A ROADMAP FOR ADVANCING YOUTH
DIVERSION IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Report to the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
by the Countywide Criminal Justice Coordination Committee Youth Diversion Subcommittee
& the Los Angeles County Chief Executive Office




This report is dedicated to the youth of Los Angeles County,
whose future is worthy of our collective attention and work.
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CCJCC Youth Diversion Subcommittee Member Agencies:
Alternate Public Defender’s Office

Anti-Recidivism Coalition

Arts for Incarcerated Youth Network
California Conference for Equality and Justice
Centinela Youth Services

Children’s Defense Fund

Community Coalition

County Counsel

Department of Children and Family Services
Department of Health Services, Office of Diversion and Reentry
Department of Mental Health

Department of Public Health

Los Angeles City Attorney’s Office

Los Angeles County Bar Association

Los Angeles County Chief Executive Office
Los Angeles County District Attorney's Office
Los Angeles County Office of Education

Los Angeles County Police Chiefs Association
Los Angeles County Probation Department
Los Angeles County Public Defender's Office
Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department
Los Angeles Police Department

Los Angeles School Police Department

Los Angeles Superior Court, Juvenile Division
Office of Child Protection

Public Counsel

Social Justice Learning Institute

Urban Peace Institute

Youth Justice Coalition

Youth Law Center

The CCJCC Youth Diversion Subcommittee (YDS) also included youth members, identified with support from
community partners working with justice system involved youth and families. Youth members of the YDS
attended meetings, participated in discussion, and provided feedback on all recommendations and
deliverables.
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Executive Summary

Introduction

In recent years, Los Angeles County has seen remarkable success in reducing youth involvement in the
justice system through collaborative, data-driven efforts to advance effective policy and

practice. According to Department of Justice statistics, the total number of youth arrests and citations
in the County plummeted from 56,286 in 2005 to 13,665 in 2015.

While this reduction is substantial, there is more to the story. The collateral consequences of arrest and
incarceration for youth who do have justice system involvement remain significant, including increased
risk of high school dropout, trauma, substance abuse, and other negative outcomes. Furthermore, the
reduction in justice system involvement has not benefited all communities equally. Youth of color
continue to experience a disproportionate burden of arrest and incarceration.

Recognizing these challenges and opportunities for continued progress, the Los Angeles County Board of
Supervisors unanimously approved a motion by Supervisors Mark Ridley-Thomas and Janice Hahn in
January 2017 to advance a comprehensive countywide approach to diverting young people from the
juvenile and criminal justice systems.

Specifically, the motion established an ad-hoc Youth Diversion Subcommittee (YDS) of the Countywide
Criminal Justice Coordination Committee (CCJCC) tasked with developing a plan to coordinate and scale
effective youth diversion in Los Angeles County and also instructed the County’s Chief Executive Office
(CEOQ) to develop recommendations for countywide infrastructure and sustainability. Additionally, the
motion directed the CEO to compile a scan of existing youth diversion programming.

Youth diversion is broadly defined as an intervention that redirects system responses in order to prevent
a young person’s involvement or further involvement in the justice system. Although there is wide
variation in diversion programming nationwide, evidence suggests that diverting young people from the
juvenile justice system as early as possible is a promising practice.

When implemented well, youth diversion programs can improve outcomes for youth otherwise at risk
for long-term involvement in the justice system and the associated damage to their health and
wellbeing. Effective youth diversion can also improve public safety and reduce system costs.

It is in this context that the Youth Diversion Subcommittee (YDS) and the CEO developed this report as a
roadmap for future diversion efforts.

CCJCC Youth Diversion Subcommittee

YDS members, representing agencies from multiple disciplines (which are listed in full at “History of the
County’s Diversion Efforts” below), reflected a wide range of experiences and perspectives on justice
issues. Still, the planning process was a collaborative one, guided by members’ commitment to the work
and a shared vision: improving outcomes for youth by redirecting law enforcement contact and
addressing their underlying needs through systems of care that prioritize equity, advance wellbeing,
support accountability, and promote public safety.

To further guide their work, YDS members established five key goals at the outset of the effort:
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1. Increasing and improving collaboration between law enforcement, community-based
organizations, and other youth-serving agencies

2. Reducing the overall number of youth arrests, referrals to probation, and petitions filed

3. Reducing racial and ethnic disparities in youth arrests, referrals to probation, and petitions filed

4. Increasing the number of youth who are connected to services that address their underlying
needs without acquiring an arrest or criminal record

5. Improving health, academic, economic, and other outcomes for youth

Scope of the Report and Overview of The Model

Youth thrive when they are provided with support that promotes their development and decreases their
susceptibility to negative influences. With that support, youth are more likely to grow and develop
without involvement in the justice system. However, when youth do come into contact with the justice
system, diverting them from further system involvement can reduce harm, support their wellbeing, and
promote public safety.

As further discussed on page 13 of this report, diversion can take place at any point during a young
person’s case. While the YDS recognizes the value of all opportunities for diversion, this report focuses
on the earliest point of contact with the justice system — initial contact with law enforcement —in order
to prevent involvement or increased involvement in the justice system and to better address youths’
underlying needs and support their development.

To that end, the YDS envisions a countywide model and infrastructure for youth diversion that promotes
the widespread use of community-based diversion in lieu of arrest or citation, with support from a
central coordinating office. This central office would play a critical role in providing the coordination
and contracting needed to standardize effective and equitable practices for youth diversion while also
supporting local partnerships among law enforcement agencies, community-based providers, and others
through ongoing training, technical assistance, and communication.

The core diversion model and role of the central office, discussed further in the body of this report, is as
follows:
1. A central office provides countywide coordination and contracts for youth diversion services.
2. Law enforcement refers eligible and suitable youth to community-based diversion partners for
services in lieu of arrest or citation.
3. Community-based organizations conduct intake assessments and develop individualized
diversion plans for referred youth.
4. Upon successful completion of diversion, a youth’s case is dismissed and no criminal record is
sustained.
5. Diversion partners communicate regularly and collect data needed to inform program
improvement and assess countywide progress.

Recommendations

To implement the proposed diversion model, the YDS developed a plan that includes four
recommendations — outlined in Part 1 of this report — that provide a roadmap for scaling up effective
youth diversion throughout the County and addressing youths’ underlying needs through systems of
care that prioritize equity, advance wellbeing, support accountability, and promote public safety.
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In Part 2, the CEO provides an additional four recommendations to meet the infrastructure and resource
needs for implementing and sustaining the County’s youth diversion initiative.

Part 1: CCICC Youth Diversion Subcommittee Recommendations
RECOMMENDATION 1.1: Los Angeles County should establish a central office responsible for providing
countywide coordination and contracting for community-based youth diversion services.

RECOMMENDATION 1.2: The central office should implement the County’s youth diversion initiative in a
phased approach that builds on existing capacity, addresses infrastructure needs, and allows for
continued growth.

RECOMMENDATION 1.3: The central office should facilitate and support local partnerships between law
enforcement agencies and community-based providers to implement diversion programs that are in
alignment with the County’s standards.

RECOMMENDATION 1.3.1: Law enforcement agencies should be the primary source of referrals to
community-based diversion providers and should work closely with partnering organizations and the
central office to develop program protocols and requirements.

RECOMMENDATION 1.3.2: In collaboration with partnering organizations and the central office, law
enforcement agencies should develop eligibility guidelines that can help determine when a youth
may be counseled and released or referred to diversion in lieu of further justice system involvement.

RECOMMENDATION 1.3.3: Community-based diversion partners should conduct a strengths-based
assessment of the youth’s risks, needs, and interests during intake to inform the level of
intervention and requirements for successful completion, consistent with established program
guidelines.

RECOMMENDATION 1.3.4: Community-based diversion providers should develop program plans
that offer a variety of activities and services that promote youth development and utilize effective
interventions for youth who come into contact with the justice system.

RECOMMENDATION 1.3.5: Diversion partners should communicate regularly to inform program
improvement and share information — guided by established agreements — regarding diversion
referrals, participation status, and program completion, consistent with all applicable confidentiality
protections and the best interests of participating youth, families, and public safety.

RECOMMENDATION 1.4: The central office should assess key indicators on an ongoing basis at both the
program and County levels to monitor progress and inform adjustments.

RECOMMENDATION 1.4.1: Program evaluation efforts should incorporate formative, process, and
outcome assessment efforts to make sure programs are effective.

RECOMMENDATION 1.4.2: Countywide progress in building capacity; advancing equity; and reducing

the number of youth arrests, referrals to probation, and petitions filed should be monitored on an
ongoing basis to ensure the County is reaching its goals.
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Part 2: CEO Recommendations

RECOMMENDATION 2.1: The County should establish an Office of Youth Diversion and Development
(OYDD) within the Office of Diversion and Reentry to oversee and manage the implementation of youth
diversion countywide.

RECOMMENDATION 2.1.1: OYDD should implement a phased adoption of the recommended core
components of effective diversion programs.

RECOMMENDATION 2.1.2: OYDD should develop and maintain a web-based diversion referral
system.

RECOMMENDATION 2.1.3: OYDD should provide training and technical assistance to diversion
partners.

RECOMMENDATION 2.1.4: OYDD should coordinate the evaluation of countywide progress.
RECOMMENDATION 2.2: OYDD should leverage County and external funding opportunities.

RECOMMENDATION 2.2.1: OYDD should leverage County funding opportunities.

RECOMMENDATION 2.2.2: OYDD should leverage external funding opportunities.
RECOMMENDATION 2.3: OYDD should provide annual reports of progress and future work.

RECOMMENDATION 2.4: OYDD should create a permanent Youth Diversion and Development Steering
Committee, including representation by youth and families impacted by the system.

Conclusion

While significant progress has been made in Los Angeles County reducing youth involvement with the
justice system, more can be done. Evidence shows that when implemented with fidelity, well-designed
youth diversion programs have the potential to reduce the negative consequences and costs associated
with justice system involvement. Effective youth diversion can also improve public safety and reduce
system costs.

Establishing a robust diversion infrastructure to help ensure that eligible and suitable youth throughout
the County are diverted from the justice system at the earliest possible point is critical for improving
their outcomes. The recommendations presented in this report — reflecting the commitment and
expertise of YDS members from multiple disciplines — aim to provide a roadmap for doing just that.
While continued work is needed to develop an implementation plan and address unresolved issues
identified by YDS members, this report positions the County well for effectively and equitably expanding
youth diversion opportunities.

Los Angeles County has the largest juvenile justice system in the nation. With a robust infrastructure to
support effective youth diversion, it can also be one of the most forward thinking counties in improving
the wellbeing of youth who might otherwise experience the lifelong consequences of justice system
involvement.
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Introduction

In recent years, Los Angeles County has seen remarkable success in reducing youth involvement in the
justice system through collaborative, data-driven efforts to advance effective policy and practice. In fact,
the total number of youth arrests plummeted from 56,286 in 2005 to 13,665 in 2015 (see Appendix A).'
While this reduction is substantial, County leadership recognizes more can be done and the vast
majority of Los Angeles County residents support further advancing community alternatives to arrest
and incarceration for youth."

Although Los Angeles County has made great strides in reducing justice system involvement overall,
collateral consequences of arrest and incarceration are persistent and far-reaching. In addition,
progress has not benefited all communities equally; youth of color continue to be more likely to be
arrested and incarcerated than white youth.""

Informed by data illustrating the impact any system involvement can have on a young person’s
development, a focus on expanding youth diversion opportunities at the initial point of contact with law
enforcement can further improve youth outcomes.

History of the County’s Diversion Efforts

The momentum to advance effective youth diversion in Los Angeles County has been building for
several years. In 2015, the Los Angeles County My Brother’s Keeper (MBK) Community Challenge Report
identified diversion as a promising model for continuing the reduction of youth involvement in the
justice system. In response to the MBK’s work, the Education Coordinating Council’s School Attendance
Task Force (SATF) established a youth diversion workgroup led by the Los Angeles County Department of
Public Health’s Division of Chronic Disease and Injury Prevention. This group explored the current
landscape of youth diversion in Los Angeles County, including variation in practice and opportunities to
support promising models.

In 2016, the SATF youth diversion workgroup organized a convening for practitioners of youth diversion
in Los Angeles County. This convening identified the need for a centralized diversion infrastructure,
comprehensive diversion guidelines, and continued training and technical assistance for agencies
currently operating or interested in developing youth diversion programs.™"

Most recently, in January 2017, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors unanimously approved a
motion by Supervisors Mark Ridley-Thomas and Janice Hahn to advance a comprehensive countywide
approach to diverting young people from the juvenile and criminal justice systems. Recognizing the
effectiveness of a public health approach to improving outcomes for youth,"*" this motion emphasized
the opportunity to focus on collaborative, data-driven, and equity-informed practice at the earliest
points of justice system contact.

Given the lack of existing infrastructure for countywide coordination of this effort, the motion
established an ad-hoc Youth Diversion Subcommittee (YDS) of the Countywide Criminal Justice
Coordination Committee (CCJCC) tasked with developing a plan to coordinate and scale effective youth
diversion in Los Angeles County. The motion also instructed the County’s Chief Executive Office (CEO) to
develop recommendations for creating a countywide infrastructure for youth diversion, including how it
should be funded, staffed, and sustained. Additionally, an amendment to the motion by Supervisor
Kathryn Barger directed the CEO to compile a scan of existing youth diversion programming. This

10]A ROADMAP FOR ADVANCING YOUTH DIVERSION IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY



environmental scan was provided to the Board of Supervisors on April 6, 2017 and helped ground the
continuing work of the YDS (see Appendix B).

Chaired by the Department of Public Health’s Division of Chronic Disease and Injury Prevention and
supported by consultants from Impact Justice, a national innovation and research center, the 30-
member Youth Diversion Subcommittee (YDS) of the Countywide Criminal Justice Coordination
Committee included members from the Probation Department; District Attorney’s Office; Juvenile
Court; Public Defender’s Office; Office of Diversion and Reentry; Department of Mental Health;
Department of Health Services; Department of Children and Family Services; Sheriff's Department; local
police departments, including school police departments; school districts; community-based
organizations; and youth impacted by the justice system. To conduct its work, the YDS relied on shared
definitions of key relevant terms (Appendix C).

Between March and September 2017, the YDS met 16 times to review data and evidence; listen to
perspectives of youth, law enforcement, and community
organizations; and develop recommendations for core
components and a plan for scaling effective practices across
the County (see Appendix D). The insights received during
listening sessions with youth, law enforcement, and
community providers were foundational for the work and
recommendations of the YDS: youth told of their desire to
participate in cultural and recreational activities and their
belief that such programming would have helped redirect
their attention; law enforcement officers noted their desire
to see countywide standards for diversion and accountability;
and practitioners cautioned against net-widening and spoke
of the need for additional resources to support sustainable
change.

Representing agencies from multiple disciplines, members
reflected a wide range of experiences and perspectives on
justice issues. Still, the planning process was a collaborative

one, guided by members’ commitment to the work and a " A

shared vision: improving outcomes for youth by redirecting Artwork developed by youth with
law enforcement contact and addressing their underlying support from the Arts for Incarcerated
needs through systems of care that prioritize equity, advance Youth Network and presented during
wellbeing, support accountability, and promote public safety. the YDS Youth Listening Session (See

Appendix E for a description of themes

To further guide their work, YDS members established five key raised during listening sessions.)

goals at the outset of the effort:
1. Increasing and improving collaboration between law enforcement, community-based
organizations, and other youth-serving agencies
2. Reducing the overall number of youth arrests, referrals to probation, and petitions filed
Reducing racial and ethnic disparities in youth arrests, referrals to probation, and petitions filed
4. Increasing the number of youth who are connected to services that address their underlying
needs without acquiring an arrest or criminal record
5. Improving health, academic, economic, and other outcomes for youth

w
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Guided by this vision and these goals, this report reflects the efforts of the YDS and the CEO to provide a
plan for youth diversion throughout the County, including core components needed to effectively and
equitably support the development of young people who come into contact with the justice system
throughout Los Angeles County.

Literature Review

Involvement in the justice system is costly, harmful, and ineffective. The odds of high school
Both initial contact and continued involvement with the justice system
are associated with negative outcomes such as increased likelihood of by a first-time arrest and
high school dropout, trauma, substance abuse, and other outcomes that nearly quadrupled by a first-
negatively impact a young person’s lifetime health and success.”""” time court appearance.

dropout are nearly doubled

As young people become more involved in the justice system, they are exposed to further risk for
negative outcomes. The odds of high school dropout, for example, are nearly doubled by a first-time
arrest and nearly quadrupled by a first-time court appearance.” Youth who are detained or incarcerated
are at increased risk for infectious and chronic disease, are often subject to physical and sexual abuse,
and have more than double the suicide rate of their peers.”

These collateral consequences of justice system involvement also contribute to long-term inequity.
Data shows that arrest and incarceration continue to disproportionately impact communities of color
nationwide—communities that are also overburdened with poor air quality, limited access to quality
health care, and high rates of violence. ™"V

In an effort to reduce the negative impacts of justice system involvement, jurisdictions throughout the
nation have been working to reduce arrests and incarceration through multi-sector collaboration and
evidence-based systems change.®™ Such efforts include diversion initiatives, which re-direct the justice
system’s response to youth by providing supports or services that can address participants’ underlying
needs.""

Although there is wide variation in diversion programming nationwide, evidence suggests that diverting
young people from the juvenile justice system as early as possible is a promising practice.™ When
implemented well (e.g., with fidelity to theory of change, ongoing data collection, and protections
against net widening), diversion programs can improve outcomes for youth otherwise at risk for long-
term involvement in the justice system and associated damage to their health and
WeubEing.XV'Viii'XViii'XiX'Xx'XXi'XXii

A recent meta-analysis of youth diversion showed that Youth who participate in pre-arrest
youth who participated in pre-arrest or pre-arrest diversion programs have been shown to be
diversion programs were almost 2.5 times less likely to

re-offend than similarly situated youth who were not 2 ° 5 x

diverted, while youth who participated in post-arrest

less likely to re-offend than similar youth
diversion programs were 1.5 less likely to re-offend.”™ ¥ y

who were not diverted.

Youth Arrest Data

Consistent with national and statewide trends, youth arrests and citations in Los Angeles County have
decreased significantly in recent years, from 56,286 in 2005 to 13,665 in 2015." Today, the vast majority
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of youth arrests or citations in Los Angeles County are for status offenses; misdemeanor offenses, such
as petty theft; and low-level felonies.'

. . Figure 1. Youth Arrest Rates in Los Angeles
Available data suggest that processes by which County by Race/Ethnicity, 2005 and 2015

youth who come into contact with law
enforcement are cited or arrested and then either
diverted or referred to probation vary by both Black
youth characteristics and jurisdiction (see Hispanic/Latin
Appendix A, Table 1). Indeed, although youth O
arrests in Los Angeles are on the decline overall, American Indian/Other B
youth of color are increasingly more likely to be

|

arrested than their White peers (see Figure 1). White

Asian/Pacific Islander

In 2005, the arrest rate for Black youth was 3.5

times higher than that of their White peers. 0 20 40 60
Today, Black youth are over 6 times more likely to Arrest Rate Per 1,000 Youth
be arrested or cited than White youth, 3 times 2005 m2015

more likely than Hispanic/Latino or American
Indian/Other youth, and 30 times more likely than Asian/Pacific Islander youth.

This gap persists throughout the various stages of justice system contact. Youth of color are more likely
to have arrests or citations referred to Probation and to experience detention or incarceration.

One factor that may contribute to these disparate outcomes is the wide variation in existing diversion
programming and resources deployed in jurisdictions throughout the County.

An environmental scan of local youth diversion practice found wide variation among the 16 identified
youth diversion programs operating at the point of arrest or citation (see Appendix B). Existing
programs differed by point of referral, structure and setting, eligibility criteria and intake processes,
types of services, requirements for program completion, and use of data collection and assessment.

While more information is needed to better understand how variation in diversion practice may be
associated with disparate rates of arrest and further justice system involvement, standardizing and
scaling up effective diversion models has the potential to equitably improve youth outcomes throughout
the County. This effort also has the potential to have substantial impact given the scale of the issue in
the County. While suitability determinations in each individual case cannot be accounted for,
approximately 11,000 youth arrests reported

throughout Los Angeles County in 2015 —including
1 1’000 for status offenses, misdemeanors, and low-level
. felonies — were legally eligible for diversion in lieu of
youth arrests in Los Angeles County were legally o . .
.. Lo o arrest or citation under California Welfare and
eligible for diversion in lieu of arrest or citation

in 2015. Institutions Code Section 625.3 (see Appendix A,
Table 2).

Such cases could be counseled and released or diverted to community-based activities and services in
lieu of arrest, following successful examples in jurisdictions such as San Francisco County, Miami-Dade
County, and others.""""
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Scope of the Report and Overview of The Model

Youth thrive when they are provided with resources and structure that guide their development and
decrease their susceptibility to negative influences. With support and nurturing, youth are more likely
to grow and develop without coming into contact with the justice system. It is recognized, however,
that youth contact with the justice system can occur and that developing appropriate responses in those
cases — including diversion opportunities — is critical for supporting youth, their families, and the
community.

When youth do come into contact with the justice system, diverting them from further system
involvement can reduce harm, support their wellbeing, and promote public safety. Pursuant to Welfare
and Institutions Code Sections 626, 236, 256, 653.5, 654, 654.3 and 660.5, pre-adjudication diversion
may be granted to youth at any stage in the justice system up to adjudication, including at the point of
arrest or citation by law enforcement, either before or after the arrest or citation is recorded or booked;
after referral to the Probation Department; before filing by the District Attorney; or before adjudication
by the Court (see Figure 2). Post adjudication diversion may also occur at later stages of a young
person’s involvement in the system, including but not limited to, diversion from probation,
incarceration, or deportation.

While the YDS recognizes and is supportive of efforts to advance diversion opportunities at later stages
of a case and/or with transition age youth, this report focuses on the earliest point of contact with the
justice system and prior to an initial case referral to probation from law enforcement. The report’s
recommendations focus on diversion opportunities at the initial point of contact with law enforcement
(i.e., providing an alternative to arrest or citation) in order to prevent involvement or increased
involvement in the justice system and to better address youths’ underlying needs and support their
development (Figure 2).

Figure 2. Continuum of Services and Focus of the YDS Report

PREVENTION & OPPORTUNITIES FOR POST-ADJUDICATION
RISK REDUCTION 1 PRE-ADJUDICATION DIVERSION —‘ ‘— DECISION-MAKING & REENTRY —

Youth comes into
contact with law
enforcement.

Case
Adjudication
v

oo
T
oee
@ea
Ftooo
L L
ooa
CLL

Youth recieves appropriate services in
home, school, or community with no
justice system involvment.

Counsel, 5 .
Refer, Release > [re-Amest > Post-Amest Probation > Attorney Court court, halls, and/or camps.

> District Youth is processed in

13,665 juvenile arrests 1,300 young people in
reported in 2015 juvenile hall or camp

To that end, the YDS envisions a countywide model and infrastructure for youth diversion that promotes
the widespread use of community-based diversion in lieu of arrest or citation, with support from a
central coordinating office. This central office would play a critical role in providing the coordination
and contracting needed to standardize effective and equitable practices for youth diversion while also
supporting local partnerships through ongoing training, technical assistance, and communication. The
diversion model and role of the central coordinating office is summarized below.
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PROPOSED YOUTH DIVERSION
PARTNERSHIP MODEL

| A central office provides countywide coordination
| and contracts for youth diversion services.

This office will guide the phased expansion of new and existing partnerships between
law enforcement agencies and community-based providers and support partners in
developing and implementing protocols for referral, intake, programming, and
communication.

A Law enforcement refers eligible and suitable youth to
community-based diversion partner in lieu of arrest
Y or citation.

7

A law enforcement officer will apply his or her department’s referral protocol to
determine whether a youth is eligible and suitable for pre-arrest diversion.

el
Community-based organizations conduct intake
assessment and develop diversion plan.
Diversion plans will reflect the level and types of intervention needed to address the
youth's risks, needs, and interests and support positive youth development.

Upon successful completion of diversion, a youth’s case
is dismissed, and no criminal record is sustained.

Diversion partners will work with participating youth to reduce barriers to successful
completion of the program. If a participant is unable to complete it, his or her case may
be returned to the referring agency for further processing.

needed to inform program improvement and assess

Q Diversion partners communicate regularly and collect data
Qj countywide progress.

Partners will share information regarding diversion referrals, participation status, and
program completion, consistent with all applicable confidentiality protections. Ongoing
program- and county-level assessment will be coordinated by the central office.

The YDS therefore envisions that the central office will facilitate collaboration with youth-serving

agencies and organizations throughout the County, identifying opportunities to advance effective
diversion in other settings, align with existing efforts (see Appendix F), and support future work to
support youth wellbeing (see Appendix G).
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Increased integration among these additional
multi-sector stakeholders will further
strengthen the County’s diversion initiative
(see Figure 3). Broad multi-sector
collaboration will help advance effective youth
diversion by ensuring local resources and
networks are effectively leveraged,
establishing pathways for youth to be
effectively counseled and released (e.g.,
informally connected with local resources at
nearby libraries, parks, drop-in centers, or arts
organizations), and establishing pathways for
youth to be effectively supported in the event

The YDS recognizes that other systems — including but
not limited to schools, foster care, health care and
crisis response — play critical roles in the processes by
which young people come into contact with the
justice system.

As parallel efforts to review the County’s approach to
school-based arrests and probation move forward,
the YDS envisions this infrastructure will be flexible
enough to provide effective alternatives to prevent
involvement or increased involvement in the justice

system and better align systems responses to address
underlying needs and support youth development.

that they do not successfully complete
diversion programming (e.g., returned to referring agency and/or connected with appropriate systems
where more serious needs may be met).

Figure 3. Model for Youth Diversion Referral, Intake, Infrastructure, and Sustainability in Los Angeles County
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Part 1: CCJCC Youth Diversion Subcommittee
Recommendations

In alignment with the vision, goals, and core components of effective youth diversion in Los Angeles
County (see Appendix H), the CCICC Youth Diversion Subcommittee (YDS) provides the following
recommendations:

1.1: Central Coordinating Office
Recommendation 1.1: Los Angeles County should establish a central office responsible for providing
countywide coordination and contracting for community-based youth diversion services.

The YDS recommends that Los Angeles County launch its youth diversion initiative by establishing a
central coordinating office to provide necessary infrastructure and guide implementation and evaluation
of youth diversion efforts throughout the County.

This office would be tasked with upholding a public health and youth development approach to
diversion, with the mission of improving outcomes for youth and reducing arrests by implementing
efforts that prioritize equity, advance wellbeing, support accountability, and promote public safety.

The central office would contract with community-based organizations and guide the development of
intake and assessment processes, data collection and communication, provision of technical assistance,
and standard outcome measures. Although it will be important for diversion partners to tailor
programming to fit local needs, the coordination and support from the central office will ensure that
programs are implemented with fidelity to the County’s standards for effective youth diversion.

In addition to developing necessary infrastructure and developing partnerships, the office should be
responsible for the following core tasks:
e Engaging a multi-sector advisory body, including representation from youth and caregivers
e Developing a centralized referral system to coordinate data collection and information sharing
between diversion partners
* Examining the landscape of existing youth diversion programs to identify priorities and
opportunities for implementation and expansion
e Providing technical assistance and training; disseminating tools, templates, and resources; and
communicating successes and lessons learned to agencies and organizations
* |dentifying opportunities for diversion to align with other work supporting youth wellbeing

It should also be emphasized that in developing its

implementation plan, the central office should continue Once the youth diversion infrastructure has
to engage partners to address unresolved areas in this been established and a plan for sustainability is
report. While the diversion framework presented in this in place, the central office could help guide
report reflects the shared product of the subcommittee, efforts to advance diversion at later points of
there are implementation areas — for example, the contact and support youth development in
manner in which diversion records and data would be other settings, including prevention or reentry.

shared among partners — that require additional
discussion. Areas requiring further discussion are included in Appendix I.
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In order to accomplish these tasks, the office should be staffed with individuals who have relevant skills
and expertise, including familiarity with the landscape of youth-serving systems and organizations in Los
Angeles County and an understanding of the unique needs of youth at risk for justice system contact.

1.2: Phased Implementation

Recommendation 1.2: The central office should implement the County’s youth diversion initiative in a
phased approach that builds on existing capacity, addresses infrastructure needs, and allows for
continued growth.

Given the scope of this initiative and the importance of tailoring implementation to the unique strengths
and needs of communities throughout Los Angeles County, the YDS recommends that the central

coordinating office implement the diversion plan in a phased approach (See Appendix J).

Figure 4. Summary of Phased Approach
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The environmental scan of existing youth diversion programs completed by the YDS in April 2017
identified a need for coordination and capacity-building across the County. At the time of the scan, only
some communities in Los Angeles County had access to youth diversion opportunities, and existing
programs varied by type and practice. The scan identified inconsistencies such as program reach,
referral processes, use of assessment tools, and staff protocols (see Appendix B).

Additionally, the YDS surveyed law enforcement leadership regarding agency readiness and capacity for

diversion. Results indicated a strong desire to participate in the diversion effort but a need to address
funding, countywide accountability, and community capacity for diversion referrals.
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1.3: Core Components: Local Partnerships and Processes Facilitated and
Supported by the Central Office

Recommendation 1.3: The central office should facilitate and support local partnerships between law
enforcement agencies and community-based diversion providers to implement diversion programs
that are in alignment with the County’s standards.

The YDS recommends that strategies and programming involved in the County’s youth diversion
initiative incorporate core components of effective practice for youth diversion, including partnerships
between law enforcement and community-based service providers, the use of standard eligibility
guidelines, the delivery of a holistic range of activities and services; standard requirements for program
success; and ongoing data-collection and communication of results.

By aligning youth diversion with these core components, the County could see the following benefits:

e Reduced number of youth arrests, referrals to probation, and petitions filed

e Reduced racial and ethnic disparities in youth arrests, referrals to probation, and petitions filed

¢ Increased number of youth connected with services that address their underlying needs without
acquiring an arrest or criminal record

e Reduced recidivism for participating youth

* Improved health, academic, and economic outcomes for participating youth

* Increased capacity for community-based organizations and other youth-serving agencies to
serve youth who come into contact with the justice system

* Increased capacity for law enforcement to address serious offenses and support public safety

1.3.1: Referral

Recommendation 1.3.1: Law enforcement agencies should be the primary source of referrals to
community-based diversion providers and should work closely with partnering organizations and the
central office to develop program protocols and requirements.

Program protocols should be alighed with the core components of effective youth diversion, address
youth needs, and describe the role(s) of additional partners as needed, including but not limited to
processes for providing information or transportation needed to address barriers to participation for
youth and families within 48 hours of initial contact with law enforcement.

1.3.2: Eligibility

Recommendation 1.3.2: In collaboration with partnering organizations and the central office, law
enforcement agencies should develop eligibility quidelines that can help determine when a youth may be
counseled and released or referred to diversion in lieu of further justice system involvement.

The YDS drafted guidelines and a sample decision matrix to assist law enforcement agencies in
determining eligibility for diversion. While the specific circumstances of a case would also inform law
enforcement’s determination of suitability for diversion, the eligibility guidelines aim to:

e Prioritize community-based diversion services in alignment with best practice.

*  Prioritize counsel and release or diversion to community-based alternatives rather than

arrest/citation at the earliest possible point of law enforcement contact with youth.
e Avoid penalizing youth for failure to complete previous diversion plans or programs.
e Identify the appropriate level and types of services for youth based on risk and needs.
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In accordance with WIC 625.3, law enforcement officers may
counsel and release or divert a young person unless they are

14 years of age or older and have been taken into custody by
an officer for the personal use of a firearm in the commission
or attempted commission of a felony or for any offense listed
in subdivision (b) of Section 707.

While prior diversion history is one factor
that can help determine whether a
young person is suitable for diversion,
opportunities for diversion should not be
denied solely based on a young person’s
previous diversion referral, whether
successfully or unsuccessfully completed.
Similarly, diversion should not be denied
solely due to other system involvement
(e.g., foster care involvement);
homelessness; immigration status; or
health status.

To assist law enforcement personnel in assessing suitability for
diversion in eligible cases, the YDS recommends that
participating law enforcement agencies have access to a data
system that provides a young person’s prior diversion history.

In some cases, youth may be eligible but not deemed suitable
for diversion due to surrounding circumstances. It is possible that these cases may later be deemed
suitable for diversion by the Probation Department, District Attorney’s Office, or Court.

A full description of the law and the proposed diversion eligibility guidelines can be found in Appendix K.

Figure 5. Summary of Proposed Eligibility Considerations for Counsel and Release/Diversion

Law enforcement can “counsel and release” for infractions, status offenses,
and low-level misdemeanors.

In many cases that can otherwise result in arrest, an informal warning;
information about existing resources; or connection to family-, school-, or
AND RELEASE community-based resources may better address the development and needs
of a young person.

COUNSEL

Law enforcement partners are encouraged to counsel and release youth in
eligible cases unless formal referral to diversion is deemed appropriate.

In accordance with WIC 625.3, law enforcement officers may counsel and
release or divert a young person unless they have been taken into custody
by an officer for the personal use of a firearm in the commission or
attempted commission of a felony or for any offense listed in subdivision (b)
of Section 707.

Although diversion is encouraged at the earliest possible point of contact,
youth deemed ineligible or unsuitable for diversion at the point of initial law
enforcement contact may be eligible for diversion at later stages.

While it is preferable to divert the youth prior to completing or booking an
arrest, circumstances may lead law enforcement to find a young person
unsuitable for pre-booking diversion. In those cases, consideration should be
given to completing the booking process but allowing the youth to participate
in a diversion program prior to the referral of arrest or citation to Probation.

Any report of arrest or citation should be held in abeyance pending
completion of diversion requirements. Diversion partners will work with
participating youth to reduce barriers to successful completion. Upon
successful completion, the youth's case should be dismissed and no criminal
record should be sustained. If the youth is unable to complete the program,
his or her case would be returned to the referring law enforcement agency
for further processing.
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1.3.3: Strengths-Based Assessment and Level of Intervention

Recommendation 1.3.3: Community-based diversion partners should conduct a strengths-based
assessment of the youth’s risks, needs, and interests during intake to inform the level of intervention and
requirements for successful completion, consistent with established program quidelines.

Diversion partners are encouraged to develop internal protocols that meet minimum standards for
evidence-based program requirements (see Figure 6). Program requirements should be informed by a
strengths-based assessment of a participating youth’s risks, needs, and interests conducted during
community-based intake.

Diversion should be in lieu of an arrest and any records of citation or arrest should be held in abeyance
pending successful completion as outlined below. Once youth have successfully completed their initial
diversion referral, they may continue to participate in any program to which they are referred.

In some cases, program partners may identify additional program elements to ensure accountability,
repair the harm caused by criminal behavior, and promote youth wellbeing. For example, in cases
where a victim has been identified, youth may be connected to providers to engage in restorative or
transformative justice processes with individuals who they may have harmed.

Figure 6. Summary of Proposed Requirements for Successful Completion of Counsel and Release/Diversion

Programming is entirely voluntary. Youth are provided information about
COUNSEL therapeutic services, enrichment programs, or other informal school- or

AND RELEASE community-based supports they can access voluntarily. There are no requirements
for completion or legal consequences if youth do not participate.

Community-based programming is in lieu of an arrest.

Youth will be referred to a community-based organization that will complete the
intake process, including screening and/or assessment; development of a Diversion
Plan with terms for successful completion; and referral to services or activities
based on youth strengths, interests, and needs (e.g., youth development and social
support, education and employment, family support, restorative or transformative
justice). Youth will also be provided with support to reduce barriers to participation
{e.g., metro or bus passes) for both intake and programming.

Youth participating in diversion will be considered successful if they: 1) attend a
diversion intake session and 2) complete the requirements outlined in the
established program standards and informed by the intake process.

In cases where Restorative or Transformative lustice is appropriate, youth will be
considered successful if they: 1) attend an initial diversion intake session, 2) attend
an intake session with a restorative/transformative justice provider, 3) engage in
the restorative/transformative justice process, including honoring any restitution
agreement or commitments made to the party harmed.
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1.3.4: Program Elements

Recommendation 1.3.4: Community-based diversion providers should develop program plans that offer a
variety of activities and services that promote youth development and utilize effective interventions for
youth who come into contact with the justice system.

Community-based providers will receive support (e.g., funding, technical assistance, training, capacity-
building, connection to additional youth-serving agencies) to provide a range of activities and services,
either as sole providers or in partnership with a network of community-based organizations.

The YDS recommends that all diversion programming offer elements of the following:

Screening and assessment using valid and reliable tools that capture strengths and interests in
addition to risk and needs to inform the level and type of diversion services.

Youth development and social support such as connections to culturally affirming and
supportive mentors, peer support groups, community leadership and organizing opportunities,
and enrichment programs (i.e. cooking, music, arts, sports).

Strengths-based services that affirm youth and family race, gender, sexual orientation, gender
identity, language, and culture so that youth feel welcome and supported.

Health and healing support such as physical health services, mental health services, substance
abuse services, trauma screening and referrals to reverse the negative effects of trauma.

Education and employment support such as dropout prevention, school reintegration, tutoring,
educational rights advocacy, job training, job placement, and skill-building to link youth to
school and jobs.

Family engagement and support such as youth-family mediation, peer support programs for
parents, participatory defense for parents to advocate for their children in court, counseling,
and parenting classes to engage parents in the healing process for their children.

Community engagement and inclusion of mentors or staff with lived experience of the justice
system as credible messengers to maximize the development of culturally responsive positive
relationships between youth and the adults around them.

Resources for transportation, food, housing, and other supports that address barriers to
participation and increase the chance that youth will attend programming.

Restorative / transformative justice or restorative practices to promote accountability and
repair the harm caused by criminal behavior.

Evidence-based or evidence-informed services, such as cognitive behavioral treatment, multi-

systemic therapy, and other interventions that have been identified as effective or promising
practices for similar populations of youth.
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1.3.5: Communications Among Diversion Partners

Recommendation 1.3.5: Diversion partners should communicate reqularly to inform program
improvement and share information — quided by established agreements — regarding diversion referrals,
participation status, and program completion, consistent with all applicable confidentiality protections
and best interests of participating youth, families, and public safety.

The central office should develop and maintain a system that allows the County to track diversion
referrals with the goal of supporting communication between partners while reducing the placement of
youth records in permanent criminal databases. Consistent with all applicable confidentiality
protections, diversion partners should have access to shared information regarding diversion referrals,
diversion participation, and program completion.

While shared data can allow partners to more effectively communicate regarding a participating youth’s
program status, the coordinating office should continue discussions to ensure that information sharing is
done with appropriate data protections. As with eligibility and program requirements, the types of
youth data collected and shared should be graduated in accordance with the following guidelines.

Figure 7. Summary of Proposed Guidelines for Recording and Reporting

COUNSEL No records in a permanent criminal database. When a young person is counseled
AND RELEASE and released, no information will be kept in a permanent criminal database.

No record of a citation or arrest in a permanent criminal database.

When a young person is diverted before he or she is booked, a record of the

diversion referral [date and time of referral, referring agency, referring officer,
DC ADDI organization receiving referral] will be submitted by law enforcement and

PRE-ARREST retained by the central office.

DIVERSION : ' A record of diversion program completion [complete / in progress / refused] will

be submitted by community-based partners and retained by the central office.

Community partners will maintain additional confidential records according to
their partnership agreements and County guidelines.

A record of a citation or arrest will be held in abeyance.

When a young person is diverted after a citation or arrest report is completed
but before the case is sent to Probation, any record of the citation or arrest in a
permanent criminal database should be held in abeyance pending completion of
diversion requirements. A record of the diversion referral [date and time of
referral, referring agency, referring officer, organization receiving referral] will
be submitted by law enforcement and retained by the central office.

A record of diversion program completion [complete / in progress / refused] will
be submitted by community-based partners and retained by the central office.

Community partners will maintain additional confidential records according to
their partnership agreements and County guidelines.
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1.4: Assessment of Key Indicators
Recommendation 1.4: The central office should assess key indicators on an ongoing basis at both the
program and County levels to monitor progress and inform adjustments.

The YDS recommends that data be collected and assessed on an ongoing basis to improve practice,
highlight priorities for future work, and inform decision-making.

Evaluation should occur to examine: (1) implementation and impact of diversion programs and (2)
progress across the County in scaling and spreading effective practices.

In addition, in order to achieve continual program improvement, the County may conduct additional
research on the root causes of justice-system involvement and opportunities to continue to improve
youth wellbeing in the County.

1.4.1: Program Evaluation
Recommendation 1.4.1: Program evaluation efforts should incorporate formative, process, and outcome
assessment efforts to make sure programs are effective.

Evaluation efforts should incorporate
formative, process, and outcome
assessment. That is, programs should
document how diversion partnerships have
been developed, how programming has
been implemented, whether interventions
are effective, and how interventions shape
youth outcomes.

Diversion Program
Development

Support and technical assistance for

program evaluation and regular o
Diversion Program

opportunities to share successes and 2 | . m
. el Implementation N
lessons learned should be available <% I
through the County’s central office. 9 2 $,9
ny
Program partners are also encouraged to "%% eo\ &

collaborate with academic institutions or
other local resources for additional data
collection, analysis, and communication support.

Given variation in levels of intervention and capacity for data collection and assessment among
community-based organizations countywide, the YDS has identified a proposed list of key indicators that
should be collected by each program participating in the County’s youth diversion initiative.

Recommended standards for diversion program evaluation in Los Angeles County include the regular
collection, analysis, and communication of the following core indicators, with appropriate protections in
place for confidentiality of youth records. For partners interested in conducting more comprehensive
evaluation, a sample program evaluation plan can be found as an attachment to this report labeled
Appendix L.
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FORMATIVE ASSESSMENT ‘

e Number and types of partners involved in diversion model

e Number and types of staff involved in diversion programming

e Number and types of training available and accessed

e Partner/staff feedback on program satisfaction, barriers to implementation, and opportunities for
improvement

e Number and types of cases referred to diversion, including:
0 Date and time of initial referral
0 Referring agency
O Eligibility category
e Number and types of diversion plans developed, including:
0 Date of intake screening/assessment
O Referrals to supportive services/activities
*  Number and types of youth participating in, refusing, and completing program requirements
e Participant feedback on program satisfaction, barriers to participation, and opportunities for
improvement
e  Cost of programming

e Participant feedback on program impact, including but not limited to self-reported improvement in:
0 Connection to supportive services/activities
O Academic engagement
0 Healthy relationships
0 Health and risk behaviors
e Recidivism rates for participating youth, including any subsequent arrests, sustained petitions, or
convictions

1.4.2: Monitoring of Progress

Recommendation 1.4.2: Countywide progress in building capacity; advancing equity; and reducing the
number of youth arrests, referrals to probation, and petitions filed should be monitored on an ongoing
basis to ensure the County is reaching its goals.

The central office leading juvenile diversion efforts should also consider coordinating the external
assessment of the following key questions and indicators to measure progress and identify opportunities
for improvement.

Assessment Questions Potential Indicators
How can we continue to *  Number and types of partners who participate in coordinating
build capacity? infrastructure

*  Number and types of guidance documents developed and disseminated

e Number and types of staff receiving training or technical assistance

e Changes in connectivity among governmental and community-based
organizations
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What impact are we
having on the reach of
diversion programs?

Number and location of diversion programs

Number of youth diverted, compared to the number of youth arrests
Amount of resources available/received for diversion programs

Cost of programming compared to cost savings and benefits of
programming

What impact are we
having on the quality of
diversion efforts?

Number of model policies or procedures adopted

Ways in which diversion programs are adopted or modified based on
best practices data or community input

Number and types of trainings or technical assistance sessions
completed

Ways in which culture or attitudes related to youth diversion and
development improve as a result of trainings or partnerships

What impact are we
having on overall justice
system involvement and
community safety and
wellbeing?

Number and types of arrests or citations, referrals to probation,
petitions

Rates of crime, victimization, illness, and injury

Rates of high school graduation and employment

Measures of food, housing, and economic security
Neighborhood engagement and environment

What impact are we
having on equity?

Process and outcome measures disaggregated by race/ethnicity, law
enforcement agency, location, gender, age, and other youth/family
characteristics
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Part 2: CEO Recommendations

The Board motion establishing the CCJCC Youth Diversion Subcommittee also directed the CEO to
determine infrastructure, funding, and resources needed to implement comprehensive and coordinated
youth diversion programming throughout the County. In coordination with the YDS recommendations,
the CEO provides the following recommendations for the implementation, funding, staffing, and
sustainability of youth diversion efforts countywide.

2.1: Oversight and Management

Recommendation 2.1: The County should establish an Office of Youth Diversion and Development
(OYDD) within the Office of Diversion and Reentry to oversee and manage the implementation of
youth diversion countywide.

The CEO recommends that an Office of Youth Diversion and Development (OYDD) be established and
staffed within the Office of Diversion and Reentry (ODR) to fund community-based diversion services
and to oversee and manage the implementation and coordination of youth diversion efforts
countywide. Specifically, the CEO recommends that four (4) positions be created to staff OYDD.

Establishing the OYDD within the ODR will complement the County’s existing effort to coordinate adult
diversion programs. Its name signals both its primary function as the coordinating hub for diversion
efforts countywide and its secondary function of helping diverted youth develop and thrive.

In establishing the ODR, the Board drew heavily on the District Attorney’s “Mental Health Advisory
Board Report: A Blueprint for Change”, which was released in 2015. The Blueprint discussed the
“sequential intercept model” which identifies points along the justice continuum where appropriate
interventions could occur. “Intercept One” refers to diversion at the initial point of contact with law
enforcement — the focus of this subcommittee’s report and the diversion efforts proposed.

This focus on early intervention supports the vision and goals for youth diversion in Los Angeles County
and reflects a commitment to healthy youth development by the YDS.

2.1.1: Phased Adoption of Core Components
Recommendation 2.1.1: OYDD should implement a phased adoption of the recommended core
components of youth diversion.

The office should work with agencies and organizations throughout Los Angeles County to encourage
their alignment with or adoption of the core components of an effective approach to youth diversion
developed by YDS that seek to minimize justice system contact by providing resources that support
ongoing community-based youth development.

To scale evidence-based diversion countywide, a three-year phased rollout is recommended. The
phased rollout would ensure sufficient time for implementation by building the diversion infrastructure,
facilitating diversion implementation through training and assessment tool development, and
supporting continued growth and sustainability.
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2.1.2: Referral System
Recommendation 2.1.2: OYDD should develop and maintain a web-based diversion referral system.

Los Angeles County does not currently have a central data system and would benefit from having a
means for tracking referrals and diversion statuses countywide. A central referral data system should be
created to support information-sharing within diversion partnerships, with safeguards to avoid
unnecessarily criminalizing youth records. The system should at a minimum support determination of
previous diversion history, diversion referrals and information regarding diversion status.

2.1.3: Training and Technical Assistance
Recommendation 2.1.3: OYDD should provide training and technical assistance to diversion partners.

OYDD should provide or coordinate capacity building, training, and technical assistance for community-
based service providers and law enforcement agencies to support sustainable changes in policy and
protocol in addition to changes in practice.

Many community-based programs with experience serving justice system involved youth need
additional support to provide sustainable programming, including training and technical assistance on
how to respond to County requests for proposals, data collection and outcome measurement, etc. Law
enforcement agencies may also benefit from standardized training and technical assistance related to
implicit bias, trauma-responsivity, interactions with youth and families, effective diversion referrals, and
reporting and information-sharing.

2.1.4: Evaluation
Recommendation 2.1.4: OYDD should coordinate the evaluation of countywide progress.

Ongoing research and evaluation is necessary to ensure that programs are meeting the County’s goals
for youth diversion. It is recommended that data be collected and assessed on an ongoing basis to
improve practice, highlight priorities for future work, and inform the Board of Supervisors and other
stakeholders of progress.

2.2: Funding and Sustainability
Recommendation 2.2: OYDD should leverage County and external funding opportunities.

2.2.1: County Funding
Recommendation 2.2.1: OYDD should leverage County funding opportunities.

The CEO in consultation with ODR developed a proposed four-year budget plan for OYDD and estimates
that approximately $23.8M will be needed over the four year period. The budget categories and
category totals are noted below.

OYDD Proposed Budget Category Four Year Budget Totals

Staff $1,896,303
Services & Supplies $865,000
Diversion Programming $21,000,000
Total $23,761,303
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The CEO has met with several departments and identified commitments of approximately $26.1M over
four years in ongoing funding for the proposed Office of Youth Diversion and Development. This
funding would be utilized to support the OYDD infrastructure and staffing, as well as to fund diversion
services provided in the community.

While there may appear to be a surplus of funding over the four-year plan, the surplus will be fully
absorbed by year five. To continue scaling up diversion programs in the County fully, additional funds
will be needed. The CEQ, in consultation with OYDD, will continue to identify additional funding or
leveraging opportunities to support the full implementation of youth diversion efforts by partnering
with County departments, including but not limited to:

e Arts Commission ¢ Department of Health Services
¢ Children and Family Services ¢ Office of Child Protection

¢ Department of Public Social Services ¢ Department of Mental Health

*  Probation Department e Workforce Development, Aging,
¢ Department of Public Health and Community Services

e County Library e CEO Homeless Initiative

The funding commitments noted below are ongoing though our plan only speaks to the first four years
of youth diversion.

Annual Funding Departmental Source Commencement Four Year Total
$3,000,000 Probation FY 2017-18 $12,000,000
$901,000 CEO FY 2017-18 $3,604,000
$3,500,000 Mental Health FY2018-19 $10,500,00
Total $26,104,000

Many of the core components of effective youth diversion, identified by the YDS overlap with the work
and practices of several County departments. Indeed, youth who have had contact with the justice
system often receive services intended to ameliorate challenges or behavior from numerous County
departments. Given this overlap, opportunities to leverage existing funding sources and contractual
relationships should be continuously pursued.

2.2.2: External Funding
Recommendation 2.2.2: OYDD should leverage external funding opportunities.

OYDD should establish and maintain relationships with the philanthropic community and work with the
Center for Strategic Public-Private Partnerships to leverage opportunities to blend various funding
options in support of youth diversion.

Philanthropy has played a critical role in advancing conversations and work around juvenile justice
reform and issues related to the development and wellbeing of children. Its ability to nimbly develop
and implement new and innovative programming can serve a catalytic force to move the County’s Youth
Diversion efforts forward. The partnership between OYDD and the philanthropic community should be
strengthened to identify opportunities for joint projects that improve the outcomes of diverted youth
and their families.
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2.3: Reporting on Progress and Opportunities
Recommendation 2.3: OYDD should provide annual reports of progress and future work.

OYDD should provide a report to the Board of Supervisors on its efforts to implement youth diversion
including but not limited to the following:

e Progress on phased rollout of diversion efforts countywide

* Information on youth arrest and demographic data countywide

e Identification of additional funding streams in support of youth diversion

e Federal, State and Local policy challenges to implementation

e Opportunities to further support youth development

2.4: Permanent Youth Diversion Steering Committee
Recommendation 2.4: OYDD should create a permanent Youth Diversion and Development Steering
Committee.

To guide and support the implementation of youth diversion and development efforts countywide, a
permanent steering committee should be established. Similar efforts have been used to create a
mechanism for community input and ensure recommendations are driven forward with fidelity.

A steering committee can provide a structure for ongoing communication across systems around
implementation progress, bring attention to systemic challenges, guide the analysis of evaluation
outcomes and serve as a forum from which future efforts aimed at supporting youth development and
wellbeing can be discussed. In consultation with OYDD, the committee should assist with the following
endeavors:
¢ Identify ways to align and expand diversion efforts within the District Attorney’s Office and
Probation Department
e Monitor data from schools, law enforcement, probation, courts
* Develop processes for ongoing collaborative learning among agencies/programs related to
equity, root causes, the impact of criminalization
¢ Identify opportunities to invest in community-based alternatives to justice system involvement
e Develop programming outside of the justice system to improve youth outcomes.

The Youth Diversion Steering committee should include representatives from youth-serving agencies

and organizations throughout Los Angeles County and include standing membership for youth who are
impacted by the justice system.
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Conclusion

The negative impacts of youth justice system involvement are significant and wide-ranging. Youth with
justice-system involvement have increased risk of school failure, trauma, substance abuse, and other
negative outcomes. Furthermore, the negative outcomes associated with justice system contact
disproportionately impact youth of color.

While significant progress has been made in Los Angeles County to reduce youth involvement with the
justice system, the County strives to do more, and diversion is a key strategy to support that goal.
Evidence shows that when implemented with fidelity, well-designed youth diversion programs have the
potential to reduce the negative consequences and costs associated with justice system involvement
and to improve youth outcomes.

The recommendations presented in this report — reflecting the commitment and expertise of YDS
subcommittee members from multiple disciplines — aim to provide a plan for developing a countywide
diversion infrastructure that prioritizes equity, advances well-being, supports accountability, and
promotes public safety. The proposed model is grounded in multi-sector partnerships that divert
appropriate cases from the justice system at the earliest point of contact to therapeutic services
informed by strengths-based assessments of participating youth.

Given Los Angeles County’s size, the effort to advance effective youth diversion throughout the County
will require focus and dedication by multiple County agencies, law enforcement departments, the
philanthropic and private donor communities, community-based organizations, youth, and families. The
effort will also require centralized coordination and capacity-building to ensure diversion opportunities
are available to all youth throughout the County.

Such a commitment is significant, but the benefits are, too. Los Angeles County has the largest juvenile

justice system in the nation. With a robust diversion infrastructure that serves youth throughout the
County, it can also be one of the most forward thinking counties in improving the well-being of its youth.
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APPENDIX A: Youth Arrest Data

Table 1. Characteristics of Los Angeles County Youth Arrests, 2005 and 2015' 2005 2015
Gender N=56,286 N=13, 665
Male 42,531 (76%) 10,314 (75%)
Female 13,755 (24%) 3,351 (25%)
Age at Arrest
<12 729 (1%) 116 (1%)
12 1,681 (3%) 260 (2%)
13 4,349 (8%) 806 (6%)
14 8,497 (15%) 1,637 (12%)
15 12,819 (23%) 2,697 (20%)
16 14,127 (25%) 3,591 (26%)
17 14,084 (25%) 4,558 (33%)
Race/Ethnicity
Hispanic/Latino 32,863 (58%) 8,450 (62%)
Black/African American 12,889 (23%) 3,304 (24%)
White 7,887 (14%) 1,359 (10%)
Asian/Pacific Islander 844 (2%) 164 (1%)
Other 1,803 (3%) 388 (3%)
Type of Apprehension2
Cited 19,843 (35%) 3,510 (27%)
Booked 32,586 (58%) 10,004 (73%)
Offense Level
Status 13,197 (23%) 1,277 (9%)
Misdemeanor 25,441 (45%) 7,102 (52%)
Felony 17,648 (31%) 5,286 (39%)
Common Arrest Offenses (n>500 in 2015)
Petty Theft 4,646 (8%) 1,472 (11%)
Burglary 3,040 (5%) 1,446 (11%)
Assault and Battery 2,896 (5%) 1,302 (10%)
Assault 2,713 (5%) 998 (7%)
Robbery 2,139 (4%) 790 (6%)
Other Misdemeanor 4,006 (7%) 704 (5%)
Other Felony 1,892 (3%) 643 (5%)
Truancy 1,093 (2%) 572 (4%)
Curfew 11,695 (21%) 567 (4%)
Local Ordinance 3,422 (6%) 519 (4%)
Weapons 2,516 (5%) 506 (4%)
Largest Arrest Jurisdictions (n>200 in 2015)
LAPD 23,221 (41%) 4,317 (32%)
LASD (unincorporated) 3,851 (7%) 1,008 (7%)
Long Beach 4,383 (8%) 923 (7%)
Lancaster 1,351 (2%) 420 (3%)
Palmdale 1,499 (3%) 386 (3%)
Santa Clarita 914 (2%) 376 (3%)
Glendale 1,696 (3%) 376 (3%)
Burbank 1,147 (2%) 305 (2%)
Downey 948 (2%) 305 (2%)
Torrance 733 (1%) 272 (2%)
Gardena 307 (1%) 247 (2%)
Montebello 496 (1%) 235 (2%)

! Preliminary data available through California Department of Justice public records act request submitted by the Los Angeles
County Department of Public Health, Division of Chronic Disease & Injury Prevention, Health & Policy Assessment.
2 Apprehension reported as “booked” when youth is brought to juvenile holding facility or any time an arrest report is filled out.
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Table 2. Youth Arrests in Los Angeles County by Offense Category and Reporting Jurisdiction, 2015

Sheriff Los Angeles Long Beach
County Sheriff Contract Police Police Other Total
Department Cities® Department Department Jurisdictions County
(n=1,008) (n=2,337) (n=4,317) (n=923) (n=5,080) (n=13,665)
Total Status 2 (0.2%) 8 (0.3%) 782 (18%) 25 (3%) 460 (9%) 1,277 (9%)
Total Misdemeanor 460 (46%) 1,219 (52%) 1,756 (41%) 525 (57%) 3,142 (62%) 7,102 (52%)
Petty Theft 27 (3%) 206 (9%) 238 (6%) 65 (7%) 936 (18%) 1,472 (11%)
Assault & Battery 86 (9%) 236 (10%) 428 (10%) 112 (12%) 440 (9%) 1,302 (10%)
Other Misdemeanors 347 (34%) 777 (33%) 1,090 (25%) 348 (38%) 1,766 (35%) 4,328 (32%)
Total Non-707(b) Felony 295 (29%) 639 (27%) 741 (17%) 167 (18%) 852 (17%) 2,694 (20%
Felony Burglary 85 (8%) 285 (12%) 251 (6%) 59 (6%) 293 (6%) 973 (7%
Other Non-707(b) 210 (21%) 354 (15%) 490 (11%) 108 (12%) 559 (11%) 1,721 (13%
Potential 707(b) Felony® 208 (21%) 416 (18%) 949 (22%) 197 (21%) 576 (11%) 2,346 (17%
Felony Assault 111 (11%) 207 (9%) 344 (8%) 85 (9%) 251 (5%) 998 (7%
Felony Robbery 49 (5%) 140 (6%) 363 (8%) 59 (6%) 179 (4%) 790 (6%
Felony Weapons 48 (5%) 65 (3%) 215 (5%) 48 (5%) 130 (3%) 506 (4%
Unlawful/Other Sex 0 (0%) 4 (2%) 27 (0.6%) 5 (0.5%) 16 (0.3%) 52 (0.4%
707(b) Felony’ 43 (4%) 55 (2%) 89 (2%) 9 (1%) 50 (1%) 246 (2%

* The Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department contracts with 40 of the 88 cities in Los Angeles County for law
enforcement services. Youth arrests are reported from the following Sheriff contract cities in aggregate: Agoura
Hills, Artesia, Avalon, Bellflower, Bradbury, Calabasas, Carson, Cerritos, Commerce, Compton, Diamond Bar,
Duarte, Hawaiian Gardens, Hidden Hills, Industry, La Canada Flintridge, La Habra Heights, Lakewood, La Mirada,
Lancaster, La Puente, Lawndale, Lomita, Lynwood, Malibu, Norwalk, Palmdale, Paramount, Pico Rivera, Rancho
Palos Verdes, Rolling Hills, Rolling Hills Estates, Rosemead, San Dimas, Santa Clarita, South El Monte, Temple City,
Walnut, West Hollywood, Westlake Village.

* More information is needed to determine whether felony offenses such as burglary, which may or may not
classify as California Welfare and Institutions Code (WIC) Section 707(b) offenses would be eligible for diversion

under WIC 625.3.
> Includes Homicide, Rape, Kidnapping, Lewd or Lascivious Conduct, Escape, Arson.
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ENVIRONMENTAL SCAN OF EXISTING YOUTH DIVERSION PROGRAMS
(ITEM NO. 20, AGENDA OF JANUARY 24, 2017)

On January 24, 2017, a motion by Supervisors Ridley-Thomas and Hahn proposed the
advancement of a comprehensive, coordinated and expanded approach to youth
diversion across the County, with the goal of minimizing youth contact with the juvenile
or criminal justice system. To that end, the Board of Supervisors (Board) made the
following directives:

1.

Direct the Chief Executive Officer (CEQ) to hire a consultant with expertise in
youth diversion to support the development of a Countywide youth diversion
infrastruclure;

Form an ad-hoc Subcommittee under the Countywide Criminal Justice
Coordination Committee (CCJCC), chaired by the Department of Public Health's
Division of Chronic Disease and injury Prevention {DPH) and comprised of senior
representatives from County deparlments, law enforcement, school districts, and
community-based organizations to coordinate the development of a Countywide
infrastructure;

Direct the CEOQ to report back 1o the Board in writing in 120 days on a plan to
scale effective practices for youth diversion across the County;

Direct the CEO to report back in writing in 150 days with an assessment of
necessary changes in the County to achieve this comprehensive, coordinated
and expanded approach to youth diversion; and
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5. Through an amendment by Supervisor Barger, direct the CEQ to report to the
Board in 30 days with @ comprehensive inventory of existing youth diversion
programs, including but not limited to, a description of the program, gecgraphic
location, lead agency/department, budget, funding source, and cutcome data
where available.

The CEOQ requested an extension to provide the inventory of exisiing youth diversion
programs until April 7, 2017. The extension was requested to ensure the inventory
benefited from the contributions of the newly formed Youth Diversion Subcommittee.

This memarandum serves as a response to directive number five of the Board motion
and details below the background and efforis undertaken to develop the youth diversion
environmental scan. The CEO’s response to directives numbers one through four of the
Board motion will be provided to the Board by May 26, 2017,

Background

Over the last year, DPH has convened key community partners to better understand the
County’s youth diversion landscape. These assemblies/meetings provided DPH with a
cursory understanding of youth diversion programming available in the County and
helped in developing an initial inventory of diversion programs.

The Youth Diversion Subcommitice formed under CCJCC was provided DPH’s initial
inventory document and asked to assist in identifying missing community and law
enforcement diversion programs. Members of the Youth Diversion Subcommittee
recently provided their input and the revised youth diversion inventory document is
attached for your review.

Environmental Scan of Youth Diversion Programs

The environmental scan identifies youth diversion programs being operated at three
pre-adjudication contact points:

1) The point of arrest or citation—either before or after the arrest or citation is
recorded;

2) The point of referral to the Probation Department (Probation) for further
processing; or

3) The point of referral to the District Attorney for petition filing.

The scan does not include diversion or reentry efforts focused on aduit populations or
efforts on youthful offenders that may occur after adjudication by the Juvenile Court.
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The scan includes diversion programs operated by community-based organizations,
school districts, law enforcement agencies, Probation, and the District Attorney's Office.
Major categories of information collected in the scan included:

Program jurisdiction/reach;
Program inception;
Diversion occurrence peint;
Program elements;
Assessments conducted:;
Training protocols;
Program evaluations; and
Program funding.

Preliminary Assessment

Many of the identified programs differed in terms of reach, referral process, use of
assessment tools, and staff protocols. Also, most had not been rigorously evaluated to
determine effectiveness. Informalion on program funding was not readily available or
easily parsed to determine sources or funding sustainability.

However, 16 programs (73 percent) focused their diversion efforts on youth identified at
the initial point of arrest or citation before any referral to Probation or the District
Attorney, while six programs {27 percent) focused on diversion efforts after an arrest or
citation was recorded. Those 16 programs are focusing on the areas where the Youth
Diversion Subcommittee will be concentrating its efforls.

Additionally, most of the programs listed had been in place for over three years,
indicaling a clear inlerest on the part of the local cities, community organizations,
County departments, and law enforcement agencies across the County to create and
sustain programs that divert young people away from the juvenile justice system. Many
of the organizations and agencies listed on the environmental scan are also
participating on the Youth Diversion Subcommittee.

Next Steps
While the information and programs assembled in this environmental scan are not

exhaustive or conclusive, they do lend credence to the work of the Youth Diversion
Subcommittee and the need for an enhanced Countywide youth diversion infrastructure.
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Over the next three months, the Youth Diversion Subcommittee will be developing a set
of core components that are associated with effective approaches to youth diversion
and that are grounded in youth diversion literature and research. The program
elements noted in the environmental scan will be incorporaled where possible into the
work of the Youth Diversion Subcommittee as it develops effective and
evidence- based core components. The CEQO has identified a consultant to assist the
Subcommittee in ils efforls and to identify opportunities to further build on the
environmental scan.,

A plan to scale effective practices for youth diversion across the County will be
presented to the Board in approximately three months and will include, among other
things, an updated environmental scan with additional programs or pregram elements
that have been identified.

If you have any guestions or need additional information, please let me know or your
staff may contact Fesia Davenport, Assistant CEO at (213) 974-1188, or via email at
fdavenport@ceo.lacounty.qov.

SAH:JJ:FAD
HKVH: km

Altachment
Gi Executive Office, Board of Supervisors
County Counsel

Countywide Criminal Justice Coordination Committee
Public Health
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ENVIRONMENTAL SCAN: Pre-Adjudication Diversion Programs in Los Angeles County, March 23, 2017

Introduction

in May 2016, the Los Angeles County Department of Public Health facilitated a convening of diversion practitioners to understand juvenile
diversion programs throughout the County and to clarify best practices for diverting youth from the justice system. Participants were
asked to complete a survey which provided information on youth diversion programs in the County. That initial listing of youth diversion
pregrams has baen reviewed and updated by the County’s newly farmed Youth Diversion Subcommittee in response to a January 24, 2017
Board Motion requesting an inventory of youth diversion programs in the County. This environmiental scan reflects ail the known youth
diversion programs in the county but will continue to be updated as additional youth diversion effarts are identified.

Youth Diversion is defined as “an opportunity to aveid or minimize formal processing in the justice system for youth who commit an
offense, often providing alternative activities or services based on need (internally or through partnership with external providers) to
reduce risk for future crime.” Pre-adjudication diversion, in particular, occurs prior to transferring as case to juvenile court for formal
processing and adjudication,

This environmental scan identifies youth diversion programs being operated at three pre-adjudication contact points: 1) the point of
arrest or citation—either befure or after the arrest or citation is recorded, 2} the point of referral to probation for further processing, or 3}
the point of referral to District Attorney for petition filing. Programs run by community-hbased organizations, schoaol districts, law
enforcement agencies, the Probation Department, and the District Attorney's Office are included.
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CONTACT POINT 1: DIVERSION AT THE POINT OF ARREST OR CITATION!

T L (P R S —

Program Program TR et 5 2L Funding /
£ . Point at which Risk / Needs Training Qutcome
llams.:flead Catchment History Reach K P Key Camponants Asckdstrant P ol Feilaetion Budget
Agency Area : ! !
1. Los Angeles, | Started in 30 vouth | Before referral to | — Meeting with : No formal No formal Internal annual Not Available
Restorative Long Beach 2005 peryear | probation or those harmed by | risk/needs . diversion reporting
Community I before referral to | offense and ' assessment training
Canferencing- ! District Attorney | completion of !
California ! i mutually agreed- :
: Program referrals ,
Conference upon terms
5 may also come
for Equality | - Case
A ! from schools
and Justice ¢ management
v 4 , Los Angeles | CYS started | 300-600 ! —Victim-Offender | Use of In-depth Annual recidivism ~ $B00-54K per
Everychild County, diversion youth * may come from ° Restitution relationship- training for . | checks, victim youth per
Restorative inchuding servicesin  peryear law enforcement, Services (VORS), based, trauma- | staff and satisfaction . year
Justice Center | cities of 1975; probation, district | meeting with informed risk / | volunteers surveys; VORS i depending on
(ERIC) for Inglewoad, expanded - attorney, public victim and needs {trauma- ! listed on National | risk level;
Post-Booking | Lawndale, with ‘ ' . defender, or completion of ! screening and informed { Registry of . funding from
Diversion - | Hawthorne, | addition of | judges mutually agreed- | assessment care, ' Evidence Based state, county,
Centinela Gardena, ERICin ! upon terms : {Youth Level of | educational ~ Programs and and private
Youth Lennox 2011 = Clinical case ' Service/Case ' sights}; i Practices based on | foundation
Services (CYS}) through management for Management ° training ; 2000 independent | grants
one-time high risk youth nventory) opportunities | evaluation
$1M grant — Referral to far law
from services enforcement
' Everychild i partners
Foundation [ i
i ; H

- .

* piversion at the point of arrest or citation occurs after contact with law enforcement but before referral to probation for processing. Law enforcement may
collaborate with other agencies or community organizations to divert youth at ane of twe decision points: 1) before an arest or citation is recorded {i.e., arrest
or citation is put on hold pending completion of diversion), or 2) after an arrest or citation is recorded.

Prepared by the Youth Diversion Subcommittee of the Countywide Criminai Justice Ceordination Committee
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oSNt SR Foint at which Risk/ Needs. .| . Training Gutcome e
m:;:. I:;d m:‘:;mt it | o’ Diversion Occurs R ﬂss:.essment T Pratocal Evalkiation i
3. | Los Angefes | Pre- 180-220 | Before arrestor | - Partnering with Use of | In-depth Annual recidivism | $800-$4K per
CYSJuvenile | County, booking / youth citation is law enforcement relationship- | training for . | checks, victim youth per
Arrest 1 including status peryear | recarded to hold arrest in | based, trauma-  staff and satisfaction year
Diversion ' cities of offense ! abeyance and Vinformed risk/  volunteers; | surveys; VORS depending on
Program Inglewood, diversion avoid arrest record | needs training ! listed on Nationat | risk level;
{(}ADP) for Lawndale, started in upon successful  screeningand  oppaortunities  Registry of funding from
Pre-Booking Hawthorne, | 2012 completion - assessment for law Evidence-Based state, county,
Diversion Gardena, - VORS " (Youth Level of enforcement . Programs and and private
. Lennox - Clinical case Service/Case : partners ' Practices based on | foundation
management for Management | 2000 independent | grants
high risk youth - Inventory} evaluation !
~ Referral to |
i services | !
4. Cityof Long  Started in 200 | Before referralto : ~ 2day class | No formal No formal No formal Mot Available
Long Beach Beach 1994 families ' probation - Mock ; risk/needs SHORTSTOP | evaluation since
Bar per year ; * incarceration | assessment training change in referrals
Foundation : — Group anger f following close of
SHORTSTOP i : management \ informal juvenile
Program i i = Family courts
i : involvement

Prepared oy the Youth Diversion Subcommittee of the Countywide Criminal Justice Coardination Committee
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~ Program | Program | i | T S
Nameflead | Catchment History | Reach | Dmx,::‘;:z, Key Components '::;i::::
o e s el a e
f City of Started in 15-25 Before referralto | — Update meetings 1‘ Strengths &
Alhambra ! Alnambra 2011; youth prebation to review contract ! Difficulties
Youth [ expanded per year —10 week Parent . Questionnaire
3 : ; | Program referrals > -
Diversion in2015t0 | PR, Project {1X weekly) and academic
Program serve ! ! . tsr'ul i i« Monitoring of . achievement /
(AYDP) - students P e ' gradesfattendance | school
school / School 5 (i
Alhambra not / behavior discipline
: o Attendance ' o e : =
Police enralled in | ; . — Ongoing clinical information,
i Review Board . v
Departrment Alhambra * {SARB), of court counseling additional
Unified i d — Celebration of assessment by
School completion / MSW therapist
i District graduation at |
| {AUSD) Police Department '

6. Los Angeles  Expanded | 250-300 | Before }.é'ferralto — Pupil Services FamilySource -
Los Angeles i Unified in 2014~ youth ! probation and Attendance . Partnership
Unified School 2015 to ' peryear {PSA) counselor at | Program
School District | District include FamilySource comprehensive
{LAUSD) more ; Partnership academic
Diversion serious Program center assessment
Referral cases — Development of
Program — Los action plan
Angeles - Referral to
School Police FamilySource or

community

services as needed

Trai'nipg Outcome F';::‘::t;
Protocol Evaluation
Staff trained | External Not Avaifable
in Pyramid of | evaluation of
Success; APD  AUSD Gateway to
. cross trained . Success but no
{e.g., ¢ritical | evaluation specific
- Incident, to diversion
mental program,
health); anecdotally,
monthly 1 student not
partner successful inlast 3
meetings for | years
information
sharing
Diversion . Evaluation Not Available
trainings for | completed for
LASPD 2015-16 which
officers as examined
well as academic, school
assessment attendance,
training for and wellness
counselors outcomes for
yauth

I
;
]
b e el 188

Prepared by the Yauth Diversion Subcommittee of the Countywide Criminal Justice Coordingtion Cammittee
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EREEAG ) s SLXDOOND - Point at which | ks Noets. | Teakoing Outcome SEmm,
Na:;:{‘l;ad Qt:h:: y o S P~ Diversion Occurs . v ommmntty Assessment : Pratocal Evaluation Budget
7. City of I Started in 270 Before referraito  — Referral to No formal Noformal | Interested in Not Available
Covina Youth | Covina : 2005 youth of | probation counseling risk/needs CYDP training | outcome
Diversion : 299 - Relationship skills | assessment; assessment but
Program eligible * — Community intake lacks resources; no
{CYDP) - since : service interview with formal evaluation;
Covina Police 2005 — 3 meetings with yauth and raw recards {no
Department i YAB (members family; monitor follow-up);
i appointed by City | school records anecdotally, >50%
e Counell) | . REEEY = successfui .
8. City of €l Started in 80-100 Before referral to | —Counseling No formal i No formal No formal . Not Available
El Monte Maonte 2000; youth probation ar — Parent Project risk/needs; " TORCH evaluation; no
TORCH recently peryear | befare referral to | —Trips to jail/camp | intake training * recidivism data
Academy adapted to District Attorney | — Recreational interview with
Boot Camp - include activities yauth and
El Monte Parenting —Classes on - family
Police Project bullying, drugs,
Department gangs, banking !
1 — Community !
! service i

Prepared by the Youth Diversion Subcammittec of the Countywide Crirninal justice Coordination Commitice
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RESRIE ) Point at which Risk / Needs . Trainin Qutcome Funding/
g g tatcr!ment i oy g Diversion Occurs gk el Assessment Protoaogl Evaluation BROAL
© Agescy Aréa : 3 ' 7
9. City of - Startedin Infirst | Before referralto ; —Up to 1 year case Department of : No formal Information Not Available
Gardena Gardena ' 2015 year, i probation ! management | Mental Health * GUIP training | shared informally
luvenile | 60-100 | | —Workshops {e.g., | Child / via monthly public
Justice and youth Program referrals . craative writing) Adolescent Full safaty meetings,
Intervention | ! served via boxchecked  and/or community | Assessment working towards
Program | i of 150+ - ON citation (GI1P capvice revised to forming a board
{GUIP) - ! i cited by | Or court f_E““E’ by * — Brief {Solution- reflect less for community
Gardena i : GPD citing officer or Focused) Therapy / | clinical focus; assessment and
Police i | from SROs / . Motivational Child and interested In
Department i : i “"‘f'_"sf Interviewing Adolescent further evaluation
families | — Referral for Functional but would need
services; Assessment support
implementing in- Scale (CAFAS);
house counseling monitor school
for low-risk youth records
- Developing i
parent education !
s component : e el
10. City of Started in | 180 Before arrestor | —2 informational | No formal Noformal | No formal Not Available
Glendale Glendaie 2009; with | youth citation is classes on the law risk/needs GYLIC | evaluation; no
Youth and funding per year | recorded; before | —Screening of . assessment training . recidivism data
Law change, referral to “Juvies” video i
Intervention pragram probation; or ~ Certificate and
Class (GYLIC) - lost class before referral to | avoidance of
Glendale on alcohol District Attorney | Juvenile i
Police Jdrugs and Program referrals Automated Index i
Department decision- may also come {JAl) arrest record
making upon completion H
from schoois/ !
SARB i

Prepared by the Youth Diversion Subcommittee of the Countywide Criminal Justice Coordination Committee
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Program | Program 2 i
Name/Lead | catchment {  Histary Reach ! D‘;"M“m":h :  Key Components
_Agency | Area | i ) 2T
17. | City of Los . Started in 75youth Beforereferraito  —Intake and
Hellenbeck i Angeles 12002 as ! during probation i reprimand
Police  Police Cpartof 2013 ' | = Case
Activities ' : GRYD ‘2014 ' management for 6
League Get it | " initiative; | ' months to 1 year
Straight i | expanded | i —10 week Parent
Program {GIS) | to hire case Project (1X weekly)
- Los Angeles . | manager in | — Referral to
Police ; | 2009; services
Department  addltional '
i ; funding for -
. geographic i
i : expansion i
[ in 2016 !
12. . Cityoflong | Startedin  ? " Before referral to | — Letter sentto
Long Beach ' Beach 2015 i ; probation youth and families
Police i including
Department | i information about.
Juvenile diversicn and
Diversion referral options
Program - - Referrals to local
(LBJDP) - Long programs,
Beach Police including CCEJ,
Department SHORTSTOP, Camp
Fire USA, GRIP

Risk / Needs

Assessment

| Los Angeles

Risk and
Resiliency
Check-Up
(LARRC);
warking with
Sheriff's Youth
Foundation
consultant to

| review intake

process from
youth
development /
trauma

_perspective

No formal

| LBJIDP

© assessment

Training Outcome | - Fanding /.
Protocol Evaluation ) Budget
Officers internal records Not Available

trained by keptin excel
shadowing spreadsheet for
case grades/absences/b
manager; ehavior; goal to
working to have independent
expand in evaluation
2017 and conducted in next
include two years,
training for including cost-
officers / benefit analysis
management :
in other
LAPD

| divisions
No formal Ne formal Mot Available
LBIDP evaluation I
training

Propsred by the Youth Biversion Subcammittee of the Countywide Criminal sustice Caordinatica Comnutice
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Program i Program 3 £ 2
Name/tead Catchment History ! Reach ! I?omt P ' KeyComponents
. i Diversion Dccurs
Agency Area el
13. City of Started in Currentl  Befare referral to | — Weekly individual
Pasadena Pasadena 1998; iy20, probation therapy
Youth adapted down : - Parenting
o ! Program referrals
Accountability over the from Sk dotctive program
Board (YAB) - years 60+ i > — Manthly ¢lasses
et reviewing police -
Pasadena {participati | youth on bullying, self-
Y report or from
Police on now low | per year SARB esteem, drugs,
Department due to shift relationships
in referrals — Letter of apology
catused by and 40 hours of
! Probation community service
citation — 4 meetings with
i diversion i YAB (3 community
I . process) ¢ valunteers, mental
; i " health, detective,
S program manager)
14. Unincorpora | Startedin . 500-600 Before referralto | — Home visits
Yital ted areas of | 1996; families |, probation or - 8 hours of
Intervention Los Angeles | policy and . before referrat to | activities (e.g.,
and County system for , District Attorney | close order drill,
Directional dismissal/ i physical fitness) on
Alternatives disposition ! Program refervals Saturdays for 16
i may also come
{VIDA)} developed weeks
— from court
Program - Las response to
Angeles CA audit
County
Sheriff's
Department

Risk { Needs Training Outcome E F:::i:;’
Assessment Protocol Evaluation { :
No formal YAB | Police No farmal Mot Avallable
intake Academy evaluation i
assessment, Class for |
Pasadena volunteers; !
Mental Heaith | no formal
provides YAB training
i assessments |
: for counseling |
Northpointe 40 hour Upcoming Not Available
COMPAS youth | juvenile evaluation by
assessment for | intervention - Chicago School
recidivism risk; | instructor ConCISE
monitor schogl | course consuiting; data in
records and Los Angeles
substance use . Regional Crime
: . Information
H System (LARCIS)

PR

Prepared by the Youth Diversion Subcommittee of the Countywide Criminat Justice Coordination Committee
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e T B : | : : Pt o | T
5 i Point at which i Risk f Needs Tralning | Outcome
Name/ Catch History | : : i :
i i o 7 (e Diversion Occurs By Cap s Assessment : Protocel | Evaluation six:

_. Pgency L. Ares : EN LS R S FER T AN A ) : : ; I e
15. YAL Centers | Startedin = 17 YAL Before referral to | — Sports-based Warking ' Training for ! Grant reporting; Not Available
Sheriff's in 2012 - tenters | probation or youth towards more  law . additional internal
Youth unincorporat (ranging | before referral to | development formalf enforcement  reporting to
Foundation ed Los from 25- | District Attarney | {Coach Across comprehensive related to " increase
Youth Angeles - 400 America) assessment ; science of , motivation/

Activities County. . youth - Academic : adolescent | support best
League (YAL} - : i per day) support ' development ‘ practices; working
Sheriff's } — Partnerships with ; Cross- . towards more
Youth ' i community training with  formal evaluation
Foundation ' i resources {e.g., . LAPD and outcome data

Cedars-Sinai Haollenbeck collection
mobile clinic PAL GIS
SR screenings) : P e | 3 P

16. ' City of Started in  © 450 8efore referral to | — Individual and 18 question Ne formal No formal Mot Available
Torrance Torrance 1978; _ families | probation or family counseling TIDP TIDP training  evaluation; in
Juvenile | expanded | peryear | before referralto | —Recreationand assessment to process of follow-

Diversion to include District Attorney | wilderness trips : determine fit ! up with first
Program at-risk — Project Touch for : for counseling; i leadership class

’ Program referrals

{TIDP) - youth in anger management | referral to full but no current

ish may also come b k :

Torrance addition to —8Mgrade psychological capacity for

X 8 from SARB or X P |
Palice police . leadership assessmentif | outcome data
alternative .
Department | referrals bk — Parenting group | needed

Prapared hy the Youth Diversion Schcommittes of the Coungywide Criminai Justice Coordination Cammittee
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CONTACT POINT 2: PROBATION DIVERSION

11

Program Program i  Point at which | ; ! Funding /
NamefLead | Catchment | History i Reach | Diversion Key Components prioibst el El el S b Budget
Agenty Area Ococurs :
17. Countywide | Started in 45,000 Before — Meeting with Deputy | No formal risk | Training for ~ No formai I Not Available
Citation response to | youth referral to Probation Officer {DPQ) | and needs DPOs outcome
Diversion closure of per year | District — Agreement requiring assessment assigned to evaluation;
Pragram informal Attarney completian of sanctions citation program tracks
{WIC 256) - courts in (community service, | diversion ~ completion of
Los Angeles 2012 fees, restitution, i . sanctions
Probation counseling, curfew, : i
_Department | | A I | family mediation) |
18. Countywide | Started as 80 youth | Before - Supervision and Case Global ~ Training The Research Juvenile
New : pilot over18 | referralto . Management Assessment  : includes and Evaluations | Justice Crime
Directions program for | months | District — Evidenced-based of Individual : Motivational | Unit within the Prevention
Assessment 1% District Attorney mental health services | Needs (GAIN); | Interviewing, | Los Angeles Act {JICPA)
Center — Los in 2014, in . —Referrals to services  * Youth LARRC, case | County Chief
Angeles ' process of for youth and family . Qutcome planning, Executive Office
Prabation expanding | Questionnaire | case conducts
Department countywide ;Los Angeles | managemen | comparison
Risk and t group analysis .
Resiliency measuring i
: Checkup recidivism and |
[LARRC) i educaticnal |
! i outcomes and |
i analysis of i
;  treatment group
! _ utilizing pre-/
i ' post-test
' . assessments
]

Prepared hy the Youth Diversion Subcommittee of the Countywide Criminal Justice Coordination Committee
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Program Program Paoint at which | Frtets . e ) Funding /
; i ! Risk / Needs Train Outcome )
NamefLead . Catchment History Reach Diversion ¥Key Components | Asuismenl me'::' T Budget
Agency |  Area RIS Ocours . eI e e i
19, | Countywide | Response 1,125 Before | —-Supervision not © Los Angeles luvenile No tormal Net County
Informat to Welfare | youth referral to . exceeding 6 months - Risk and investigation | outcome Cost {NCC)
Supervision, and peryear | District - --Contract agreement - Resiliency trainings evaluation,
Non-Court Institutions Attorney requiring completion of . Checkup include program tracks
(WIC 654) - Code (WIC) Referrals may | sanctions {community {LARRC) as sorting, number of youth
Los Angeles 653/654 e service, fees, restitution, : part of L_ARRC,' case | investigated by
Probation From court counseling, curfew, Juvenile planning Probation
Department family mediation} Investigation disposition
— Referrals to services  * process options annually
" (e.g., Centinela Youth
Services) R
20. Countywide | Started in 40 sites | Before —Teen Court hearing ¢ Juvenile Levelftypes | Evaluation in $200,000
Los Angeles 1992 serving | referralto with peer jury to : investigation | of training conducted in one-time
County ~800 District . determine guilt or . process {e.g. 2015 by the funding
Superior youth Attorney innocence ‘ completed by | restorative Department of through
Court Teen per year —Issuing and monitoring = Prabation, justice) Public Healthto | 1ICPA and
Court Referrals may - of conditions basedon including varies by examine (1) NCC;
Program — also come . peer jury LARRC; some | site; training | recidivism volunteer
Los Angeles after referral | recommendations (654 . sites working | materials compared to time from
County to District contract) ; with PESAto | available on | youth on 654 Superior
Superior ! Attorney in - Alumni club and ; do additional | shared drive | informal Court ludges,
Court/Probat i i some opportunities for ' risk/neads probation; and law schools,
ion H - instances mentorship and training ! assessments {2) theoretical school
Department i {e.g., Museum of i perspectives districts;
i Tolerance) being partnerships
'f i — Specialized Teen implemented; with the
i ; Court {SHADES) for outcome | Museum of
- i hearing bullying, bias, evaluation in Tolerance
hate crimes/ incidents partnership with | and PESA
the Center of
i Court Inhovation
{in process)

Frepared by the Youthr Diversion Subcommaitiee of the Countywide Criminal lustice Coardinat:on Committes
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e — : R e pE S TR
; ¢ | Risk /Meeds @ Training Dutcome
.| | v
Nameflead | Catchment History Reach Diversian Key Companents g me Prataia Evaluation Budget.
....Agency |  Area 1 H Oceurs i il MEEENS| P/ el e
21. Countywide | Newest ! Data not ! Before — Regular court " Juvenile Trainings for | No outcome Net County
Juveniie lacation i readily | referral to appearances Investigation | juveniie evaluation Cost {NCC}
Drug {Antelope available | District - Intensive supervision process, investigation
Treatment valley} Attorney by probation and drug including and
Court - Los began in treatment provider LARRC, for supervision
Referrals may 2 i
Angeles fanuary — Drug testing, referrals
; also come e gy
Prabation 2017 individual group - originating
from court 3 ; i
Department counseling, family . from i
R counseling i Probation i
CONTACT POINT 3: DISTRICT ATTORNEY DIVERSION
Program Program : . ] i : Funding /
. : Paoint at which Risk / Needs Training Cutcome 2
NamefLead | Catchment History Reach Obverdion Ocirs Key Components Ay Protocol Evaliation’ Budget
Ageacy fari L] el st ) e | e e A B D S e g
22, i Countywide | Grant 600 Before transfer — Contract for | Needs Training for Grant reporting; i Not Available
Juvenlle funded youth to juvenile court | acknowledgement identified by hearing no formal
Offender until enrolled of responsibility, hearing officer  officers, outcome
Intervention 2014/201S | during restitution, : In consultation  usually evaluation
Network | 2013- community - with youth retired law
(JOIN) — Los i 2014 service, schoal " and families; enforcement
Angeles ! attendance, - no fermal
District u counseling . risk/needs
Attorney’s ‘ - Referral to | assessment
Office | i services : :
| ] ~ Educational {
! program for low- | |
i level hate crimes | !
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APPENDIX C: Definitions

The YDS relied on the following definitions for terms used during subcommittee and work group meetings:

Accountability: A process whereby youth take responsibility for any harm they have caused a person or a
community.

Adjudication: The judicial decision in youth court.

Arrest: The detaining of a person by a peace officer which may include being taken into custody or restrained for
a period of time in a manner authorized by law.

Booking: The processing (e.g. fingerprinting, photographing, creation of criminal record identification number,
etc.) of an arrest by a police or sheriff department.

Citation: A written order to appear before a magistrate or probation officer at a later date in lieu of being
arrested and delivered to juvenile authorities for a violation of law.

Counsel and Release: an encounter between law enforcement and youth where the officer determines the
situation can be concluded with informal warning, information, or connection to school- or community-based
services rather than either formal diversion programming or arrest/citation. The officer does not generate a crime
report or introduce legal consequences for failing to complete.

Diversion: see Youth Diversion below.

Evidence-Based Practice: Evidence-Based Practices are programs, curricula, or system practices that have been
proven to work using rigorous research. Accepted research methods are generally randomized-control trials,
guasi-experimentation, or meta-analyses.

Labeling: Assigning negative labels such as “delinquent” or “criminal” is often based on stereotypes rather than
empirical evidence. Labels also lead to negative youth outcomes such as discrimination in arrests and charging as
well as low self-esteem.

Net Widening: A phenomenon whereby the existence of a program aimed at prevention or early intervention
(e.g., a diversion program) increases the likelihood that youth at low risk for re-offense will be formally processed
through the justice system

Post-Adjudication Decision-Making: May include post-adjudication diversion or re-entry processes with the goal
of improving outcomes for youth who have been formally processed in court, detention, or incarceration.

Pre-Adjudication Diversion: Diversion that occurs prior to formal court processing with the goal of reducing
justice system contact and improving outcomes for youth, by holistically identifying and addressing youth needs
and providing opportunities for non-punitive accountability. Pre-adjudication diversion for youth may occur at (a)
the point of arrest or citation by law enforcement—either before or after the arrest or citation is recorded; (b)
after referral to probation; or (c) after referral to the District Attorney.

Primary Prevention: Strategies that aim to prevent a negative outcome (e.g., arrest, substance use, violence)
before it ever occurs.
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Research-Informed Practice: Programs and system practices that are based in research. However, this research
can be local or emerging. This standard does not require randomized-control trials.

Restorative Justice: Restorative justice practices encourage constructive responses to wrongdoing by bringing
those who have harmed, their victims, and affected communities into processes often — “circles” — that help
youth take accountability for their actions, repair the harm they have caused, and rebuild relationships with those
who have been harmed.

Risk-Need-Responsivity: Risk-Need-Responsivity is an evidence-based practice employed by the adult and youth
justice systems to first complete a risk assessment that estimates the likelihood that someone will commit a new
crime; to secondly complete a needs assessment that identifies the causes of criminal behavior; and, finally,
creates a case plan that includes treatment and services that will respond to the results of the risk and needs
assessments.

Status Offense: A crime only youth can be charged with (i.e. truancy, curfew, running away, possession of
alcohol).

Trauma-Informed Care: Trauma-informed care is an approach to treatment and case management that
recognizes that many youth in the justice system have been exposed to adverse childhood experiences. Trauma-
informed care requires that service providers and agency staff be trained on presenting symptoms of trauma as
well as how to effectively respond to behavior that emerges from a history of trauma as well as refer youth to
effective programs and services to address the trauma.

Youth: For the purposes of this report, youth is defined as young people up to the age of 18. Transitional age
youth is a category that extends from 18 to 24. Other diversion processes may need to be tailored to fit the needs
of transition age youth or young people who are outside the purview of the juvenile justice system.”

Youth Development Programs: Justice-related youth development programs support the physical, social,
emotional, and cognitive development of young people. Moreover, these programs build the strengths that
youth, their families, and their communities bring into the justice system.

Youth Diversion: An intervention that redirects a response to law enforcement contact (e.g., providing an

alternative to arrest or citation) in order to prevent a young person’s involvement or increased involvement in the
justice system and to better align the response to youth development and underlying needs.
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APPENDIX D: Subcommittee Planning Timeline

FEBRUARY MARCH APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUGUST  SEPTEMBER

Establish Subcommittee and on-board consultant

MARCH 2, 2017: First Subcommittee Meeting
— Introduce project scope
— Facilitate visioning activity to generate themes as
foundation for development of project deliverables
— How is diversion defined?
— What are the elements and characteristics of a
successful diversion program?
— Which partners should be involved and how?
— What should diversion achieve?
— Share draft environmental scan of current Los Angeles
County diversion programs (at point of arrest/citation,
probation, district attorney) and request updates

MARCH 23, 2017: Subcommittee Meeting
— Introduce consultant
— Reiterate project scope
— Facilitate review of research and promising models
— Review / discuss themes from visioning activity to inform
Subcommittee’s vision, goals, and definition of diversion

APRIL 6, 2017: Subcommittee Meeting
— Review / discuss revised definition of diversion
— Review / discuss themes from visioning activity to inform
initial draft of core components
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APRIL 20, 2017: Subcommittee Meeting
— Finalize project timeline
— Finalize definition of diversion
— Share information about core components of promising
youth diversion models in other jurisdictions

FEBRUARY

MARCH

APRIL

MAY

JUNE

JULY

AUGUST

SEPTEMBER

MAY 4, 2017: Youth Listening Session
— Convene panel of youth impacted by justice system
involvement and diversion programming
— Hold small break-out groups with panelists and
Subcommittee members to discuss recommendations

MAY 18, 2017: Law Enforcement Listening Session
— Convene panel of law enforcement representatives to
discuss experiences and perspectives related to diversion
— Hold small break-out groups with panelists and
Subcommittee members to discuss recommendations

JUNE 1, 2017: Community-Based Organization Listening Session
— Convene panel of community-based organizations to
discuss experiences and perspectives related to diversion
— Hold small break-out groups with panelists and
Subcommittee members to discuss recommendations

JUNE 22, 2017: Subcommittee Meeting

— Summarize recommendations from each listening session

— Review draft core components

— Review juvenile arrest data for Los Angeles County

— Review successes and challenges involved in the
development of data-driven diversion models

— Administer survey to assess consensus on core
components
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JULY 6, 2017: Referral and Intake Model Workgroup

FEBRUARY

MARCH

APRIL

MAY

JUNE

JULY

AUGUST

SEPTEMBER

JULY 6, 2017: Eligibility Criteria Workgroup

JULY 13, 2017: Subcommittee Meeting
— Discuss revisions to core components
— Review referral and intake model
— Review eligibility guidelines

AUGUST 1, 2017: Completion Requirements Workgroup

AUGUST 1, 2017: Monitoring and Evaluation Workgroup

AUGUST 3, 2017: Subcommittee Meeting
— Present final draft core components
— Discuss processes for finalizing draft deliverables
— Review recommendations for program completion
requirements
— Review evaluation guidelines

AUGUST 24, 2017: Subcommittee Meeting
— Review final recommendations
— Discuss next steps

Share Full Draft Report for Review

SEPTEMBER 21, 2017: Final Subcommittee Meeting
— Discuss revisions to draft report
— Discuss roles, responsibilities, and opportunities for
alignment moving forward

Finalize Report
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APPENDIX E: Summary of Listening Session Themes

Listening Session

Key Issues

Examples

Youth Impacted by
the Justice
System®

Investment in a range of
community-based resources
for youth development and
empowerment

Arts and culture

Education, dropout prevention, and pathways to employment

Address barriers to access (e.g., transportation) so youth in communities throughout the
County can access local services that meet their needs and interests

Support for models for
meaningful mentorship

Engage peer mentors
Support cultural competence and representation from formerly incarcerated individuals
Provide resources that allow mentors to take the time to listen and build relationships

Acknowledge impact of
discrimination and trauma

Incorporate a trauma-informed, strengths-based approach to youth and families
Address needs related to poverty, health, immigration status, stigma and shame

Law Enforcement
Officers

Standardization and the use
of guiding criteria

Prioritize data-driven practice, including evaluation and communicating success

Assist law enforcement determinations on eligibility/suitability for diversion by providing
diversion history information

Establish processes for diversion that are clear and easy to follow

Connection to a range of
services based on need

Build relationships with local community-based organizations for reliable referral
Increase awareness and/or availability of local resources

Accountability

Identify opportunities to hold youth accountable to their communities and/or victims
Hold law enforcement accountable to the youth and communities they serve

Support processes for ongoing assessment and communication so that community-based
services are also accountable to diversion goals

Community-Based
Providers

Investment and support for
existing community resources

Leverage existing resources and highlighting local successes
Facilitate networks of community-based organizations that can support one another’s
strengths and provide holistic services in partnership

Training and policies to drive
systems change

Ensure that law enforcement agencies and community-based partners have access to
training that drives continued progress and equity
Institutionalize an ecological approach to systems change through policy and protocol

Data and research capacity

Collect individual and program-level data and support ongoing research on root causes and
structural inequity
Provide oversight for information-sharing between partners

! The Arts for Incarcerated Youth Network presented “Breaking the Prison Track,” part of an ongoing effort to hear from youth on pathways that can reduce a young
person’s involvement in the justice system. Youth shared a personal justice system experience or observation along with a solution they felt would provide the most
effective alternative pathway. The vast majority of these pathways were prior to formal justice system involvement and promoted youth development through health,
wellness, culturally-responsive education, meaningful adult relationships, and accessible and equitable resources.
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APPENDIX F: Areas to Align Youth Diversion Efforts with
Other Relevant Work

In addition to the Youth Diversion Subcommittee, there are many efforts around the state and County aimed
at reducing youth arrests and incarceration. The County’s youth diversion efforts should align and support
these other efforts, which include:

The California Alliance for Youth and Community Justice. There is an alliance of forty youth advocacy and
youth development organizations across the state that are working to reduce youth involvement in the justice
system. This alliance had a large role in the passage of Proposition 57 and continues to work to eliminate
youth in the adult justice system as well as to create community alternatives to incarceration. A half dozen
CAYCJ members were also members of the YDS.

Organizing for Health Justice Systems, Sierra Health Foundation. The Sierra Health Foundation is currently
funding eleven organizations across the state to advocate for alternatives to arrest and incarceration. Several
organizations, including the Youth Justice Coalition, the Children’s Defense Fund, and Urban Peace Institute
constitute the Los Angeles County OHJS grantee.

Probation Department Reforms. The Los Angeles Probation Department is currently completing two projects
that dovetail with diversion reform. They are evaluating the programs that have been funded under the
Juvenile Justice Crime Prevention Act including Probation’s 236W!IC Informal Juvenile Probation Program. They
have also hired consultants to review the structure of the department and to make recommendations for
updating practices in a way that makes them a national leader in the field. Under preliminary
recommendations, the Probation Department plans to develop a structured decision making process to
restructure their existing diversion pathways, close some existing secure facilities, and restructure caseloads.

MTA fare evasion decriminalization efforts. In May 2017, MTA ‘s Board of Directors instructed their Chief
Executive Officer to develop a plan to completely decriminalize fare evasion amongst youth transit riders and
also to ensure that youth are not punished for fare evasion with fines they are unable to pay. The plan is due
back to the Board of Directors in October 2017.

Million Dollar Hoods. Led by a team of academics from UCLA, the Million Dollar Hood Project maps how much
the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) and Los Angeles County Sheriff’'s Department (LASD) spent on
incarceration between 2010 and 2015. The maps show the neighborhoods where persons arrested by LAPD
and LASD live and how much was spent to incarcerate them. Currently youth arrests are not included in the
mapping but researchers have noted their interest in including youth data also.

Implicit Bias and Cultural Competency Training. The Board of Supervisors recently adopted a motion calling
for the development and implementation of a countywide training on implicit bias and cultural competency.
The motion further called for the tenets of implicit bias and cultural competency to be included in the
performance plans of all department heads. Trainings and resources identified from this effort may support
some of the trainings envisioned as part of the youth diversion rollout.

Office of Child Protection Prevention Initiative. The Office of Child Protection developed a plan intended to
significantly enhance the protection and well-being of all children across Los Angeles County by creating a
connected infrastructure of networks. The charge of the plan is to ensure that a child protection network (e.g.
First 5 LA Best Start Community Partnerships, DCFS’ Prevention and Aftercare Networks, DMH’s Health
Neighborhoods, etc.) systemically connects to existing systems to keep children safe and out of the child
welfare system. The plan provides an outline of how the existing networks can be leveraged, expanded and
more explicitly connected to focus on safety, permanence and wellbeing.

56 ] A ROADMAP FOR ADVANCING YOUTH DIVERSION IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY



APPENDIX G: Areas to Support Future Efforts

There are opportunities to divert youth from further or deeper contact with the justice system across the
continuum, well beyond the moment of arrest. While the subcommittee focused on this point of contact, there
are a number of efforts and opportunities outside of the original motion that should be prioritized as diversion
programs are adopted across the County:

Identify ways to align and expand diversion efforts within the District Attorney’s Office and Probation. Both
the DA’s Office and the Probation Department have existing diversion efforts within their agencies. The YDS
recommends that the office of youth diversion work to align efforts across all three departments as well as
consider ways to support the expansion of diversion at other points in the youth justice system.

Monitor data from schools, law enforcement, probation, courts. In order to ensure continued reductions in
the number of youth in the justice system, particularly youth of color, the Office of Youth Diversion should
monitor data from schools, law enforcement, probation, and the courts to determine if there are practices
deeper in the justice system that need to be reformed.

Develop processes for ongoing collaborative learning among agencies/programs related to equity, root
causes, the impact of criminalization. Similarly, the County should develop processes to collaboratively share
data and new research about equity, root causes, the impact of criminalization in order to hone programming
that can maximize positive outcomes for youth.

Continue to identify opportunities to invest in community-based alternatives to justice system involvement.
In order to reinforce the BOS goals of reducing youth arrests as well as racial and ethnic disparities, the County
should use the findings from ongoing research and collaborative learning to develop community-based
alternatives to detention, out-of-home placement, and incarceration within secure facilities. The County can
also use these findings to evaluate and improve reentry programs for youth returning to their communities.

Develop programming outside of the justice system to improve youth outcomes. In order to reinforce
positive outcomes for youth, the County should invest in prevention efforts such as community violence
prevention, early childhood support, support services for youth who are suspended and expelled from school.

Policy and advocacy opportunities. With the development and implementation of the recommendations in
this report, Los Angeles County will become a national leader in the area of diversion. As the County’s
expertise grows, dissemination of research findings and contributing to legislative diversion advocacy can
positively shape outcomes for youth across the state and nation.

Continued support for youth development. As the County’s infrastructure for youth development is
strengthened, youth-serving agencies should be better able to communicate and integrate activities and
services in support of a holistic approach to youth development that can be incorporated in other County
initiatives.
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APPENDIX H: Results of Subcommittee Survey

The Board motion required that the YDS develop a comprehensive list of core components to guide the development and implementation of diversion
programs in the county. Youth Diversion Subcommittee facilitators took notes during the first seven meetings and compiled a list of all core
components and program elements that were mentioned by members. This list was transferred into an online survey so that all members could vote
on which components and elements they supported as recommendations to the Board of Supervisors. There was a tremendous level of agreement
across members. The findings can be seen in the five pages that follow.
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CCJCC LA Youth Diversion Subcommittee Survey Findings

The findings in this survey summary are based on the responses of 33 subcommittee members. Eleven respondents were
staff members of community-based organizations, advocacy organizations, or a public defender. Seven respondents work
for the county public health, county mental health, or chief executive office. Eleven respondents work for the courts, the
district attorney, or a law enforcement agency. When there are no statistically significant differences between these three
groups, the response is reported as one number. When there was a statistically significant difference, the average for each
group is reported.*

Youth diversion efforts in Los Angeles County will..

..be informed by the following core goals: strongly strongly | need more
disagree | disagree agree agree information
¢ 3.67
.. establish and maintain multi-sector partnerships for diversion il i 2
.. reduce the overall number of youth arrested, referrals to probation, 37 5

and petitions filed iil }

.. reduce racial and ethnic disparities in arrests, referrals to probation, wEE 5
and petitions filed [iiil f
: . 6
.. increase the number of youth who are connected to therapeutic | 3 . ¥ 3
and support services without acquiring an arrest or criminal record f
372
.. improve outcomes for youth ™’ f 1

* The survey was sent to a distribution list of 72 people. All of the organizations on the invitation list responded to the survey except the public defender and the
alternative public defender.. 27/31 (87%) of people who attended more than one meeting responded to the survey. 6/41 (17%) people who never attended a meeting
responded
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be supported by the following county infrastructure and

resources: strongly strongly |need more
disagree | disagree agree agree |information

..a coordinated referral data system(s) to support information-sharing 369

within diversion partnerships, with safeguards to avoid unnecessarily f 4

criminalizing youth records [v]

.. resources (i.e. funding and technical assistance) to build capacity for| i

community-based diversion programminglvil ' 8

.training and professional development for decision-makers (i.e. law 376

enforcement) to promote the use of effective diversion strategies } 4

and guide equitable interactions with youth Iviil

.. standardized criteria (i.e. decision matrices) to guide law

enforcement decisions about which youth should have no system 362 5

contact. which youth should be brought to diversion programs, and f

which youth should be brought to probation [viiil

..ongoing research and evaluation to inform practice (e.g. process 383

and outcome evaluation for scale and spread of promising models, t 4

research related to root causes and impact on youth) [ix]




Youth diversion will reflect alignment with the following intake
and follow-up standards, in accordance with diverson eligibility
and guidelines established by the CCJCC Youth Diversion

- strongly strongly |need more
Subcommittee, It will: disagree | disagree | agree agree |information
.. prioritize community-based diversion services in alignment with 336 357 39 5
best practice. 1 I
law cty cbo
.. prioritize counsel and release or diversion to community-based 371
alternatives rather than arrest/citation at the earliest possible points i 3
of law enforcement contact with youth.
371
.. avoid penalizing youth for failure to complete previous diversion 3'? 3"57_
plans or programs. ! tl 4
law cty
cbo
.. identify the appropriate level and types of services for youth based 373 5
on risk and needs f
375 5
- collect follow-up data to ensure diversion services are delivered as 345 . 4[ 1
intended, meeting core goals, and adjusting as needed. I : ;ty
W

cho




In addition to maintaining alignment with the core components of
youth diversion in Los Angeles County, diversion programs are

encouraged to incorporate the following key program elements:  [Ston9l siongly |nasdmore

disagree |disagree |agree agree information

el beiil

Screening and assessment™ using valid and reliable tools that 379
capture strengths and interests in addition to risk and needs to inform f 6
level and type of diversion services.

Youth development and social support [xiiil such as connections to
culturally affirming and supportive mentors, peer support groups.
community leadership and organizing opportunities, enrichment
programs (i.e. cooking, music, arts, sports).

Strengths-based services [xiv] that affirm youth and family race,
gender, sexual orientation. gender identity. language. and culture.

Health and healing support [xv] such as physical health services, 383
mental health services, substance abuse services, trauma screening
and referrals.

Education and employment support [xvil such as dropout 389
prevention, school reintegration, tutoring, educational rights f 1
advocacy. job training. job placement, skill-building.
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strongly strongly |need more

disagree |disagree |agree agree information
Family engagement and support [xviil such as youth-family
mediation, peer support programs for parents, participatory defense 3"?3 &
for parents to advocate for their children in court, counseling, and !
parenting classes.
Community engagement™ "' and incorporation of credible S 3
messengers . '
Addressing barriers to participation [xix] such as resources for 386 X
transportation, food, housing, and other supports. :
Restorative Justice [xx or restorative practices for accountability and 372
restoration of harm in lieu of court. y 4
Evidence-based or evidence-informed services [xxil such as
cognitive behavioral treatment programs, multi-systemic therapy and 3‘?9 3

I

other interventions that have been identified as effective or promising

practice for similar populations of youth.
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APPENDIX I: Key Issues for Continued Dialogue and Future
Work

The Youth Diversion Subcommittee was comprised of members representing agencies from multiple
disciplines. While the diversion framework presented in this report reflects the shared product of the
subcommittee, certain implementation areas remain unresolved due to time and scope limitations or
continued divergent perspectives. The central coordinating office for youth diversion should play an active
role in facilitating dialogue and work to address these and other key issues.

1.

The scope of youth diversion and build out of a full continuum of youth services

The YDS was tasked with developing a plan for scaling up diversion programming at the earliest point of
contact with the justice system. Consistent with that charge, this report focuses on diversion
opportunities at a youth’s initial point of contact with law enforcement and processes by which
connections to services and supports can be made in lieu of arrest or citations. However, the YDS
recognizes that the term “diversion” is sometimes used to refer to a variety of processes that fall outside
the scope of this report, including but not limited to efforts to provide services to youth deemed at risk for
justice system involvement and alternatives to probation, incarceration, or deportation. Guided by its
advisory body, the central office should continue to support evidence-informed strategies to align
prevention and reentry work with the efforts of the diversion initiative, without net widening.

Addressing specific processes for coordination and support related to diversion referrals from other
settings, including schools. Although there was consensus on the need to address specific needs in other
systems, such as schools, foster care, health care and crisis response, the YDS was unable to develop clear
recommendations for referral mechanisms in these settings within the scope of this report. Continued
work to focus on diversion processes in systems beyond the juvenile justice system is needed.

Ensuring that any systems developed or adapted to hold diversion referral information address concerns
with confidentiality and due process. Information and data sharing practices should address the practical
needs of all partnering agencies and organizations, be consistent with applicable confidentiality
protections, and not be used to penalize or criminalize youth. Further work to implement data sharing
processes that balance these goals is needed. For example, information on a youth’s diversion
referral/participation history can assist law enforcement in their eligibility/suitability determinations or
support Probation in meeting their obligations pursuant to WIC 654.3 but should not be used to penalize
youth. As the central office works to develop a centralized referral system, additional work is needed to
solidify what information will be recorded, how access will be granted, and any additional concerns related
to confidentiality or due process for youth who are referred to diversion.

Exploring opportunities to standardize valid screening and assessment processes. The YDS discussed
challenges to providing standardized guidance for screening and assessment given variation in resources,
capacity, level and type of intervention. The central office should continue to work with diversion partners
and multi-sector supports (e.g., collaboration with academic partners) to determine appropriate validated
screening and assessment indicators, tools, and processes to best fit program needs as well as to identify
potential resources to support screening and assessment in alignment with evidence of best practices.

Supporting evidence-informed program and system improvement. The YDS worked to balance legal

limitations with evidence that the most effective way to address low-level criminal behavior may be to
allow youth to grow and develop in their community with minimal intervention. Informed by ongoing
research, the central office may propose revising or expanding the eligibility and program requirement
guidelines proposed to reflect successful practices for the diversion of more serious cases.
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APPENDIX J: Detailed Timeline for Phased Implementation

PHASE I: Laying the foundation and supporting initial roll-out of youth diversion guidelines

YEAR1 YEAR2 YEAR3
(2018)  (2019)  (2020)

Establish central coordinating office responsible for countywide scale and spread of effective youth diversion

Develop and implement centralized data system to coordinate diversion referral information with safeguards to avoid
unnecessarily criminalizing youth records and determine how data is collected and shared

Identify County and external funding sources to support development and implementation of effective diversion programs

Develop a plan and structures for ongoing engagement and alignment of key partners (e.g., advisory board)

Update environmental scan and conduct countywide assessment to determine level of readiness among law enforcement
agencies

Identify/develop tools and resources that can be used by diversion programs (e.g., rubric to align program goals with County
guidelines, partnership agreements, funding opportunities, guides to local resources, initial training or other technical
assistance)

Identify law enforcement agencies and community partners with current capacity and readiness to implement and evaluate
diversion programming in alignment with County guidelines

Establish contractual relationships with community-based providers

Begin to scale and spread promising practices (e.g., establish first round of partnership agreements, disseminate tools and
resources, provide technical assistance, support data collection and evaluation, communicate successes/lessons learned)

Identify next cohort of law enforcement agencies and community-based partners for implementation

Survey law enforcement agencies and community-based diversion partners to better understand barriers to implementation
and opportunities for improvement countywide

Identify opportunities to build capacity and readiness in remaining areas of the County (e.g., in collaboration with
philanthropic or academic partners)

Provide training for leadership across the diversion continuum (law enforcement, probation, district attorney, community-
based organizations, etc.) on core components of effective juvenile diversion
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Share tools, templates, and resources to align diversion programs throughout the County with core components of effective
diversion practice (through one-on-one or small group technical assistance)

Develop and provide training opportunities for diversion practitioners and other front line staff on key topics (adolescent
development, implicit bias, mental health, trauma, evidence-based practice, etc.)

Develop models to align goals and staff performance measures, including metrics for quality improvement, funding, or
promotion

Identify final cohort(s) of law enforcement agencies and community-based partners for implementation

Make adjustments to tools, trainings, and programming informed by results of ongoing assessment

Continue to support alignment of shared goals and values at all levels of practice (internal hiring processes, colocation of
services or staff, additional projects or efforts, etc.)

Develop plans for sustainability and identify additional funding sources to support ongoing diversion programming

As possible, formalize changes to protocol or partnerships through written policy or agreements and other official
documents (including but not limited to official forms for referral to and from diversion and reporting)

Identify potential policy opportunities to support effective practice, information sharing, resource allocation, enhancing
services along a continuum of care

Develop and deliver report and relevant materials that describe countywide progress in scaling effective diversion practices,
share success and lessons learned, identify policy leverage points to enhance implementation, and outline next steps

Host convening of practitioners, policymakers, funders, researchers to enhance capacity, facilitate coordination, highlight
progress

Use assessment/evaluation results to facilitate data-driven decision making at all stages of development/implementation
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Appendix K: Eligibility Guidelines & Sample Decision-
Making Matrix for Participating Law Enforcement Agencies

SECTION 1: Purpose of Youth Diversion Eligibility Guidelines

These guidelines were developed as a tool to support law enforcement agencies as they develop, standardize,
and coordinate agency protocol to effectively divert young people from involvement or increased involvement
in the justice system in alignment with standards for youth diversion in Los Angeles County.

This tool is informed by evidence of effective, equitable, cost-saving practice in juvenile justice diversion.
Incorporating these guidelines into practice countywide will help to promote fair, consistent, and effective
practice across the County.

Law enforcement agencies may use this tool as a starting point to develop internal protocol specific to agency
practice. When developing protocol, agencies are encouraged to expand early and effective diversion practice
while considering safeguards to avoid “net-widening” as an unintended consequence where youth who would
otherwise not have been arrested or cited experience increased justice system contact or unnecessary
programming.

SECTION 2: Support and Information for Law Enforcement Agencies Implementing Youth
Diversion Protocol

To ensure law enforcement agencies throughout Los Angeles are provided with support that fits their unique
needs and capacity, the following resources will be made available in alignment with the County’s Youth
Diversion efforts:

— Coordination of partnerships between referring agencies, community-based programs providing
diversion intake, and other local service providers

— Training and professional development opportunities including but not limited to implicit and explicit
bias, adolescent brain development, trauma-responsivity, etc.

— Tools and technical assistance to support implementation of evidence-informed strategies

BENEFITS OF YOUTH DIVERSION:

Law enforcement agencies that develop protocol for youth diversion in alignment with the guidelines outlined
below may see the following benefits:

— Increased capacity for law enforcement to address serious offenses and support public safety

— Increased connections with local community-based organizations and other youth-serving agencies to
simplify processes for referral

— Reduced number of youth arrests, referrals to probation, and petitions filed

— Reduced racial and ethnic disparities in youth arrests, referrals to probation, and petitions filed

— Increased number of youth connected with services that address their underlying needs without
acquiring an arrest or criminal record

— Reduced recidivism for participating youth

— Improved health and academic outcomes for participating youth
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DEFINITIONS RELATED TO YOUTH DIVERSION:

Diversion: An intervention that redirects a response to law enforcement contact (e.g., providing an alternative
to arrest or citation) in order to prevent a young person’s involvement or increased involvement in the justice
system and to better align the response to youth development and underlying needs.

Arrest: The detaining of a person by a peace officer which may include being taken into custody or restrained
for a period of time in a manner authorized by law.

Citation: A written order to appear before a magistrate or probation officer at a later date in lieu of being
arrested and delivered to juvenile authorities for a violation of law.

Booking: The processing (e.g. fingerprinting, photographing, creation of criminal record identification number)
of an arrest by a police or sheriff department.

LEGAL JUSTIFICATION FOR YOUTH DIVERSION:

Pursuant to Welfare and Institutions Code (WIC) Sections 626, 236, 256, 653.5, 654, 654.3, and 660.5—and
limited by WIC 625.3—youth diversion may be granted at any stage in the justice system up to adjudication.

Under WIC 625 and 626, an officer has broad discretion to use informal, non-criminal responses to divert
youth that include: a) releasing the youth (i.e., “Counsel and Release”) or b) delivering or referring the youth to
a public or private agency with which the city or County has an agreement or plan to provide shelter,
counseling, or Diversion services.

In cases where a youth is not eligible for Counsel and Release or Diversion, an officer has discretion to make
the following dispositions in lieu of formal arrest: c) prepare in duplicate a written notice to appear before a
probation officer, d) take the youth without unnecessary delay before the probation officer.

In determining which disposition to make, the officer shall prefer the alternative which least restricts the
youth’s freedom of movement, provided that alternative is compatible with the best interests of the youth and
public safety.

SECTION 3: Determining Eligibility and Suitability for Diversion

In accordance with WIC 625.3, youth are eligible for diversion unless they are 14 years of age or older and have
been taken into custody by an officer for the personal use of a firearm in the commission or attempted
commission of a felony or for any offense listed in subdivision (b) of Section 707. Underlying circumstances
that would be better addressed by school administration, family/caregivers, or other youth-serving systems
should also be considered.

In some cases, youth may be eligible for diversion but not deemed suitable at the point of arrest or citation
due to extenuating circumstances. These cases may be deemed suitable for diversion by Probation, District
Attorney, or Court.

In alighnment with County standards for Youth Diversion, opportunities for Diversion should not be denied
solely based on a youth’s previous Diversion referral, whether successfully or unsuccessfully completed.
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THE ROLE OF DIVERSION IN INTERACTIONS BETWEEN LAW ENFORCEMENT AND YOUTH:

Below are examples of typical encounters between law enforcement and youth followed by a sample eligibility
matrix to help guide agencies through decision-making in response to each type of encounter.

Counsel and Release: In many cases that can result in arrest, an informal warning, information about existing
resources, or connection to family, school- or community-based resources may better address the
development and needs of youth. An officer is encouraged to use their authority to Counsel and Release in
suitable infraction and misdemeanor cases unless a referral to Diversion programming is deemed appropriate.

Offenses suitable for Counsel and Release may include but are not limited to:

— All status offense cases

— Suitable low-level misdemeanor or infraction cases when no DMV follow-up is required, including
Petty Theft

— Incidents where underlying circumstances are better addressed by school administration,
family/caregivers, or other youth-serving systems

Diversion at the Point of Arrest or Citation: Law enforcement agencies have discretion to divert various
offenses to Diversion in lieu of an arrest or citation in order to better meet underlying needs. Diversion is
encouraged at the earliest possible point of contact in misdemeanor and low-level felony cases, preferably
before the youth is booked.

While it is preferable to divert the youth prior to booking, circumstances of the encounter might be deemed
unsuitable for pre-booking diversion by the juvenile detective. In those instances, consideration should be
given to completing the booking process but allowing the youth to participate in a Diversion program prior to
arrest or citation to Probation.

Any report of arrest or citation should be held in abeyance pending completion of Diversion requirements,
with a record of the Diversion referral submitted and retained by the designated County authority.

Offenses suitable for Diversion at the point of arrest or citation may include but are not limited to:

— Misdemeanor cases
— Low-level felonies (i.e., non- WIC 707(b) offenses)
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Sample Decision-Making Matrix for Youth Diversion Referrals

This tool is meant to serve as a starting point to guide law enforcement decision-making regarding eligibility
and suitability for diversion referral. These example categories and offense types represent minimum
guidelines for alignment with standards for youth diversion in Los Angeles County. Agencies may revise or
adapt the tool over time as needed (e.g., to reflect evidence of successful diversion of more serious cases than

those listed here).

Law Enforcement Response
Options

Eligible Offense Types
(unless deemed unsuitable by
supervisor)

Example Offenses

(not intended to be an exhaustive
list of all eligible offenses; examples
provided below are included solely
for reference based on common
juvenile arrests in Los Angeles
County')*

Counsel and Release:

Officer may, within his or her discretion,
provide youth with informal warning,
information about existing resources, or
connection to school- or community-based
services without any arrest or citation,
generation of crime report, or introduction
of consequences for failure to complete

services.

Status offense cases

Curfew (WIC 601(a))*
Truancy (WIC 601(b))*

Suitable low-level
misdemeanor or infraction
cases with no DMV follow-up
required

Petty Theft (484(a)PC)*
Trespassing (602PC)*

Incidents where underlying
circumstances are better
addressed by school
administration,
family/caregivers, or other
youth-serving systems

Disturbing the Peace (415PC)*

Diversion: Officer or detective may provide
youth with referral to diversion for risk and
needs assessment and individualized
services as an alternative to arrest or
citation and further justice system
involvement.

Misdemeanor cases
not deemed suitable for
Counsel and Release

Assault and Battery (242PC,
243PC)*

Non-WIC 707(b) felony cases

Commercial Burglary (459PC)*

Referral to Probation Department’s
Citation Diversion Program

Charges outlined in WIC 256

Citations where DMV
reporting is required

Cases Referral to Probation: Officer or
detective completes a citation or booking
process and refers youth to Probation. This

does not preclude youth from opportunities
for diversion at a later stage, either through
the Probation Department, District
Attorney’s Office, or the Court.

Incidents with youth 14 years
of age or older where custody
triggers mandatory referral to
Probation pursuant to WIC
625.3

Felony with a firearm
WIC 707(b) Offenses

! Countywide arrest data from 2005-2015 available through California Department of Justice

% Pursuant to WIC 625.3, a youth who is 14 years of age or older and is taken into custody by an officer for the personal
use of a firearm in the commission or attempted commission of a felony or for any offense listed in subdivision (b) of
Section 707 shall not be released until brought before a judicial officer.
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Appendix L: Sample Evaluation Plan for Diversion Partners

The following table presents evaluation questions, potential indicators, and data sources that can be used to guide assessment in three stages:
formative assessment, process evaluation, and outcome evaluation. This sample program evaluation plan is meant to provide a guide for collaborative
planning among program partners and any external evaluation support. Partners should adapt evaluation plans as needed to fit their goals and needs.

FORMATIVE ASSESSMENT: Conducted during program development or refinement

Assessment Questions Potential Indicators Potential Data Sources

What types of cases should
we divert?

Number and types of common arrests/citations (including information about
disparity by race/ethnicity)
Review of County guidelines and best/promising practices for eligibility

How should our program be
structured?

Youth and family needs

Program theory and logic including activities, outputs, and anticipated outcomes
Partners and resources available

Review of County guidelines and best/promising practices for referral and intake

What protocols and trainings
do we need to implement a
diversion program in
alignment with countywide
standards?

Inventory of current protocol (e.g., partnerships, diversion referral processes,
ways citations or arrests are recorded, intake assessment) and opportunities to
modify

Information or guidance requested by staff or partners

Information or guidance requested by youth or families

Review of County guidelines and best/promising practices for program elements

Administrative
records / review of
case files

Published reviews or
guidance documents
Survey or interviews
with officers/staff
Interviews with youth
and families
Interviews with other
jurisdictions and
community partners

Assessment Questions

Potential Indicators

Potential Data Sources

Who is participating?

Number, types, and sources of cases referred and any gaps in implementation of
eligibility criteria

Number and types of diversion plans developed

Number and types of youth participating in, refusing, completing program
requirements

How do youth and families
feel about the program?

Participant feedback on program satisfaction, barriers to participation, and
opportunities for improvement

What can be done to improve
program implementation?

Staff/partner feedback on program satisfaction, barriers to implementation, and
opportunities for improvement

Ways in which the program is or is not being implemented as planned or in
accordance with outlined protocols

Administrative
records / review of
case files

Survey or interviews
with officers/staff
Survey or interviews
with youth and
families
Observation of
diversion services
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Assessment Questions

Potential Indicators

Potential Data Sources

What impact is the program
having on youth and families?
Do certain types of youth or
families have better outcomes?

Changes in access to and use of services

Changes in academic engagement and achievement

Changes in job readiness or employment

Changes in healthy relationships with peers and adults

Changes in physical health (e.g., substance use, injury)

Changes in mental health (e.g., depression, trauma, self-esteem)

Changes in violence perpetration or victimization

Changes in nature of interactions with law enforcement

Changes in recidivism (e.g., subsequent arrests, petitions filed, convictions)

What impact is the program
having on communities?

Changes in nature of interactions towards law enforcement
Change in community perceptions of safety

Change in rates of violent crime

Change in community health

How cost effective is the
program?

Costs of the program compared to the benefits of the program

Administrative
records

Survey or interviews
with youth and
families

Surveys or interviews
with community
members
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