target Population = High risk youth

Reporting »  The Community Juvenile Accountability Act (CJAA) committee provides oversight
Requirements/Quality over the implementation of evidence-based programs by local juvenile courts
Assurance "  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 lustice and Delinquency Prevention, Office of lustice
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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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.’

1 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
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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, LS. 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 lustice.

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

6 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 http://criminology.fsu.edu/wp-content/uploads/R-PACT-Validation-Study.pdf

10 Ibid.
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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 new
—  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 there is a
positive or negative effect.
e Notenough 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 Jystice 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-based 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 https://www.oiidp.gov/mpg/Home/About

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

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

6 https://jjie.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/impIementing—evidenceAbased~practicefcommun‘stv—correctiuns~principlse~eﬁective—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.

8 https://www.mhs.com/MHS-Publicsafety?prodname=yls-cmi
9 Vigira, 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 Who isin need of services?
e What type and intensity/level of services is needed?
e 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 If no, what are the solutions to accessing those services?
e 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.)
e Isthis 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 | ove, 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?
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?

211

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 post 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 only 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?1D=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):

e 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 Measuring 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.

o 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.

e 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

te Compassion Capital Fund (CCF), administered by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services: “Measuring Outcomes”. 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 ability 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.”® 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.
14 pannsylvania Juvenile Justice System Enhancement Strategy: “Evidence-Based Practices in Juvenile Justice”.
http://www.icic.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
16 Barnoski, R. {2004). Qutcome 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 DuBois, 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 Isthere a manual and is it being followed?
e Are the sessions meaningful and a good use of time?
e |sthe facilitator prepared?
e Does the facilitator use a solution-focused/problem-solving approach?
e 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?
o |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?
e Isthe 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 s the program design able to meet the participants’ needs?
e |s the 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 delinquency 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 1Y} F 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

o Statewide complaints decreased by 12.4%.
o Complaints decreased for 16-17 year olds, 28% for females and 17% for males.

| e

Number of Services by Average Service Duration and State
Fiscal Year

N

14,000

12,000

10,000 -

8,000
6,000
4,000
2,000

0
|
\

Average Days Served |

SFY15
12,780
71

SFY16
11,320
70

SFY17
11,088
73

SFY18
10,579

|
|
‘ _ 71

e The number of services provided has decreased by 39.8%.
e The average number of days served has remained stable.

SFY19
7,685

67 |
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- 1land under 12-13

]-;rfvf15§ 259 1,396

| mSFY16 | 230 1,314
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. msfyig] 131 943

Fiscal Year

1,000 = [} -
T e — I,II[I‘ll .

14-15
4,212

3,755

III J

16-17
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5,823
5,752

5,549
3,924

Number of Services by Age at Start of Service and State

18 Plus

144
197
205
163 |
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

and State Fiscal Year
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o 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 - ,
1,200 — |
1,000 -~ 22% ', :
| ! e 9
| 800 B L | |
| 600 197 ] } !
i 400 21940 297 i ‘3
E 200 35% T 26% | Fz% |
i 0 = | =t ¢
- None | LOW ! ?
® 11 and under | 46 { 41 |
m12-13 ' 195 ] 276 258 214 |
l m14-15 487 } 715 641 722 { i
| Im16-17 880 | 1,421 i 772 851 | |
m 18 Plus ' 32 L \ l

63 | '_ 1 8

o Low risk youth received the most services at each age group except for 11 and under,
where a risk score was not available.
o Youth aged 16-17 received the highest number of services in all risk levels.

Number of Services by Gender and State Fiscal Year
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1,000

(o — L
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| .
\ 3,109 E 2,406
] 7,470 ] ' 5,279

: SFY15 . SFY16
'm Female 3,852 } 3,272
‘mMale 8928 | 8048 |

e The number of services for males and females has remained stable.
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Number of Services by Race/Ethnicity and State Fiscal
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e The number of services for all races has decreased, with Hispanic youth showing the

largest decrease of 47.8%.

o The percentage of services received by race has remained steady.
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Number of Services and IDA Risk Level by State Fiscal Year
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e Youth who do not have a short form IDA completed or were low risk comprised more
than half of all youth who received services.
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Number of Services by IDA Risk Level and Race/Ethnicity
for State Fiscal Year 2019 (Percent within Race/Ethnicity)
1,800 - 35%
1,600
1,400
0 00
1,200 2% A2 21%
1,000
800 —
32%
600 a9 i
400 41A. o
23% .
200 zm 24%—— 19%30%
0 . rl ‘; il | .E,..
LOW MOD ‘; HIGH
| Caucasian 1 ﬂ 1,713 1,084 | 1,013
} m African American ‘ i 437 400 ‘ 582
‘ 2] HlSpElnlC ‘ \ 290 | 167 | 137
|m AII Other \ 54 } 73 | 65 81 i

o White youth who received services were more likely to be low risk compared to African-
American youth were more likely to be moderate or high risk.

Number of Services by IDA Risk Level and Gender for
State Fiscal Year 2019 (Percent within Gender)
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1,400 —— T : ;
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800
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=20k 18%

[ 400
200

0 } None | LOW HIGH |
W Female | 630 . 854 482 440 |
mMale | 1,010 | 1,662 \ 1,234 \ 1373 ‘

o 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
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| Case Supervision
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5u bstance Abuse
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|
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Family Serwces
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1,337 | '
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e The top five service categories account for approximately three-quarters of all services

provided.

o Case supervision and substance abuse related services represent almost two-thirds of
all services provided.
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Top 5 Service Categories by Race/Ethnicity and State Fiscal
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o 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
2019 (Percent within Gender)
2,000
1,300 i - —
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Male youth were more likely to receive case supervision services.

Top 5 Service Categories by IDA Risk Level and State Fiscal Year
2019 (Percent within Risk Level)
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Almost half of all services provided to high risk youth are case supervision services.
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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

e Developmentally 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 anissue, 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 and/or 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.

JUSTICE INITIATIVE
Planning For Solulions
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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 197 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.

JUSTICE INITIATIVE
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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.
e This 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
eMinimum 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.

JUSTICE INITIATIVE
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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 210na 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 areal 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 Solulions
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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
eMove 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
eMinimum 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

JUSTICE INITIATIVE
Planning For Solutions
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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

@mm & Juvenils Justico Planning

Group Care Usage in Juvenile

Justlce and Child Welfare: A
‘Data Summary

L

“Compiled by CJJP Staff, August 2019

] Prep-ar;ed for the Group Care Workgroup

1 Attachment G




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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Juvenile justice placements decreased by 23%, while child welfare placements
decreased by 21%.
Total Bed Days decreased by 28% for child welfare placements and by 34% for juvenile

justice

placements.

B DHS % of Total Bed Days~ 42% | 44%
‘mICS%of Total Bed Days | 58% | 56% 59%
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o
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s |
341%}

SFY18 |
4% |
58%

Group Care Utilization: Total Bed Days by Primary
Case Manager (Source: JDW:FACS)

SFY19
44%
56%

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)

400 —
350 I E— . — R
300
250
200 -
150
100

50

0 4
‘ SFY15
| B DHS Avg Length of Stay 339
| 1JCS Avg Length of Stay

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: IDW:CMS)
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20% ——
0% ——
0% -~
{ SFY15
W HIGH | 31%
# MOD | 12%
WLOW 4%
| Nonei 53%

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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C
DHS 11and | JCS 11and DHS12-13 | JCS12-13 | DHS 14- 15
under under |

\mSFY15, 44 | 3 114 § 121

W SFY16 38 3 115 | 107

ESFY17 39 2 116 | 117

1 SFY18 57 0 127 | 135

WSFY19 45 2 . 87 88

| |
| i
}| I.I ‘:“

e e e e

JCS 14-15 | DHS 16-17 ’ JCS 16-17

464

397
343
422
367

255

269

208
239
183

T

486
448

536

371

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: JDW:FACS)
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| mSFY19| 385 | 259 ' 109 75 |
Proportion of JCS Placements by Race/Ethnicity (source:
JDW:FACS)
7% ————— : - : =
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10% b Sl
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CEu _ 29% 10% | 8%
" I SFY18 [ 49% | 30% 12% [ 9%
- SFY19 ‘ 46% ‘ 31% 13% ' 9%

Juvenile justice placements for White youth decreased by 39%, while African-American
youth increased by 3%.
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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: JIDW:FACS)

25,000 = - S 160
140
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Group Care Utilization for District 3 (Source: IDW: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)
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District 5 JCS Group Care Placements by City of Facility SFY 2019 (Source: IDW:CMS)
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District 7 JCS Group Care Placements by City of Facility SFY 2019 (source: JDW:CMS)

-l

Lyun Uuzesta [ Emns | Wirnakage Wiers: o
{ L= | | Winrmsnae |
| | Ksuaulh !

L teren Ciwy Falo Ao ! Hurcooh Lerma Cgfdo FioTs | Cmchuenw

i | | |
| { ‘ Hanbals |
| Charcha Bowra Vits | Vecwtartey Virght Hullst
{ i . |
, 150 mi. 100 mi.,
Fiebwimr | -
Windbiry o | ome | Celteen | Hamst Hardn Eemdy
|
i |
Mzrons Cratard Curret Crwata Ezzrm [ Sty Warahatl
/ {
f | = l' |
| | 1
Hatrwcn { Stey Auwdutun Cuthew Uslizs dwizer
i
I"etiawntiurne H Cunw Adar | Wugaan Wango Maha!
1 1
Wils | Wenipsirery|  Asemx Unien | Cwekw | s
| i
Premced | Pem | dsyer ftegpsid | Decshr Wk zpanzove

Lyen Carezty Ddumisn | et | Yormskge |
! 1
| Foauih |
\ i {
o Ceres Oy Vel Atz [
i
| | Moz
Il Ubarckes | Suwrs Vits | Pocshardss Weshd
| .
| i |
{ |
| |
Wesdtuy A Yuz Cathzun Humnilan
| i
Cramtard vt ff | Crewrs eccm | P
P Stwby | Awmdugon | Guthne Calla §  Pek
1 ‘ z
150 mi. l
P |
Petaeattene | Chaw Rdar Wasfan Vit |
|
|, |
100 mi. I
f |
Wits | Mantpeme!| Adur Uruon Crks |
rremart | l'-:un‘ twfar Hoggsid | | Cacstar

biaied alchatl Hawwd
| | Winneatiae { Allrsiae
f | ' 1
(Lot |y Chuhsaws |
i i | Fowis | ewgten
| | ]
| | Hramsr i
ranim | kot {
| | |
| | :
| e
|
- |
Hiacs Mgt '% Eutianai iyl e
Hurder Sy | |
|
J Jarms
laimia Eariza
Nurahai b
Lodur
Jwipar fzww uhilieg
|
| s Wataga | Feabuk
50 mi
Lz
Weapia Qaves

16

Attachment G




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:

IDW:CMS)
65 3 E
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55 -an-oono-.ib..".'.' = ."."-..
50 o o - — ° LY
45 ;
40
35
30
g g 2015 ‘
| | =@ District 1/ 50 42 1
@ District 2 48 46 44 43 3 36
| === Diistrict 3 54 : a5 : a5 | 43 42
|| === District 4 | 41 l 46 g 40 42 ‘: 41
@ - District 5| 39 ; 36 j 36 ; 38 : 40
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o District 8 has the highest number of complaints per 1000 Youth Population age 10 to 17.

Group Care Exits per 1000 Juvenile Complaints by District

(Source: JDW:FACS)
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Recidivism of Youth who exited Group Care

Placements by State Fiscal Year (Source: JDW:CMS)
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2014 2015 2016 2017

Recidivism rates have been increasing over the last 5 years.

Placements by IDA Risk Level and State Fiscal Year
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Recidivism of Youth who exited Group Care
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2014 \ 2015 ! 2016 | 2017
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Higher Risk Youth recidivate more often.
Youth who have not received an IDA risk level recidivate at a level lower than High risk

youth.

65%

2018 |

55% | ‘

36% |

50% ||
|

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: JDW:CMS)
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== None e=@=L0W =0=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.
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