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Girls Court Program Evaluation: Intermediate Outcomes

Executive Summary

This report ione of a series afuarterlyreports pertaining tthe evaluation othe Girls Court

plot program, Washington Statedos first therape
respond to the gendspecific needs of girls in the juvenile justice systéithough each

guarterly report is drafted as a staaldne documentt is recommended teeview the previous

reports in the series farmorecomplete picture afhe ongoingevaluation process

Evaluation is conductely the Washington State Center for Court Research (WSCCR), under a

grant awarded by the Center for Child&rYouth Justic CCYJ), and operated by the Kitsap

Juvenile CourtThe program launched in June of 2019. The evaluation activities began in June
2019 and would continue throughout the pilot.
operated 10 months priortoeth A St ay Home, Stay Healthyo order
to COVID-19 and 13 months into the ord&he coronavirus pandemic has affected every aspect

of the programThe most obvious changeasthe transition to a 100% virtual program

implementation made.With these changes come important implications for daltaction and
interpretation aroundrogramoutcomesTo the extent possibléndings and conclusions in this

report reflect the current context of the progr&towever,we caution heréhat wih the data

available to us, it is difficult testimatehe effects of COVIBEL9 on observedutcomes and

disentangle the effects of the pandemic from program effects.

The purpose of this report is poovide an initial assessmentinfermediateoutcome of the

program.This is achieved by comparing the extenttowlighout hdés | i fe circums
developmental competencies, needs, challenges, and charact@hieesare frequently referred

to as protective and risk fac&)raremeasureg first at e beginning oprobationand then at the

end,as well achange for girls who participated in the progrdreatment)with thosewho had

no access to the prograeomparison)This comparativevertime analysis shosnot only the

proportion ofprogramparticipantsdemonstrating chandsgy the end oprobation but also the

areas where thehangds more likely to happeand the areasherelittle or nochangeoccurred

The resultsan indicatevhether and to what extent program is meeting the statedeaiives
(e.g.,improved school performance, strengthened communicat@hproblermsolvingskills).

Ultimately this method that is readily available to the courts statewidmn serve aan ongoing
performance measure ftire Girls Courtprogram in angommunity, if replicated in other
jurisdictions, ad/or an additional indicator of overall system perfance.

!Previous WSCCRO6s quar t eCehter forGhirer & Ysuthalustice (acyj.arg)l abl e her e:

2 Prior to the program, court professional staff performs risk and needs assessments by means of the Positive Achieveament Chang
Tool (PACT), a tool that consists of questions that are designed to ascertaihg 6 hi st ory of cri minal beh
arrangements, school experiences, family relationships, mental health issues, substance use, attitudes and persftaality, and |
circumstances. This tool helps court professionals in assessing the pradgiameads of the girls and creating personalized

treat ment plans that support each girldéds needs.
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Key findings include:

1 Overall,65%o0f girls participating in the prograshowed improvement (as indicated by
the reduction in risk scores by the enhancement in protective scores in at least one
domair) by the end of probationHowever these improvements did not happen uniformly
across all domains.

1 The aeasin which the largest percentage of prognaanticipantscompared wittihe
comparison groupsshowed improvementere 1) skills (65%for program participants
vs. 4458%for comparison groupsand 2)attitudes and behavio(§7% for program
participants vs. 353% for comparison groups

1 The dmain in which the smallest percentag@mgram participantshowed gains over
thecomparison groupsasemploymat (8%for programparticipants vs. 288% for
comparison groups).

1 Overall, heresultsuggest hat t he pr ogr skibshgildigande ngt hs ar
enhancing attitudes anelaviors related temotional stability andognitivereasoning.
These outcomes are closely relatethtss t at ed pr o gr amadnggilmal s s u ¢
consequential thinking, goal setting, problem solving and cognitive reasoning.

1 The areas that neddrther improvemenincludeemploymentmental healthand the use
of free time

The main takeaway from this report is thak and protective factofsom an initial to final
assessmemhange over the course of the prograbut thesehange did nothappen uniformly
acrossall domains an@crossall youth. Many girlsshowedimprovementsome not nearly at all,
and a fewdeveloped deficits bthe end otreatmentWith the data available to us, it is difficult to
explainwhy some participants were maeccessful than otheirs regard to chang®ne of the
ways to gairmeaningful insight into the reasonsywve are observing these trends is to
interview program participant$his is the next step difie evaluation.
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Background

This reportprovides an initial assessment bfh e  p r iotgrmealiaté® oaitcomeghisis

achieved byexaminingt he ext ent t o whi rishangprotegivedantofgmogr t i ci p
life circumstances, developmental competencies, needs, aktilisdesand charactestics) are

measuretl Assessments of risk and protective factors are condfictedt the time of intakand

thenat thecase closureOutcomes assessment is also achieved by meast@ange over the

course of the progranthis comparativeanalysiscanshownot only the proportion of girls

demonstrating change by the end of probation, but also the areas where the change is more likely

to happen and the areas where little or no change occurred.

This approach lies within thReiski Need$
Responsivity (RIR) modet thathas been FIGURE 1: RISK NEEDS RESPONSIVITY (RNR) MODEL
thedominantmodel for assessment and
treatment in the juvenile justice system . — —
(Figure 1).The RNR approach holds that a{ FRAELENEEe R ES o Tol B A Ly laTdls] (55
risks are attenuated and protective factors
are enhanced, the likelihood ofe&ending
declinesIn that framework, while it is

. . o Risk Principle

€sse ntlal to examine IO'th rm OUtCO mes Match the level of service to the individual’s risk to re-offend. There is growing support
SUCh as red u Ced reCId IVISm |t |S also in the research for reserving treatment resources for higher risk offenders.
important tomonitorthe intermediate o Need Principle

. Assess each person for known criminogenic needs and target treatment based on their
outcomes that address the key changes in|  mostsaiient needs.
attitudes, skills and behavithat, in turn, o Responsivity Principle
lead tosuccessful longerm oucomes. iy s A At

needs, motivation, and strengths of the offender.

For exampledue to a welldocumented
link between truancy and offendia girl
who was skipping schogirior to interventionbut who returadto school as a result tie
program(intermediate outcome&gan be expected, on averatgebe at laver risk for recidivism
(long-term outcome).

From an evaluation perspectiveassessment of both risk gmtectivefactors is criticafor
reporting impaet Thisisavgpy mograns staff can determine whetltard to what

extent thar interventions are workind-ack of progress from initial assessment to reassessment
may indicate the need to revise and adjust treatment pénke this is a useful strategy for
monitoring progranoutcomesit should not be the sole factmr assessingverall program
effectivenessintegrating this method witjouthinterviewsaboutprogram operational aspects,
service dalery, and program effectiveness can provide a deeper understanding of why change is
or isndét taking place as planned.

SA girl 6s risk and protective factors are measuredtenhby the mesa

multiple choice indepth assesse nt i nstrument, which produces -afféendifig. Theevel scor e
PACT provides information for a case plan specific to the gi
appropriate programs and serviceR ®T r eassessments inform the court profession:

4 Andrews, A., and J. Bonta (2010). The Psychology of Criminal Condtiedfion). New Providence, NJ.

5Zhang, D., Willson, V., Katsiyannis, A., Barrett, D., Ju, S., and W, (2010). Truancy offenders in the juvenile justice

system: a multi cohort study. Mueller, D., Giacomazzi, A., and Stoddard, C. (2006). Dealing with Chronic Absenteeism and its
Consequences: the Process and Shemnn Effects of a Diversionary Courttérvention. Journal of Education for Students Placed
at Risk, 11, 190219.
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Methods and Measures

The data for this repowtasdrawn from the Judicial Information System (JIS), the primary
information system for courts in Washington. This database was used to ideigifgntenced
to probatiorbetweer2018 and 2019n Kitsap and Thursto@ourties (for comparison)Thurston
Countywas chosen becauetits similarity to Kitsapin regardto severacommunity
characteristics such aspulation sie (252,264 people in Thurston a2%il,133 in Kitsap),
household median inconf®60,930in Thurston ad $59,549in Kitsap), poverty (10% of the
population below the poverty line in Thurston and 9.4% in Kitsap) peenhlence of female
headedouseholds (11% of households in Thurston and 10% in Kitsap).

The assessment datame from the Assessment Resbddatabas€ARD) which captures risk
and needassessment information on all youth placed on proh&figare2 summarizes the
study design. W used a quasixperimentalpretestposttestesign in which Girls Court
participantsverecomparedo three omparison goupsof girls who did notparticipate in the
program (ndreatmenyt

1 Treatment: KitsapGirls Courtparticipantsvho received the intervention since June 2019.
1 Comparison groups:
0 Group 1 (Thurston current): Girls residing in Thurston Couwho were sentenced to
community supervision during the implementatiorthaprogram.
o Group 27 (Kitsap historical): Girls residing in Kitsap County who were sentenced to
community supervision a year priorttee program and had no access to the program.
0 Group 3 (Thurston historical): Girls residing in Thurston County who were sentenced
to community supervision a year priorttee program.

FIGURE?2: STUDY DESIGN

Pre-COVID-19 COVID-19
2018-2019 l 2019-2020
Thurston Kitsap I Thurston Program
historical historical : current paticipants
N |
misssessmen | SQE || el | | [k |25
|
|
|
: Intervention
|
|
Final assessme 00 ¢ 00 ¢ ' 00 ¢ o g
/aan maw| | |/mew| |sse
|
Analysis

6 Shadish, W. R., Cook, T. D., a@ampbell, D. T. (2002). Experimental and quagperimentatiesigns for generalized causal
inference. Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company.

7 For two groups (program participants and Thurston current group [Group 1]) the reporting period includes 10 monthiseprior to t
iStay Home, Stay Heal t hyo -18, and &3rmonthmimtb thewedart ed due t o COVI D
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The current study focuses on girls who received both the initial and final risieadd
assessments during the specified time pefads who were assessed only once during this
period were excluded due to lack of sufficient data points to an&lgzause nchange in PACT
scorecould be measuredlthough 22 girls hadbeen receivig serviceshrough theGirls Court
program at the time of the analysmmly 14 girls received both initial and final assessmants,
thus,wereincluded in this analysi©f note,the results in this report must be interpretecfcaly
because they are based on a small number of observations. When the number of observations is
small, the analysis can ovestimate or undegstimate the magnitude of the effect. Therefore, it
is important not to make strong conclusions about p@ssifécts of the program, whether the
results are positive or ndy thethird yearof the programwe will repeat the analysissing the
same methods but withlarger number gfarticipantsand thus will be able towalidatethe

findings of the current study.

Forall girls included in the studyve analyzed thpre/post risk assessment change scacesss

10 distinct PACT dmains:1) schoo| 2) employment3) use of free time4) living arrangements,

5) alcohol and drug usé) mental health7) relationships8) antisocial attitudes) aggression,

and10) social skills.For each domain, we used cumulative risk and pretstores calculated

by PACT software based gni rrdsmoidses for each item within the domain. The items within

each domain are scored in a way that no specific response to an item receives both risk and
protective points, only one or the other. Foregame , t he current rel ati o
adultnonf ami Iy rel ationships not connected to sc
response that receives a risk point (no positive adult relationships), and three responses that
receive one, two ohtee protective points, respectively (1 positive relationships, 2 positive
relationships, or 3 positive relationshipBuilding justonepositive relatbnship with a non

parental adult (e.ga mentor, community partnergducesa g obverhllGisk scoe in this

domain and potentially leado better outcomés

«

p

n
h

Usinggirlsdrisk and protective domailevel scores, wealculated thaifferencein the domain
level scoredor each girland used ias ameasure of chang&hedifferencein the domaidevd
scores was obtaindxy subtracting an ending domdavel score (measured by final assessment)
from a beginning domattevel score (measurdyy the initial assessment):

Change: "CEXRHOEG (3O [ C1°QL " ©'TEMOE (2 [ dEl e

Because the number of items and item scoring differ across domains, the absolutelelaghain
change in dynamic risk and protective scores can range-fréo+1, to-34 to +34Reduction in
risk factorsis manifested ypa negative sign for absolutbange, signaling that thygl
accumulated fewer risk points on final assessment than on the initial asse&smantement in
protective factorss shown by a positive sign for absolute change, indicating thajitheollected
more protective pointsn the final assessment than on the initial assessment. A zero absolute
change signiésthatthe girldid not show any change in the dombgmel scores between two
assessmentkack of change can generally be seen as posititres girl received low rik scores
and high protective scores on both pr@nd postprobation risk assessments. However, it could
beconcerningf the girl scored high on risk factors and low on protectaors on both pré

and pos{probation risk assessments and did not shwychange by the end of probation.

8 ScalesP.C., Benson, P.L., and Mannes, M. (2006). The contribution to adolescebiimgimade by nonfamily adults: An
examination of developmental assets as contexts and prockssesl of Community Psychologi4, 401 413.
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Descriptive Characteristics of the Girls in the Study

Table 1 compares thescriptive characteristics girls in all four groups.Thetreatment group
(Girls Courtparticipantsonsisted ofl4 youth andwvas the srallest of the fourFor the most
part, thecharacteristicef programparticipants and the comparison growgse similar. Of note,
al groups consisté predominantly of white girldHowever, thareatmengrouphada higher
proportion ofWhite (71%) and Aian (14%) girls thathecomparison group#\lso, the treatment
group consisted d highermpercentagef moderate riskirls (71%) and lower proportion of high
risk girls (29%)than thecomparison group§.he average age of girls in all four groups wasyv
similar (betweerl5 and 16 yeajsThe youngest gith the program was 13 and the oldgisks in
the program were 17 years old (n=3).

All four groups were further compared based on the initial doteal mean PACT values to
assess whethéne groups wereequivalenin the beginning of probatiénOf the25 variables
examinedsignificantdifferences betweerthe treatmenandthe comparison groups were found
only for six variables Table 2, Appendix)For most of the variabdetreatmentomparison
observable differences tended to be small in relation to the mean for the treatment group.
Therefore, the four groups can be compared for evaluation puthoses

TABLE 1: CHARACTERISTICS OFSIRLS, BY GROUP

Treatment Comparison 1 Comparison 2 Comparison 3
(program (Kitsap (Thurston (Thurston
participants) Historical) current) historical)
(N=14) (N=18) (N=23) (N=58)
N % N % N % N %
Race
White 10 71% 10 56% 13 5% 38 66%
Black/African American 0 0% 2 11% 2 9% 3 5%
American Indian/Alask&lative 0 0% 2 11% 0 0% 4 7%
Asian 2 14% 1 6% 1 4% 2 3%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Multiracial 0 0% 0 0% 3 13% 5 9%
Hispanic/Latino 2 14% 3 17% 4 17% 5 9%
Risk Level
Moderate 10 71% 4 22% 6 26% 27 AT%
High 4 2%% 14 78% 17 74% 31 53%
Average Age at First Assessment
Average age 1536 sD=12 158  SD=12 156 sb=15 16.01 SD=12
Age categorized at Assessment
13 or Less 1 7% 2 11% 3 13% 4 %
14-15 6 43% 7 39% 7 30% 9 16%
16-17 7 50% 8 44% 10 44% 44 76%
18 + 0 0% 1 6% 3 13% 1 2%

Notel: Low-risk girls are not eligible for th&sirls Court program and, thusyereexcluded fronthe analysis.
Note 2:Due to rounding, percentages may not always appear to add up to.100%

9 The more similar the groupsesat baseline, the more likely that the observed difference between the groups after the intervention
can be attributed to thatervention itself, and not to other preexisting differences.

10The results of the comparative analysis must be interpreteflityp because of the small number of observations. When the
number of observations is small, the analysis can-estémate ounderestimate the magnitude of the effect.
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Results

On the pages that follgwe present domaispecific resultsFor each domain, we created a
color-coded comparison chart for four groupgofs included in the studyror ease of
interpretation, the green colalwayssignifies improvemengas indicated by the reduction in risk
scores or by the enhancement in protective scaves)ge indicates evsening(as indicated by
the reduction irprotective scoresr by the enhancementiiisk scores)and blueneansno

change in scores.

Skills

Figure 3 displays the percentage gifls who showed reduction, no change, or enhancement in
risk and protetive factorsin skills. Among four groups of girlggrogram participants showed

the largestmprovement irskills, with 57% of participants Bowing reduction in risk factors and
65% showing ehancement in protective factors (45% and 61% for Kitsap gatpB5% and

44% for Thurston current andi3% and 58% fol hurson historical comparison groups,
respectively. Note that these estimates do not shibe&ymanitude of change, only the direction

of change. For example, a girl wiimindividual gain of ongrotective point will be in the same
group of improvers with a girl gaining five (5) protective points over the course of the program.
Similarly, a girl with an individual gain of one risk score point will be in the same group with a
girl gaining five (5)risk score points over the course of the program.

The ills domain includes items such as consequential thinking, goal setting, problem solving,
situational perception, skills for dealing with diffitsituations, feelings/emotiona@others,

skilsf or controlling i mpulsive behaviors, and ag
frameworkalackofs ki | ' s i s one indicator of antisoci al
factors linked to recidivisnfiAntisocial personalityis defined as impisive, adventurous,

pleasure seeking, restlessly aggressive, and irritable

FIGURE 3: CHANGES IN SKILLS, BY GROUP

Risk factors Protective factors
Better Worse Better Worse

Program participants
Kitsap historical

4  Thurston current

Thurston historical

100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0% L B B

i Did worse ® No change M Improvers

11 Of note, the results in this report must be interpreted carefully becausedhmsad on amall number of observations. When
the number of observations is small, the analysis canestanate or undegstimate the magnitude of the effect. Therefore, it is
important not to make strong conclusions about possible effects of thramroghether the results are positive or not.

12 Andrews, A., and J. Bonta (2010). The Psychology of Criminal Condileidion). New Providence, NJ
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Improvement in any of the items the skills domain &s indicated by the reduction in domain
level risk scores or by the enhancement in protective Samaiagpotentially laver the risk of re
offending.

The fact that almost twthirds of the program participants (65%) improwedhis domairover

the course of the program suggests that skills enhancement in prosocial moral reasoning and
perspective taking is one of the prog mdé s s Tthecempihehsive package of services
available to program participants: grocgunseling life-skills training, mentoring, job readiness
training, school counseling, family counseling, mental health and substance abuse treatment
might becontributing to the observed improvement in this domauen thougtbetween 7% and
14% of program participaritsscored lower irthis domain (as indicated by the reduction in
protective or enhancement in risk scores) by the end of the program, this pprceasassmaller
than for Kitsap girls going through a regular probatioet\een 11% an83%) a year prior to the
program (Figure).

Attitudes and behaviors

Attitudes and behavioomainwas another area where the largest percemtB@Gals Court
program participants, compared with all three comparison graigmsonstrategrogresswith
64% of girls showing reduction in risk factors ast® showing enhancementpmotective
factors (446 reduction in riskand50%increase in protectivior Kitsap hisorical, 3@ and31%
for Thurston currentand53% and55% forThurson historical comparison groups

This domainncludesitems such asmotions, optimism, impulsivitygelcontrol,empathyfor
victims, sympathyrespecf or ot her s 6 typlawaliding helyayigraaduatchpting i
responsibility for behavior. Broadly speaking, this domain is abmational staitity and

cognitive reasoningecauseeasearch has established a link between a negative emotiamality
inability to regulate ematinswith antisocial and maladaptive behavidr®ne of the core
components of the program was to develop practices that are relational and preattbte
behaviorsas well asuild positiverelationships in the community through targeted services and
mertorship.

FIGURE 4: CHANGES IN ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS, BY GROUP

Risk factors Protective factors
Better Worse Better Worse

Program participants
Kitsap historical

Thurston current

Thurston historical

100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0% G v s Gom o EDe 0

1 Did worse M No change M Improvers

13 Of note, 14%epresert 2 participantsBecausef a small sample sizé, is not easy to determine whether thimnges due to
theinterventionor simply chance.

14 Eisenberg, N. (2000). Emotion, regulation and moral developAmmial Review of Psychologyl: 665697;

Carlo, G., Mestre, A.L., Samper, P., Tur, a., and Armenta, B.A. (2010). Feelings or cognitions? Moral cognitions andaamotions
longitudinal predictors of prosocial and aggressive behai#ersonality and Individual Difference48: 872877.
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The fact that almost twthirds of the program participants (64%) improved in this domain over
the course of the program suggests pinagramming was successfulenhancing attitudes

toward canitive reasoning and behaviors (Figure Mpnetheless, approximately 30% Gfrls
Courtparticipants did not show any change in this domain and nearly 1 in 10 youth (7% in risk
factors and 14% in protective factors) scored worse in attitudes and behaviors at the end of the
program.

School

Approximatelyonehalf of participantglemonstrated positive change in the school domain, with
50% of girls showing reduction in risk factors a#80 showing enhancement in protective
factors.This improvementalthoughcomparable to two comparison grouf8% and 55% for
Kitsap historical and3% and47% forThurston historical groups), is meaningful given a high
prevalence of schogklated problems experienced by program participants at the beginning of
the program. For examplenang the firstyearGirls Courtparticipants, more thathreefourths
(78%) were not close to any teachers, staff, or coaches, 56% were not interested in school
activities, 60% had behavioral problems at school, and 28% were habitually skipping school
within 6 months prior to thprogram. Theseearly findings suggest that the program shows
promise in reducing schootlated risk factors for some girls by providimgntoring, job
readiness traininggndschool counseling

Researchindicates that schoeklated factors have consideralstgpact on youth outcom&sand
that school success is a significant protective factor for girls against risky beHaviors
Improvement on any item in the school domain (i.e., enroliment status, attitudes toward
education, connectedness to teachers, scleoldanceacademic performance, involvement in
extracurricular activities, school condwetschool disciplinary sanctions) caositivelyimpact
future education outcomes of the girls and potentially lower the riskaffeading.

FIGURE 5: CHANGES IN SCHOOL, BY GROUP

Risk factors Protective factors
Better Worse Better Worse

Program participants
Kitsap historical

Thurston current

Thurston historical

100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0% the Al AU W Hs 0B

W Did worse M No change ® Improvers

1514, Y., and Lerner, R. M. (2011). Trajectories of school engagement during adoleseenel®pmental Psychologd7(1):

233 47. Kimberly, LN., Knight, K.E, and Thornberry, T. P. (2011) School disengagement as a predictor of dropout, delinquency,
and problemsbstance use during adolescence and early adultBoorhal of Youth and Adolescent®(2):156 66.

16 Hawkins, S.R., Graham, P.W., Williams, J., and Zahn, M.A. (2008ilient GirlsFactos That Protect Against Delinquency.
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Nonetheless2%% of program participants (for risk factors) aB@Po (for protective factorsglid
not show any changand 21% ofyirls scored worse by the end of the progréns difficult to
estimatenow much of it is due to thgandemi¢because even prior to the COVID pandemic
there were girls in Kitsap and Thurstoountiesvho developedleficitsin school domairby the
end of treatmeniThese girls arat riskfor poor school attendance, grade retemtar
disengagement from schotilis important to take delérate actions to pwide extra support to
these girlsFor example, program staff canild on the existing community networks with
teachers and school administrators to lt&hts Courtparticipantgyainaccess tareditrecovery
programsafterschool pogramsand extracurricular activities. Rrticipation in such programs
canincrease school belongimiyrring the program and beyadrid

One noteof all four groupsthe Thurston currentomparisorgroupevidenced théowest
improvement in school are85%showedreduction in risk factors and 31% sheserhancement
in protective factorsWwhile almosttwo-thirds (65%) did not show any change in this domain.

Living arrangements

Approximatelyonehalf of theprogram participantdemonstrated positive chage in this
domain(50%improvedin risk factors and 43%mprovedin protective factors This
improvemenwas comparable to Kitsap historical group%dinproved risk61%improved
protection, but larger thafor both Thurston currer{f20% improved risk44%improved
protectior) andThurstonhistorical(12% improved risk47%improved protectioncomparison
groups.

This domainincludesitems such aparental problems, family conflict, family support, parental
supervision, and rewards. Generally spealdinig domain is abodamily connectedness and
support.Each program component integrates, where possitdé&nowledgehat dose, positive
family relationships help young people stay healthy and aigkg behaviot®.

FIGURE 6: CHANGES IN LIVING ARRANGEMENTS, BY GROUP

Risk factors Protective factors
Better Worse Better Worse

Program participants
Kitsap historical
Thurston current

Thurston historical

100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0% o dtiy alis GBs G 0l

1 Did worse M No change M Improvers

17Durlak, J. A., Weissberg, R. RindPachan, M. (2010). A metnalysis of afteschool programs that seek to promote personal
and social skills in children and adolesceAtsierican Journal of Community Psycholpdy, 294 309.

B Yang, F., Tan, KA., andCheng, W. J. Y. (2013). The effects of connectedness on fealtioting and healtbompromising
behaviors in adolescents: Evidence from a statewide surteyJournal of Primary PreventioB85(1), 3346.

Ackard, D M., NeumarkSztainer, D., Story, MandPerry, C. (2006). Parewghild connectedness and behavioral and emotional
health among adolescenfanerican Journal of Preventive Medicjr89(1), 5966.
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Improvement irthis domaincanpositively impact the futurbealthoutcomes of the girls and
potentially lower the risk of reffending As notedapproximatelyonehalf of theprogram
participantsevidenced progress in this domain, but soahé-half of Kitsap girls going through
reguar probation a year prior to the prografys. suchjt is difficult to tell whether this progress
wasdriven by thgorogram activities or prexistingprobationpracticesn Kitsap.

Between36% of program participantsqr risk factor$ and50% (for protectivefactor9 did not
show any changia this domainandbetween/% of girls for risk factor$ and14% (for
protectivefactorg scored worse in this area by the end of the program.

Aggression

With the aggression domaiB6% of theprogramparticipantsexperiencededuction in risk
factors anB6% showedenhancement in protective factof$is improvementvascomparable
with Kitsap historical comparison grop9%) onthe protective sidebut itwassmalleronthe
risk side 86% for program particgnts vs50% for Kitsap historical group

This domainincludes items such a®lerance tdrustration, positive view of otherand thebelief

thatverbal and physical aggression is inagprate for conflict resolutionTo address these

challenges, prgram services wen®oted in relationatultural heory and relational psychology.
Theyacknowledge the centrality of relationshipgin r | s 6 | i v esgeingheathyf ocus o0
mutual and empowering relatnships among clients as well as between tdjenentors, service

provides, and program staff. Improvement in this domain can positively impact prosocial

behavior and lower risk of aggressive behavVior

Nonethelesspne-half of participant¢50%) did not show any change aggressiomnd14%

scoed worse in aggression at the endhaf programThe latter should be further investigated to
understand what is driving these chan@#se possible explanation can be that a large percentage
of program participants have a history of trau@o), which is linked by researco both
physical/overt aggressias well as indirect aggressionadolescents.

FIGURE7: CHANGESIN AGGRESSIONBY GROUP
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19 Carlo, G., Mestre, M.V., McGinley, M.M., TefPorcar, A.Samper, P., and Opal, D. (2014). The protective role of prosocial
behaviors on antisocial behaviors: the mediating effects of deviant peer affiliational of Adolescenc@7, 359366.

20 ansford, J.E., Dodge, K.A., Pettit, G.S., Bates, J.E., CraZieand Kaplow, J. (2002) A 3&ar prospective study of the long
term effects of early child physical maltreatment on psychological, behavioral, and academic problems in addeskescof
Pediatrics and Adolescent Medicjrib6(8), 824830; CruisgK.R., and Ford, J.D. (2011) Trauma exposure and PTSD in justice
involved youth.Child Youth Care Forun40(5), 337 343.
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Relationships

In relationships29% of program participants showed reduction in risk factors and 29%
demonstrateénhancement in protective factoffis changevassmaller tharfor Kitsap
historical (28% for risk, 39%for protectivefactor9, Thurston currenf26% for risk, 35%for
protectivg, andThurston historical growg(38% for risk, 43%for protectivg. Thisdomain
includesitems such as adutionfamily relationships, community ties, romantic/intimate
relationship, gang membership, and resistance tesaotal peer influencahis domain is about
social connectednessd social netwoikg outside the familyEx pandi ng girl sé soc
netvork through creating rationships with formal mentors and otmemparental adults (e.qg.,
community leaders, teachers)one of the core components of tiels Courtprogram.Social
connectedness an important protective factor for youth that catiuee the likelihood of a
variety of risky behaviors.

The fact thabpproximately 60% gbrogramparticipants did not show any charige

relationshipsand 14% showed worse@es at the end of the programaybe attributed to the
pandemicA similar trend was observed for Thurston girls going though probation during the
pandemic months (Figure 8COVID-19 reshapeg@rogram practicegersonal relationshipand

theways of connectingvith, and mentoringparticipantsNumerous program staff noted tloatt

line and/or distant cheek sessions are not adequate for maintaining the same level of
engagement with the girls. During this time, it is harder to help girls to overcome fear and the
perception that they donot geaawhmd dorthis reastn, ov er
program staff should continuously monifmogramdatato develop the capacities to get through
thechallengs of the ongoing pandemic.

FIGURES8: CHANGESIN RELATIONSHIPS,BY GROUP
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2L Rutter, M. (1987). Psychological resilience and protective mechamsnexican Journal of Orthopsychiatrg7, 316331;

Beam,M,R, Chen, C., and Greenberger, E. (2002). The nature of
parental adultsAmerican Journal of Community Psycholog@, 305 325; Steiner, R.J., Sheremenko, G., Lesesne, C., Dittus,

P.J., Sieving, R.Eand Ethier, A.E. (2019). Adolescent Connectedness and Adult Health Out&adisrics 144(1), 2018

3766.

22 Arina Gertseva (2021). Voices from the Field: Findings from Interviews with Court Professionals and Service Providers,

Washington State Centr Court Research, AOC. This publication is also available lereter for Children & Youth Justice

(ceyj.orq)



https://ccyj.org/
https://ccyj.org/

Girls Court Program Evaluation: Intermediate Outcomes

Alcohol and Drug Use

Alcohol and drug use was an area where most of thieggsoccurred on the risk sider all
groups By the end othe program36%of Girls Courtparticipantamanifested reduction in risk
factors(Figure9). This improvement wasimilar to two comparisorgroups(39%/for Kitsap
historical, 35%for Thurston curret) and smaller thahurston historical grou@8%) This shift
in risk scoresalthough similato two comparison groupss meaningful given a high prevalence
of drug use among program participants at the beginning of the program. For example, among the
first-yearGirls Courtparticipantsmore than a half (61%) used drugs and 22% used alcohol
within 6 months prior to thprogram Although these estimategerelower than for the
comparison groups (67% for drugs and 43% for alcohol for Kitsap histormabhg79% and 64%
for Thurston current and 75% and 69% for Thurston historical group, respectivelyyerestill
concerning®.

Neverthelesshis area needs further improvemergcause between %3of program participants
(on the risk sideand90% (on the protective sidajid not show anyprogressetween the initial

and final assessmenend 21% showed worse risk scoad the end of the prograifhe latter
marked thdargestpercenagedeficit development1%), compared ith all three comparison
groups 0% for Kitsap historical, 8%and 13%for Thurston current, and 7%nd 14%for

Thurston historical)This finding should be further investigated to understand what is driving
these changes. Onegsible explanation can kBecial and economic changemused by the
pandemic, along witpre-pandemic Kitsagommunity conditions favorable to substanse. For
example, ir”019, more than a half (55%) of the Kitsagmmunityresidentsdentified substance
abuse (alcohol, drugs, opioids, etc.,) as one dfahehree biggest health problems impacting the
overall health of Kitsap Countgnd 58% said that drug and alcohol abuse has the largest impact
onthehealth of youth (ages 118y

FIGURE9: CHANGESIN ALCOHOL AND DRUGS,BY GROUP
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23 Arina Gertseva (2021). Voices from the Field: Findings from Interviews with Court Professionals and Besviders,
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Mental Health

Mental health had the smallest movementeither rsk or protectiveside.For Girls Court
participants, improvememiccurredonly onthe protective sidewith 14% showingincreased
protectivefactors. This progress wasnilar to Kitsap historical (17%) group, but larger tfian
Thurston current (9%) anthurston historical groups (5%)hile not large, this positivehange
between the initial and final assessments is encouraging, given a high prevalence diea¢htal
issuesexperienced byhe girls coming to the program and the juvenile justice systegeneral.

For example, mong the first yeaGirls Courtparticipants, more than a halfl@) had mental

health problemat the time of the assessménThis estimate was higher than for all three
comparison group$HB8%for Kitsap current57%for Thurston current, and 54% for Thurston
historical group) The percentage of program participants with a history of depression/anxiety
(89%) was about the same as the comparison groups (97% for Kitsap hishodc@?% and

93% for Thurston current and histoal groups, respectivelyfrurther,28% of program

participants had a history of suicidal ideation, 22%0orted havinguicidal ideatiorat the time of
assessmenand 17%hada history of seHmutilating. Despite the high rates of mental health
problemspnly about 22% of firsyear program participants underwent mental health treatment or
hadbeen prescribed medication prior to the program.

It is important to take deliberate actions to provide satipport to the girlsResearch has shown

that havinga significant norparentaladulbhas a positive i mpact on a vy
healtt® and is themost common protective factor in helping young people be resilient in difficult

life circumstance¥. Youth who feel connected at school, at home, arideércommunity were

found in the recent CDC study to be as much as 66% less likely to experience health risk

behaviors related to sexual health, substance use, violence, and mental health in d8ulthood

FIGURE10: CHANGESIN MENTAL HEALTH, BY GROUP
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25 Arina Gertseva and Carl McCurley (2021). Voices from the Field: Findings from Interviews with Court Professionals and
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26 Scales, P.C., Benson, P.L., and Mannes, M. (2006). The contriliataxlolescent welbeing made by nonfamily adults: An
examination of developmental assets as contexts and prockssesl of Community Psycholagi4, 401 413.

27 Rutter, M. (1987). Psychological resilience and protective mechamsnexican Journabf Orthopsychiatry57, 316331.

28Riley J. Steiner, Ganna Sheremenko, Catherine Lesesne, Patricia J. Dittus, Renee E. Sieving and Kathleen A. Ethier (2019).
Adolescent Connectedness and Adult Health OutcoRestiatrics 144(1):20183766.
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Use of free time

In use of free timethe largest peentage oprogramparticipantswhencompared withall
comparison groupscored worsen both risk and protective factasthe end of the program,
with 29%showng increasedisk factors an®6% showng reductionin protectivefactors.This
domain intudesitems such agterestinvolvement in supervised, structuredunstructuregro-
social recreational activitige.g., playing in sports, having a hobby, taking art clasBesadly
speaking, this domain is about gocial constructive activitieResearch suggests that
participationin such activitiedesses ayouthd shances of engaging in risky behaviors, such as
drug use or delinquency, by occupying idle time, strengthening commitment to, seitbother
conventional institung®,

Due tosceial distancing measuresd reduced access to schools, aft#rool programs, camps
andsport clubs,ie COVID-19 pandemigrevenedyouth from spending time with their peers
and/or participating in prsocial recreational activities light of the pademicand the

interruption of normal education, mapgo-social recreational clubs, activities, and classes were
closed.This can be a reason for worsening trends in use of free time for girls sentenced to
probation during COVIBL9 (Girls Courtparticipans and Thurston current grou@rogram staff
should explore alternative ways @fposinghe girlsto socially acceptableecreational activities
andoffer more otilets for emotional expression and teamwork.

FIGURE11l: CHANGESIN USE OF FREE TIMEBY GROUP
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29Zill, N., Nord, C.W., and Loomis, L.S. (1995). Adolescent Time Use, Risky Behavior, and Outcomes: An Analysis of National
Data: Westat, Inc. September 11, Department of Health and Human Services, Washington, DC.
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Employment

In theemploymentdomain the smallest percentage @irls Courtparticipantg8%), compared
with all comparison groupshowed improvement (28% for Kitsap historic group, 29% for
Thurston current, and 38% for Thurston historical groApjhe same time, the largest
percentage oBirls Courtparticipanty25%)showedworse risk sores by the end of the program,
compared witlKitsap historical (0%), Thurston current (4%), and Thurston hdstio(7%0)

groups.

These findings are probably due to the fact thatnajority of Girls Courtparticipants are too

young for employment consideration (73%hawvenever been employed (5%). Only one

program participanivassuccessfully employed prior to the program. None of the girls have been
employed at the end of the program. Thereforeghalchanges in this domain were happening
around knowledge of what is required to maintain a job and an interest in obtaining employment
in light of the pandemic

FIGURE12 CHANGESIN EMPLOYMENT, BY GROUP
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Concluding remarks

Results indicate thaddingpre/postreassessment of dynamic rigkdegprotective factors to
programperformance reporting can help withse managemerithe study shows thahanges
are not uniform acrogbegirls. Some progress, sondevelop deficitssomedo not change at all.
Lack of progres§rom initial assessment reassessment may indiedahe need to revise
treatmenplansand adjust how the program is workii@neimportant goal should be to identify
the girlswho made the least progress over the course of the pragrdmealign strategiesd
resources to fulner assist thosgirls. Program staff should continually monitor program data,
identify challenges to program performance, and take steps to addres$hisemformation can
help practitioners adjust their practices to better rineeheeds ofirls whodo not show any
improvement oareat risk of developing more deficits by the end of probation.
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We recommentheddiberate refication of the samestudy witha larger groumf participantso
strengthen the evidenemdenhance the generalizability oigtstudy This goal can be achieved
by apdying the same methodology &m extended samptd Girls Courtparticipansin thethird
yearof the progran{including tre sample of the original studyih doing soprogramstaff not
only will have more empirical evidendte validatethe originalfindingsbut also willhave enough
evidence to makgeneralizionsto other settings.

Finally, measuring théntermediate outcomexf a program is important, but understanding how

and why changes occurred, especially understanding this fromsy@uthp e r s p semtialitov e s, i
the success of any prografrherefore, we recommend conductinterviewswith Girls Court

participantgo collectrich, qualitativeinformation that can be used to identify whadrked and

what did not, and whyTlhe lattercan help tadentify ways to improe the program.
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TABLE 1: AVERAGE INITIAL DOMAIN -LEVELS SCORES, BY GROUP

Treatment Comparison1  Comparison 2 Comparison 3
(program (Kitsap (Thurston (Thurston
participants) Historical) current) historical)

(N=14) (N=181) (N=23) (N=58)
History of criminal conduct (isk) 7.00 8.33 8.39 7.76
History of school (risk) 2.29 3.11 3.39 2.67
History of school (protective) 0.86 0.22 0.26 0.52
Current School (risk) 0.01 0.22 0.09 0.14
Current school (protective) 2.00 1.78 1.91 1.86
History relationship (risk) 1.64 1.61 2.00 1.78
History of relationship (protective) 0.86 1.11 2.96 2.62
Current relationship (risk) 3.79 4.72 3.87 3.69
Current relationship (protective)* 4.29 2.33 3.14 3.69
History family (risk) 2.43 3.94 3.91 4.19
History family (protective) 2.57 1.67 2.00 191
Current family ( risk) 9.79 10.4 9.83 8.86
Current family protectivg* 8.79 7.44 10.26 11.28
History of drugs (risk)* 3.00 8.22 10.5 10.19
History of druggprotective) 1.71 1.00 1.09 119
Current drugs (risk)* 1.79 8.00 6.74 6.84
Current drugs (protective) 0.21 0.06 0.17 0.22
History of mental health (risk) 2.93 3.61 3.13 279
History of mental health (protective) 3.14 2.78 2.75 3.05
Behavior (risk) 8.64 11.4 7.52 7.00
Behavior (protective) 5.50 3.22 5.74 6.26
Aggression (risk) 3.71 5.11 5.78 4.88
Aggression (protective) 2.29 1.39 152 2.10
Skills (risk)* 9.79 10.0 452 3.88
Skills (protective)* 5.79 5.33 9.83 11.28

Note: Asterisk(*) denoteghe variables where obs@ble differences between the treatment/comparison groups were statistically
significantaP O .0. 05
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FIGURE1: PERCENT OFGIRLS COURT PARTICIPANTSHOWING REDUCTION, NO
CHANGE, OR ENHANCEMENT IN RISK AND PROTECTIVE FACTORS, BY
DOMAIN
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Note: The girls that show no change include both the girls who received low risk diemeliscores on
pre/post risk assessments, and the girls who scored high on risk factasthaoré and post
probation risk assessments. Thus, lack of change is an indication of consistent-devehscores
between two PACT assessments, regardless of what these scores are.
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FIGUREZ2: PERCENT OF GIRLS INKITSAP HISTORICAL GROUPSHOWING REDUCTION,
NO CHANGE OR ENHANCEMENT IN RISK AND PROTECTIVE FACTORS, BY
DOMAIN
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Note: The girls that show no change include both the girls who received low risk dieweliscores on
pre/post risk assessments, and the girls who scoreddmgisk factors on both preand post
probation risk assessments. Thus, lack of change is an indication of consistent-devedscores
between two PACT assessments, regardless of what these scores are.
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FIGURE3: PERCENTOF GIRLS INTHURSTON CURRENT GROUBHOWING
REDUCTION, NO CHANGE OR ENHANCEMENT IN RISK AND PROTECTIVE
FACTORS, BY DOMAIN
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Note: The girls that show no change include both the girls who received low risk dieweliscores on
pre/post risk assessmenasid the girls who scored high on risk factors on bothipaad post
probation risk assessments. Thus, lack of change is an indication of consistent-devehscores
between two PACT assessments, regardless of what these scores are.
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FIGURE4: PERCENT OF GIRLS INHURSTON HISTORICAL GROUFSHOWING
REDUCTION, NO CHANGE OR ENHANCEMENT IN RISK AND PROTECTIVE
FACTORS, BY DOMAIN
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Note: The girls that show no change include both the girls who received low risk dieweliscores on
pre/post risk assessments, and the girls who scored high on risk factors on bio#mgrpost
probation risk assessments. Thus, lack of change isdicaition of consistent domaitevel scores
between two PACT assessments, regardless of what these scores are.



