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September 19, 2011

To: Rules and Operations Committee

From: Bill Vetter, Legislative Analyst

Re: Functional Analysis of Juvenile Court Operations

We are pleased to present this performance audit of Pierce County Juvenile Court. The audit was
undertaken in response to ordinance 2010-77s, in which the Council requested an independent
analysis of Juvenile Court’s structure and functions. The analysis was designed in part to
evaluate whether there are opportunities for savings through consolidation of services with the
Corrections Bureau or other County departments. After a competitive process, the Rules and
Operations Committee approved a contract with FLT Consulting, Inc. in partnership with Robert
C. Thomas & Associates to conduct the analysis.

The consultants have extensive experience in conducting performance audits at the state and
local level. Their past work has included comparative analyses of detention functions, capital and
operational planning for King County Juvenile Detention, a corrections overtime audit for Pierce
County in 2006, and most relevant, a 2010 jail planning and operations performance audit for
King County.

The present audit addresses several issues related to the detention and probation of youth
under Pierce County Juvenile Court, including the feasibility of combining operations with the
Corrections Bureau. Based on an analysis of operations and a comparison with other
jurisdictions, the report makes several recommendations regarding the physical organization of
Remann Hall and the reporting of workload and outcome data for its detention and probation
units.

The central question for Juvenile Court relates to the use of the detention facility. Due in part to
changes in organizational philosophy, the average daily population for the facility has been
greatly reduced to about 40% of previous levels. The recommendations offer suggestions on
how to capture cost savings based on the reduced use. While the court does not agree with
some of the recommendations, we hope that this audit can lead to fruitful discussions on the
future planning for juvenile detention in Pierce County.
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We appreciate the cooperation received from staff members in Pierce County Juvenile Court.
Shelly Maluo, T.J. Bohl, Dave McGovern and others provided extensive materials for review and
were very helpful in answering questions and resolving data issues.

Note on Compliance with Audit Standards

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing
standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate
evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on the audit objectives. We
believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on
the audit objectives.
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Executive Summary

Background

The Pierce County Council requested a performance
audit of the Pierce County Juvenile Court with a focus
on identifying opportunities for operational efficiencies.
A specific area for review was the identification of
possible changes in how the Court’s Detention,
Probation, and Administrative functions are carried out,
including the potential for savings through
consolidation or integration of services with other
County departments.

The audit also included analysis of how the Juvenile
Court has responded to decreases in workload, as well
as an assessment of whether facility modifications that
would result in both immediate and long-term
operational savings.

Major Findings and Recommendations

The Pierce County Juvenile Court has taken significant
efforts to adjust its operations and reduce its budget in
response to reductions in workload at the same time
that it has followed, and in some cases has been a
leader, in implementing juvenile justice reform efforts.
In particular, the Court has participated in the Juvenile
Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI), a grant-funded
program that is designed to increase the efficiency and
effectiveness of detention systems without
compromising public safety.

The recommendations of this report fall into two
categories:

e Three recommendations address areas where
savings can be pursued, with the potentially
largest savings coming from making capital
investments that will reduce operating costs.

e Two recommendations address making
improvements to performance monitoring to
link reform efforts to outcomes, and to
management practices to make more informed
decisions on resource allocation.

We believe these recommendations for achieving cost-
efficiencies and strengthening management practices
can be pursued in ways that are compatible with the
Court’s continuing justice reform efforts.
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throughout the performance audit. We also wish to
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Introduction

In 2010, the Pierce County Council requested that the
Performance Audit Office conduct an independent
analysis of the structure and functions of Pierce County
Juvenile Court (Juvenile Court). The analysis was to
identify potential opportunities for operational
efficiency; review how Juvenile Court is funded; and
identify any provisions of State statutes or County Code
that would pose constraints on reorganizing Juvenile
Court functions, changing how these functions are
delivered, or moving administrative service functions to
other County departments.

The objectives of this study include:

1. An examination of how other, similar, jurisdictions
manage, staff, fund and budget their juvenile
probation, detention, and administrative services.

2. Analyze whether any of the administrative services
could be transferred to another County department
or program in order to capture savings through
improved efficiency.

3. Assess whether the current Detention function
could be integrated into the Pierce County
Corrections Bureau.

4. Review how the Juvenile Court has responded to
decreases in detention average daily population,
and identify constraints or opportunities for the
Juvenile Court to reduce its budget in response to
these decreases.

5. Determine whether there are options involving
capital investments that would reduce operational
costs or improve operations, and if the options
would result in savings that would justify
investments.

6. Research legal and funding requirements to identify
constraints to operational or administrative changes
within Juvenile Court.

Methodology

This study used several methods to complete the
objectives. To assess the efficiency of secure detention
operations, the audit team analyzed the security
staffing plan, housing population levels, and facility
design for Remann Hall, the juvenile detention facility.
Using best practices for staffing secure youth detention
facilities, the audit assessed opportunities for staffing
and capital design efficiencies.

To evaluate the operations of the Probation and
Community Services function, the audit team analyzed
the Division’s staffing levels in light of historical
workload trends and recent significant changes in the
types and levels of services delivered. The audit also
assessed Juvenile Court’s efforts to report on the results
and cost-effectiveness of its work.

The audit also assessed administration of some of
Juvenile Court’s other functions including food, medical,
and laundry services for youth in detention; training
provided to youth in probation programs; and HR,
Payroll, and Purchasing.

The results of the analyses described above were
informed by a comparative survey of peer juvenile
courts, as well as research into legal and contractual
requirements.

To compare Juvenile Court to other similar jurisdictions,
the audit team selected 10 other juvenile courts both
from within Washington and out of state. These courts
were asked to provide information about their
organizational structure, funding, staffing levels and
methods, and administrative services. The purpose of
this comparison was to obtain a general sense of how
Juvenile Court’s management and operations compare
to those of some of its peers, and to learn whether
other courts are employing methods that could
potentially improve the efficiency of Juvenile Court.
The staffing, organization and responsibilities of other
courts can vary significantly, making direct comparisons
difficult. In-depth comparisons of staffing levels and
costs were not part of the scope of this audit.
Therefore the results of the peer surveys should be
used to gauge general differences and inform future
analysis, rather than as the basis for direct comparison.

Background and Context

Juvenile Court is organized into four divisions, including
Detention Services, Probation and Community Services,
Court Services, and Fiscal/Administrative Services. The
focus of this audit was on the responsibilities of just two
of these divisions: Detention, and Probation and
Community Services Divisions. These are described
below:

Detention Services is responsible for supervising youth
who are housed in secure detention at the juvenile
detention facility, Remann Hall. Youth in detention may
be held while awaiting their court dates, or may be
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detained after their court date as part of their sentence
or while waiting to be transferred to a State juvenile
detention facility.

Probation and Community Services is responsible for
youth intake; supervision of at-risk youth and those in
Diversion; and supervision of youth in community
settings, such as Alternative Detention, Community
Supervision and special programs. Probation officers
within this division are responsible for providing
evidence-based programming to youth on probation.
This division is also responsible for the Dependency unit
(non-criminal), which provides staff and volunteer court
services for abused or neglected children.

Budget and Funding

The chart below provides a breakdown of Juvenile
Court’s 2011 budget by department and program.

Pierce County Juvenile Court
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Juvenile Court receives funding from multiple sources to
support its operations, including County, State, and
grant funds. The 2011 proposed budget, which totaled
$20,511,080, was supported by 81 percent county funds
and 19 percent state funds.

Juvenile Justice Reform

Juvenile justice and detention reform efforts have been
underway across the nation and in Washington State for
over a decade. The Juvenile Detention Alternatives
Initiative (JDAI), a grant-funded program in which
Juvenile Court is participating, is designed to increase
the efficiency and effectiveness of detention systems

without compromising public safety, and has the
following goals®:

Reduce reliance on secure confinement
Improve public safety

Reduce racial disparities and bias

Save taxpayer dollars

Support justice reform efforts

ik wnN e

The JDAI program is based on research that shows that
detention of low risk youth does not necessarily
improve public safety. Research performed by the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
(OJIDP) shows that detaining low risk offending youth
makes it more, not less, likely they will re-offend.
Objective screening tools should be used to identify
those lower risk youth, and alternative programs
established to provide community-based supervision
for them in lieu of detention.

In summary, JDAI seeks to achieve these goals through
these core strategies’:

e Eliminate the inappropriate or unnecessary use of
secure detention;

e Minimize re-arrest and failure-to-appear rates
pending adjudication;

e Ensure appropriate conditions of confinement in
secure facilities;

e Redirect public finances to sustain successful
reforms; and

e Reduce racial and ethnic disparities.

Q: What are the components of Juvenile Court’s
juvenile justice reform efforts?

A: Juvenile Court has been employing several
approaches over the past decade to reduce the
number of youth in secure detention and to reform its
probation practices.

Detention Reform

Juvenile Court officially began implementation of JDAI
in 2004, following receipt of a grant from the Annie E.
Casey Foundation. Following are some highlights of the
initiatives and efforts being undertaken, which are

' AnneE. Casey Foundation, JDAI website
http://www.aecf.org/Majorlnitiatives/JuvenileDetentionAlter
nativesinitiative.aspx.

2 Anne E. Casey Foundation, JDAI website,
http://www.aecf.org/Majorlnitiatives/JuvenileDetentionAlter
nativesinitiative/CoreStrategies.aspx
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consistent with the best practices recommended by
JDAI and other national detention reform efforts:

e Using a validated risk assessment instrument (DRAI)
to objectively assess, based on risk to public safety,
whether youth should be place in secure detention
or supervised in the community.

e Providing alternatives to detention programs
including Electronic Home Monitoring, Community
Detention, Evening Reporting, and Weekend
Reporting.

e Working to reduce disproportionate minority
confinement by ensuring decisions are based on fair
and objective factors.

e Creating new programs and increasing community
contacts with youth and families, to reduce the
number of youth who fail to appear for their court
hearings, and to improve compliance with court
orders.

The following chart illustrates the change since 2004 in
the number of youth (average daily population) housed
in secure detention and supervised through detention
alternatives.

Secure Detention and Detention Alternatives
Average Daily Population 2004 - 2010
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Overall, secure detention populations have dropped by
48 percent, more than twice the 21 percent decline in
detention alternatives. A number of factors likely
explain this decline, including the detention reform
initiatives previously discussed, as well as declines in
youth crime and arrest rates in the broader community.

Probation Reform

Pierce County Juvenile Court began implementing
probation reform in 1997, as one of the first counties in
the state to use an objective assessment process to
determine the level of community supervision and

services needed by youth on probation. Some of the
key activities currently under way include:

e Employing objective risk and needs assessment
tools and processes to determine the appropriate
level of community probation supervision and
programming for each youth.

e Providing programs to youth, including Functional
Family Therapy and Aggression Replacement
Training, both of which are evidence-based
programs research has shown can reduce
recidivism.

e Continually monitoring youth as they progress
through their evidence based programming and
attain skills needed to change their behavior.

The following chart shows the changes that have
occurred in the number of youth served outside of
secure detention and detention alternatives between
2003 and 2010.

Number of Probation Cases at End of Year
2003 and 2010

1,200 ¢

1,000

800

600 1"

200 1 2003

200 7 2010

As illustrated in the chart, the number of cases (youth)
on the caseload as of the end of the year has declined
substantially for all probation units. Diversion cases
declined by 67 percent, and Intake, Low-Risk Probation,
and Field Probation cases declined by approximate 45
percent.

Detention

Evaluation Objective

Review how the Juvenile Court has responded to
decreases in detention average daily population, and
identify constraints or opportunities for the Juvenile
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Court to reduce its budget in response to these
decreases.

Context

Since year 2000, the youth population in detention at
Pierce County’s Remann Hall has steadily declined, but
staffing and related costs for detention have not
declined at the same rate. The following chart shows
how Average Daily Population (ADP) in detention has
compared to yearly population forecasts. The total
height of each bar in the graph represents the forecast,
while the blue part of the bar was the actual ADP for
the year (with year 2011 annualized to date).
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Meanwhile, as the detained population has declined, it
has become more difficult to forecast ADP. For year
2011 to date, the ADP is about two-thirds the
forecasted ADP.

While the number of youth in detention has fallen 75%
from year 2000 levels, inflation-adjusted expenditures
have remained relatively level. The result is that the
annual cost for housing a youth® has increased steeply,
as shown in the chart below. Using inflation-adjusted
dollars, the cost has grown from $39,000 in 2000 to

about $166,000 today — more than a four-fold increase.

® The annual cost per youth is calculated by dividing
Residential Care and Custody expenditures by ADP for each
year. This can also be referred to as the annual cost per
occupied bed .

Residential Care and Custody Cost
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Looking externally to the jurisdictions we included in
our survey, we find that Remann Hall falls at the lower
end of the range in terms of the number of detained
youth being supervised by staff.* Fewer youth
supervised per staff translates into higher costs per
youth.

To make this comparison we divided the ADP for each
detention facility by the average number of security
posts per eight-hour shift. A post is defined as a duty or
location that must be continuously staffed. Because
officers work five out of seven days a week, and use
various types of leave, it takes about 1.7 officers to staff
one 8-hour post.

In the following chart, we have excluded management
and supervisory staff.
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While this kind of comparison should not be used to
draw any conclusions about quality of service or even
cost-effectiveness, it does provoke questions about why
Remann Hall has relatively higher staffing levels per
youth than several other courts. We used this
information as a point of departure in our follow-up

* For facilities that had lead staff, we included those. If there
were no lead staff but there were supervisors who performed
lead duties, we included them.
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staffing. Examples are the Intake area, the Control
station and the gym.

In the case of the gym, one officer is assigned there
during the day shift. This is the time when youth from
housing units come to the gym accompanied by the
housing unit officer. Detention staff explained that two
officers are needed in the gym for safety reasons
because of its isolation from the rest of the detention
facility.

In the case of the control station, the staffing at
Remann Hall is standard for detention facilities. There
is an officer assigned to this post 24 hours a day, seven
days a week. Because this post must be continuously
staffed, regardless of the level of activity, it would be
advantageous to locate the control station in a way that
the officer assigned to the post could perform
additional security functions.

We learned of one detention facility that located its
control station adjacent to eight rooms that the facility
used as segregation rooms when needed. This provided
for direct, visual and voice contact with the segregation
units, eliminating the need for a separate segregation
post.

Finally, there are other physical limitations that have
staffing impacts, such and the lack of door pass-through
slots. Pass-through slots would allow for the cuffing of
violent youth before they leave their room, instead of
the current process whereby two officers must be
present to cuff the youth after the room door is
opened.

Example of Savings Potential

Based on our site visits to Remann Hall, our review of
facility schematics and discussions with the County’s
Construction Division Managers, we believe that the
expense of modifications to the facility could be
outweighed by operational savings.

In addition to the specific facility design issues we have
noted, the Construction Manager also raised the
possibility of converting a vacant housing unit into a
multi-purpose space, possibly combining intake, control
and segregation.

To take just one example among several opportunities
for modification, it would be possible to combine two of

® Within the Department of Facilities Management.

current 12-room housing units into one 24-room unit
(and still meet ACA standards of a maximum 25 youth
to a unit).

The following table shows the possible range of savings
and beginning positive cash flow using the previously
mentioned low end estimate of possible operational
savings of $733,000 per year. The construction cost
range is given for purposes of illustration.

1st Year
Construction 15-Year NPV Positive
Cost Savings Cash Flow
$1,000,000 $7,181,490 $640,654
to to to
$2,000,000 $6,365,906 $547,540

The net present value (NPV) savings represent the
discounted value of 15 years of operational savings
minus debt service.

Under these assumptions, positive cash flow (savings in
excess of debt service payments) would be immediate
the first year, and increase each year thereafter.

Recommendation 1: Pierce County should
further investigate opportunities to make self-
financing capital improvements to Remann Hall
that will result in annual savings to the budget.

Operating Philosophy

How detention managers decide to operate their
facilities influences the cost per youth, but managers
must also design operations to meet budgetary
constraints and facility limitations. Therefore, when
one compares Pierce County to other jurisdictions in
terms of cost per youth detained, it is possible to shed
some light on why costs are different, but it is very
difficult, absent an extensive analysis of outcomes, to
say if the costs are appropriate.

From our survey of other jurisdictions we can see that
several of them operate at lower costs, but this may
not solely be a matter of operating philosophy but the
reality of dealing with limited budget resources.

From our surveys and follow-up discussions with other
jurisdictions, we learned of two ways in which Pierce
County is distinct, which contributes to relatively higher
costs.
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A key difference is that one of the housing units at
Remann Hall is used as a segregation unit. Based on the
data provided to us by the Juvenile Court for the first
five months of 2011, there was an average of 3.6 youth
per day housed in the segregation unit.’

None of the other jurisdictions we surveyed had a
separate segregation unit. Instead, they rely on single-
bunking to keep violent and high security youth
separate from other youth. We estimate the cost of
staffing the segregation unit at Remann Hall to be
approximately $349,000 per year. As previously
indicated, one possibility for making a transition away
from having a separate segregation unit would be to
retrofit some of the room doors with pass-through
slots.

Another way that Pierce County is different is the
number of supervisory staff. While it is common among
the survey jurisdictions to have some kind of lead or
supervisory staff, Pierce County is the only jurisdiction
that has both —in this case 5 Lead Officers and 5
Supervisors.

Based on the salary and wage information provided to
us, the cost for 5 supervisors is $508,000 per year, and
the cost of 5 Lead Officers is $431,000 per year.

Finally, we learned that one jurisdiction found a way to
live within budget constraints by lowering staff costs.
However, this is an example of how such decisions may
have negative tradeoffs. This jurisdiction lowered costs
by using on-call staff from a private agency to fill in
when there are not enough full-time officers to staff
posts. These on-call staff earn only about half the wage
of the full-time Officers and receive no paid benefits.
Neither are they academy trained. From a budgetary
standpoint this may be necessary, but from an
operational standpoint this is not ideal.

Fixed Costs

We did not attempt to isolate the fixed costs of
detention at Remann Hall or to make a comparison of
fixed costs with the survey jurisdictions. However, it is
clear that there are certain necessary staffing
requirements (e.g., Detention Manager, control station
post) that do not decrease in cost as the number of

" The range was from 1 to 8. There was only one day during
this period when there were no youth in the unit during any of
the three shifts.

youth declines. Also, as indicated, Remann Hall has a
single-bunk capacity for housing up to 101 youth, with
associated infrastructure and space to accommodate
that population. Meanwhile, the ADP for 2011 is only
37 youth.

The space at Remann Hall, which is larger than needed
to accommodate the current population, has to be
heated and maintained. This contributes to higher
unit costs.

Discussion of Consolidation Options

In addition to reviewing whether Juvenile Court
administrative functions could be consolidated with the
Detention Bureau or other county agencies, we also
examined whether it would be both feasible and
advisable to consolidate the juvenile detention function
in some way with the adult jail. Our interviews and
research revealed several reasons why such a strategy
to reduce costs is not attractive at this time:

e If the juvenile detention function were placed
downtown at the jail, the logistics of carrying out all
of the juvenile court functions, such as transporting
youth and staff to court, would be a major
challenge that could only be overcome by also
relocating more of the Juvenile Court functions
downtown.

e The academy training that Bureau Corrections
Officers and Juvenile Detention staff receive is very
different in duration, content and emphasis.

e If the Detention Bureau were to operate the
detention function at Remann Hall, with the
objective of lowering costs, the savings would have
to come through a change in the court policy and
therapeutic philosophy that currently guides
operations at the juvenile facility. If such a change
were deemed to be unavoidable for budgetary
reasons, the Juvenile Court could conceivably
manage such a change itself.

For these reasons we focused on the above discussed
opportunities for savings that appear more feasible and
likely to be implemented.

Administrative Functions

This audit assessed several administrative functions of
Juvenile Court, including those related to the operations
of Remann Hall as well as those provided within
Probation and Community Services. The purpose was
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to assess whether opportunities for savings exist
through operational efficiencies or consolidation with
other county departments, and to compare Juvenile
Court’s management approach to those of other
juvenile courts. The services reviewed included food,
medical, and laundry services provided to support
detention facility operations, as well as a high level
review of central administrative functions such as
payroll, human resources, and purchasing.

Food Services

Evaluation Objective

One of the objectives for this analysis was to evaluate
whether there are opportunities for savings through
consolidation of services with the Corrections Bureau
or other County departments.

Since it is not uncommon for youth and adult
detention facilities to share food services, we looked
at the possibility of consolidation as well as other
models of food service operations used by other
jurisdictions.

Context

Based on estimates from the beginning of this year,
Food Services at Remann Hall provides approximately
73000 meals per year for its detained youth, Detention
Officers, day reporting school attendees and volunteers.
These meals are prepared by one Cook Supervisor and
three Cooks at an estimated average cost per meal of
$6.36. For 73,000 meals, the total cost per year would
be about $465,000.

Earlier this year, the Pierce County Budget and Finance
Department conducted a study that looked at two
alternatives to the current food services operation at
Juvenile Court. These alternatives involved the
company that currently provides food services for the
County’s two adult jail facilities to either prepare meals
for transport from the jail kitchens to Remann Hall or to
prepare meals on site at Remann Hall.

Based on the assumptions employed in that study,
neither of the options appeared to be economically
justifiable.

Upon request from the Performance Audit Office, we
reviewed the earlier study and identified three factors

that strongly influenced the conclusions of the study,
but which could merit reconsideration. They are:

e In one option, it was assumed that food would
be transported in bulk instead of in trays.
Transporting in bulk would require additional
food handling at Remann Hall.

e Arequirement for the transport option was that
inmates at the jail would not be involved in
meal preparation. However, use of inmates is a
practice that largely contributes to the current
cost of about $1 per meal for jail inmates.

e For the on-site meal preparation option, it was
assumed that the Cook Supervisor position
would be retained.

Questions and Answers

Q: How do the costs per meal at Remann Hall
compare to those of the survey jurisdictions?

A: The average cost per meal at Remann Hall for all
the staff, youth and volunteers is $6.36. Among our
survey jurisdictions, the cost per meal for detained
youth ranged from $1.08° to $5.19, with approximately
the same range for staff meals.

The most expensive of the survey jurisdictions has a
food service model similar to Remann Hall — that is,
meals prepared on site by Juvenile Court cooks. This
facility also had a contract with a private vendor until
last year, but ended the service over concerns with food
quality.

The least expensive jurisdiction has a contract with its
adult jail.

Other food service models employed by the survey
jurisdictions included contracting with a private vendor
that is not jail based, and at one jurisdiction that had a
contract with the jail, the meals were prepared by
participants in the Work/Education Release program.

Q: Would there be qualitative differences between
the meals currently provided at Remann Hall and
those that could be prepared at the jail and
transported in insulated containers?

® The low cost facility also has a sack lunch cost of $.95. Sack
lunches might be an alternative for providing meals for
Pierce’s day reporting school attendees.
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A: Most likely, yes. Although a vendor would be
required to meet standards related to calories, variety,
heated meals, special diets and food handling, there
are real differences that are hard to measure.

According to the vendor for Pierce County’s adult jails,
temperature is always an issue. Transporting by tray
would be less expensive but the food would cool some.
Trays have an insulating time of about two hours until
the food cools down to an unacceptable temperature.
However, use of trays, and the food itself would meet
all requirements and standards. “It’s just not as good or
nice as hot food cooked on site and served at a full 140
degrees.”

Q: Would contracting for food services be allowable
under the current collective bargaining agreement?

A: Yes. Under the 2009-2011 agreement with the
Pierce County Juvenile Court Guild, contracting would
be permissible under certain conditions.

Article 20 of the agreement provides for the County to
give 20 days’ notice to the Guild, and to provide a
process by which the Guild can present alternatives for
the County to consider. In essence, this process could
create a competition between the Guild as a vendor and
other entities that might respond to a Request for
Proposals.

Q: Is there a potential for reducing food services costs
at Remann Hall?

A: Yes, especially if an RFP and an eventual contract is
based on performance rather than process.

If contracted food services are required to mimic
current operations, then it is predictable that savings
will be hard to achieve.

On the other hand, if an RFP specifies standards and
performance, instead of the means to be employed,
potential vendors would have more flexibility to submit
cost-competitive proposals.

Recommendation 2: The Pierce County Juvenile
Court, after proper notification and discussion
with the Guild, should issue a performance based
RFP for Food Services.

Other Administrative Services

Evaluation Objective

As part of this audit, the team completed a high level
review of several other Pierce County Juvenile Court
functions, including Medical and Laundry services,
which are provided for youth in detention; Training
programs provided for youth on probation; and central
administrative Human Resources/Payroll and
Purchasing services. The purpose was to assess
whether other approaches to delivering these services
exist, and if so, whether there is a potential for
efficiencies. To accomplish this, we compared Juvenile
Court’s practices to those of other counties in our
survey.

Context

Pierce County Juvenile Court currently provides all of
these services itself, either through employed staff or
contracts. It does not currently partner with any other
county department to provide these services. Although
some services are contracted, the majority are provided
by Juvenile Court Staff. We were therefore interested
in learning whether other counties provide these
services in a similar manner, or if they partner with
other departments and utilized contracted services to a
lesser or greater extent.

Q: How do Pierce County Juvenile Court’s delivery
practices for Medical, Laundry, Training, Human
Resources/Payroll, and Purchasing services compare to
those of other counties?

A: Other juvenile courts manage these functions in the
same or a similar way as Pierce County. The exception
is Medical Services for detained youth, where a wide
range in service delivery approaches to youth offender
health care exists.

Our survey of other counties found that administrative
services are managed very similarly to Pierce County
Juvenile Court, with the exception of Medical Services.
The services we looked at include Training, Human
Resources and Payroll, Purchasing of Supplies, Laundry,
Medical Services, and Food Services (discussed under
the Detention section).

The administrative services that were similar between
Juvenile Court and all or most other courts are as
follows:
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e As with Pierce County Juvenile Court, all of the
courts we surveyed offer evidence-based Functional
Family Therapy and Aggression Replacement
Training to youth on probation. Juvenile Court
provides this training using in-house staff. Most
counties do the same, but some provide it through
a combination of in-house and contracted
resources.

e All of the courts use their county Human Resource
and Payroll departments to some extent, for payroll
processing and hiring and recruitment. All courts
have internal administrative staff to facilitate
payroll and hiring processes. This is the same as
Pierce County Juvenile Court.

e All of the courts, including Pierce County Juvenile
Court, work to some extent with their county
purchasing or fleet departments to purchase
supplies and larger items such as vehicles.

e Asin Pierce County, laundry is mostly done within
the detention facility, frequently with some
assistance from the youth in detention.

Q: How do Pierce County Juvenile Court’s Medical
services compare to those of other juvenile courts?

A: The juvenile courts we surveyed provide a wide
range of medical services to youth in detention, based
on their philosophy of care as well as their available
resources. Pierce County Juvenile Court s in the
middle of the range in terms of the level of medical
services provided. It has more physician services and
management, but lower nursing staff, and does not
provide the mental health services that several other
courts do.

In our survey of other juvenile courts, the provision of
medical services is the area where we saw the widest
range in service delivery models, reflecting a variety of
perspectives on youth offender health care. The table
below summarizes the results of the survey.

County Medical Supervisor | Physidan staffing? | Nursestaffing? | Mental HealthStaff? | Contract
Namre or Menager? Provider
Staffing | Contract | Staffing | Confract | Staffing | Contrac | Staffing | Contract Name
or Staff? or Staff? tor or Staff?
Staff?
Pierce 1 Staff | 6hrs/wk | Contract | 1LPN Staff No NA Private
20hr/wk
Spokane 1 Staff Oncal | Contract | L5RNs |  Staff 1 Staff Private
Clark No NA Oncal | Contract | 24x7 on- | Contract Yes Staff & | County Jail
site intern
Thurston No NA No NA Weekly | Contract No NA County Jail
Benton- 1 Staff | Shrsper | Contract | LPN28 | Contract 1 Staff Private
Frankiin nmorth hrsfnk
Multnomaeh, No NA 1 Contract | 3FT, 2 | 2staff,3 | Unknown | Unkmown | Comedtions
OR PT | contract Health
SantaCruz, No NA No NA 1 Contract 15 Contract | SantaCruz
CA Health Svcs
E Aizona 1 Contract | 1Phys. | Contract 4 Contract | Unknown | Unkrnown | County
Assist. Health

As the table shows, the level of medical services
provided by other juvenile courts varies widely. Some
courts have medical supervisors, physicians, or mental
health professionals, while others do not. Pierce
County Juvenile Court generally falls in the middle of
the range in terms of its service levels. It provides a
medical supervisor as well as regular doctors’ hours,
which are not provided by several other counties.
However, its nurse staffing is lower than most other
counties. Dental care is only provided on an emergent
basis in all counties, including Pierce County.

A noticeable difference is that four other counties
provide some level of mental health services, either in-
house or contracted, for detained juvenile youth. This is
a medical service that Juvenile Court does not provide.

Also of note is that most courts contract out for their
medical services, with the exception of a couple (like
Pierce) that have nurses on staff. While a couple of
courts contract with private medical providers, as does
Pierce, most of them contract or share staff with other
county departments such as their county jail or public
health department.

The audit team spoke with the Pierce County
Corrections Bureau and the Tacoma — Pierce County
Health Department to assess the feasibility of Juvenile
Court partnering with them to provide juvenile medical
services. The Health Department indicated that it
would not be able to provide the type of services
needed. The Corrections Bureau stated that they could
provide these services as an extension of what they
already provide to adult jail inmates, and would likely
provide them on-site at Remann Hall. However, they do
not currently have the capacity and would have to add
new staff.
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A brief review of Juvenile Court and Detention Bureau
nurse staffing costs found that the salary cost of nurses
in each agency is roughly the same, indicating that
Juvenile Court would likely not realize any efficiency by
contracting with them.

Juvenile Court currently contracts with Pediatrics
Northwest for 6 hours per week for a physician or
registered nurse to conduct exams and communicable
disease screening. The contract also provides for 24-
hour nurse consultation and access to a physician or
registered nurse during the regular workday for triaging
cases. The cost of this contract is $60,000 annually. It
may be worthwhile for Juvenile Court to investigate the
costs of contracting with the Detention Bureau for its
nurse consultation and triaging services.

Recommendation 3: The Pierce County Juvenile
Court should investigate and compare its current
costs of nurse consultation and triage services
with the option of contracting for them through
the Pierce County Detention Bureau.

Probation and Community Services

Evaluation Objective

A key objective of this audit was to review how the
Probation and Community Services Division has
managed its staffing resources in light of changes that
have occurred in its probation population and
workload.

Context

The Probation and Community Services Division is
composed of several units which supervise youth who
are at-risk or already involved in the criminal justice
system. The division includes:

Intake, Diversion, and Truancy/At-Risk Youth: This
division is responsible for screening youth who have
been booked into detention, to assess their risk levels
and make recommendations regarding the level of
supervision needed. Also included in this unit are
probation officers, who supervise low-risk youth
(criminal) as well as youth in the civil Truancy/At-Risk
Youth programs.

Alternatives to Detention: Responsible for intensive
supervision of mostly pre-sentence, high risk youth who
would formerly have been sent to secure detention in
Remann Hall. This function is charged with closely
supervising youth in the community, and helping ensure
youth do not reoffend and that they attend their court
hearings. This unit includes Electronic Home
Monitoring, Community Detention, and Evening and
Weekend Reporting.

Community Supervision: Probation officers in this unit
supervise youth who have been sentenced to
community probation. These officers refer offenders
to programs such as Functional Family Therapy and
Anger Replacement Training, and monitor their
progress moving through the Cycle of Change to change
their behavior.

Dependency: This unit provides civil court services to
youth who are abused or neglected. Probation officers
serve as Guardian ad litem/CASA coordinators, and
supervise the work of the over 300 CASA volunteers.
These staff and volunteers attend hearings, present
reports on the status of children’s cases, and visit
youth’s homes.

Q: How has the number of youth served by Juvenile
Court’s Probation division changed over time?

A: The number of youth served by all of Probation’s
functions has been steadily declining.

Similar to the Detention Division, the Probation and
Community Services Division has experienced
substantial changes in recent years. The number of
youth coming into the criminal probation system has
declined substantially, and as a result of detention
reform, the type and level of supervision they receive
has also undergone significant changes, becoming more
proactive and results-driven.

The following chart shows the number of youth
supervised by Probation between 2004 and 2010.
Overall, the number of youth served by the criminal
side of Juvenile Court Probation has declined by 24
percent since 2004.
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Number of Youth Served
by Probation Program
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After peaking in 2006, the total number of youth
supervised in Detention Alternatives and Probation has
been declining. More recent declines have also
occurred for Diversion and Truancy/At-Risk Youth.

The data demonstrates a shift in the way youth are
supervised. The percentage of youth entering
Diversion, classified as low-risk, or on probation is
higher now, while the percent in Detention or
Detention Alternatives has decreased.

Q: How has staffing for the Detention Alternatives Unit
compared to the declines in the number of youth
served?

A: Historical staffing information for the Detention
Alternatives unit was not readily available from
Juvenile Court, so the audit was unable to compare
staffing levels to changes in workload.

In 2008, seven additional Case Monitors were hired to
support the Alternative Detention Services function, to
replace contract staff who had been performing the
duties since 2003. This function includes Community
Detention, which is similar to “house arrest” in which
juvenile offenders are confined to locations such as
home and school for a period of time. Probation case
monitors check on them randomly in person and over
the phone to ensure they are in compliance with their
“confinement” conditions and are attending their court
appearances as required. The program also includes
Electronic Home Monitoring and Weekend Reporting.
The following chart shows how the number of youth
supervised within Alternative Detention Services and
the number of cases per staff has changed since 2004.

As the chart shows, youth supervised in Detention
Alternative programs increased in 2005 and 2006, and
then began declining as did overall juvenile population
levels in other programs.

Detention Alternatives
Youth Participation

2004-2010
700
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500 - e E|ectronic Home
400 - Monitoring
Weekend Alternative
300 =
N Detention
200 +—— S —
\ Community Detention
100
0
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Juvenile Court does not track cases or other workload
measures per staff, and as mentioned could not provide
information on staffing levels prior to 2008, so it was
not possible to evaluate how historic staffing levels
have changed compared to the sharp declines in the
number of youth supervised.

However, in the last three years for which data is
available, the case monitor caseload has dropped
substantially. Between 2008 and 2010, the number of
cases per case monitor dropped almost 30 percent,
from an average of 4.2 to 3.

Q: Why have the number of Case Monitors stayed the
same while the number of youth in the Detention
Alternatives program is declining?

A: Juvenile Detention is using these staff resources to
implement detention reform initiatives, and maintains
that they could not carry out these efforts with higher
caseloads. These initiatives are showing some
promising early results. However, Juvenile Court does
not have a threshold or standard to define what they
believe to be the right level of workload or number of
cases.

In addition to ensuring that youth in Alternative
Detention programs remain in compliance with their
confinement, Case Monitors help monitor court
appearance requirements and either call or visit families
in person to remind them of upcoming court dates and
ensure they have made arrangements to attend. Most
youth in this program are awaiting court and have not
yet been sentenced to probation. These home contacts
are intended to prevent the number of youth receiving
a “Failure to Appear” (FTA) charge and subsequent
bench warrants for their arrest, which can result in
booking into secure detention. As part of the bench
warrant reduction program, Case Monitors also help
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track down youth who already have FTA warrants and
try to resolve the charges before they are re-arrested.
The table below shows initial progress made for
different racial/ethnic groups, as of 2009:

Summary of FTA Reduction Program for 2009

Race/Ethnicity Success rate before Success rate after
program enhancement | program enhancement
African American 60% 68%
Caucasian 83% 88%
Hispanic 62% 93%
Asian/Pacific Islander 39% 67%
Native American 17% 25%
Youth of Color 54% 70%

As part of their added responsibilities, case monitors
also help teach programs such as Aggression
Replacement Training, an evidence-based program that
research has shown is effective at reducing recidivism;
complete data analysis on confinement statistics, and
perform Electronic Monitoring hook-ups.

Workload and Staffing Information Not Available

However, Juvenile Court does not have a system in
place to monitor the amount of workload each of these
case monitors is carrying. Also, as mentioned earlier,
staffing level information for the period prior to 2008
was not available, so it was not possible to assess how
staffing and workload had changes in relationship to the
progress and achievements of this unit. The audit team
acknowledges that simply setting a fixed number of
cases per staff is not an accurate way to manage
workload. However, other measures should be used in
place of caseload to systematically monitor and balance
workload levels, help management re-assess needed
staffing resources, and evaluate costs in light of
benefits.

Q: How has the Community Supervision Unit
responded to the declines in the number of youth
supervised?

A: The number of youth served by Community
Supervision has also experienced declines, however
they have been more modest that those of Detention
Alternatives. Staffing has been reduced somewhat, but
not at the same rate as youth supervision caseloads.

The Community Supervision function consists of
monitoring and service provision for youth who have
been adjudicated and assigned to community
probation. Probation Counselors use an objective risk
assessment tool to determine the level of risk an
offender poses to the community and the type of
supervision and programming needed. They monitor
compliance with court orders, provide Aggression
Replacement Training and Functional Family Therapy
training to youth and families, provide some
transportation, and help connect youth to other
programs and resources as necessary.

The trends in Community Supervision caseload are
similar to those of Alternative Detention Services. Total
youth served have declined by approximately 16
percent, and the number of Probation Counselors
working in Community Supervision has declined by a
lesser amount, at four percent. The result is that the
average number of cases per Probation counselor has
dropped by 13 percent. The following chart illustrates
these trends.

Community Supervision
Monthly Caseload and Staffing
2004 -2010
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Although staffing has been reduced, workload has
dropped more quickly, reducing the average number of
Cases per Probation Counselor. This information is
based on estimates of the total number of Probation
Counselors working in Community Supervision over
time. The actual historical number of Probation
Counselors and cases per counselor has not been
tracked by Juvenile Court.

As with Alternative Detention Services, Community
Supervision also has goals and activities related to
keeping youth out of secure detention and reducing
recidivism rates. Community Probation Officers also
teach training programs, including evidence-based
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programs such as Aggression Replacement Training,
Functional Family Therapy.

Q: IsJuvenile Court effectively monitoring the results,
outcomes, resource requirements and cost-
effectiveness of its Probation Operations?

A: Juvenile Court has historically tracked the results of
its detention reform initiatives; however, it has not
updated and reported on the outcomes for the last
two years due to internal data accessibility challenges.

In addition, Juvenile Court is not using a case
management system that would allow it to monitor
the workload required for, and resources allocated to,
its detention reform efforts.

The absence of an integrated performance tracking
system and workload monitoring practices have
limited the Court’s ability to report on the results,
costs, and changing workload levels of its detention
and probation reform initiatives.

As discussed earlier in this report, Juvenile Court is
undertaking many different efforts as part of the
Court’s detention reform initiative. An objective of this
audit was to assess historical staffing, workload and
results information to better understand how detention
reform has affected its use of resources and
performance.

While this is a typical question to consider when
analyzing the performance of any organization, it is
especially pertinent in the case of Juvenile Court given
the major shift in detention policy and related changes
in juvenile detention populations, workload and
personnel responsibilities that have occurred over the
last several years.

Information that is Monitored

The audit team found that information on impacts was
readily available in some cases and was routinely used
for management purposes. For example, the following
information is available and is being used on an ongoing
basis to understand who is being detained, for how
long, and why, to better inform efforts to reduce Secure
Detention populations and disproportionate minority
confinement:

e Secure Detention and Detention Alternatives ADP
and length of stay

e Detention statistics by Risk Assessment score

e Confinement statistics by race/ethnicity, gender,
and reason

e Failure to Appear rates

In addition, Juvenile Detention has clear goals,
strategies, and targets for reducing the
Disproportionate Minority Confinement of African
American youth. These include some of the efforts
described earlier, such as using an objective, validated
Risk Assessment process to objectively determine types
of confinement and supervision; increasing enrollment
in and completion of evidence-based programs to
reduce recidivism, and reducing length of stay in secure
detention. Outcome information is available for the
first two years of the effort (2008 and 2009), and the
initial results are promising, with reductions in the
number of African American youth in confinement.

Information is also available on interim measures, such
as the number of youth being referred to, enrolling in,
and completing evidence-based training programs.
Probation Counselors also monitor in detail the
progress that individual youth are making to complete
programming, move through the Cycle of Change
program, and attain the skills needed to change their
behavior and their lives. Research has shown that
progress made through the Cycle of Change program
can reduce felony recidivism rates.

Information Not Being Monitored

Other outcome information that would demonstrate
the results of Juvenile Courts’ detention reform efforts,
and how staff resources are being used to support these
efforts, is not readily available and has not been
updated for some time. This was being done up until
about 18 months ago, when Juvenile Court lost the
primary staff member responsible for their outcome
and data reporting system. Performance and workload
data must be drawn from multiple state and county
systems, as well as internally developed reports, and
processes and staff resources have not yet been
established to continue the reporting responsibilities.

Juvenile Court management has stated that this is a key
focus of the Detention Alternatives Case Monitors and
Probation Counselors. Over the last several years, with
increases in Case Monitor staffing, and lower caseloads
for both Case Monitors and Probation Counselors,
Juvenile Court reports that it is allocating more staff
time to contacting youth and families at home to
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remind them of court dates, monitor compliance, enroll
youth in programming, and assess and monitor youth
progress. They are also using alternative bench warrant
programs to reduce the number of charges relating to
failing to appear or to comply with court orders.

However, Juvenile Court is not using a case
management system that would allow it to track overall
workload and results. Information has not historically
been tracked on the amount of staff resources being
allocated to these efforts, such as the number of in-
person or phone contacts made.

Similar to Failure to Appear rates, Juvenile Court has not
analyzed information on the following interim and
outcome performance indicators. While the
information is still being collected, it has not been
synthesized for monitoring and reporting purposes.

This information would be helpful to demonstrate the
impacts of their detention reform and probation
management efforts:

e Staff resources allocated to the bench warrant
reduction programs

e Overall Protective Skill Attainment progress (Stages
of Change program)

e Post-probation felony recidivism rates

Information on some of these indicators is available in
from 2004 through 2007, but has not been updated.
Other information is monitored for individual youth and
Probation Counselors; however, overall success rates
are not available or have not been update. This makes
it more difficult for Juvenile Court to answer and report
on the following questions:

e Are these efforts still showing the promising results
they did in the initial years of implementation?

e If so, which activities appear to be more effective
and which do not?

In addition, information on the level of staffing
resources allocated to each unit within Probation, and
specifically to detention and probation reform
initiatives, is also limited, which impacts the ability of
Juvenile Court management to answer questions such
as:

e What are the comparative costs of the Detention,
Detention Alternatives, and Probation programs?

e How have workload levels changed for staff? At
what point do they need to be readjusted?

e How does the cost of these efforts compare to their
results?

The absence of a case management system, and an
integrated performance tracking system, has made it
difficult for Juvenile Court management to assess
variations in workload, caseload, and resource use, and
to report on the related results and costs of these
efforts.

Q: How does the organization, staffing, and funding of
Pierce’s County’s Probation function compare to that
of other similar counties?

A: Pierce County Juvenile Court’s Probation
operations are similar to those of other large counties
implementing detention reform.

The audit team surveyed five other counties in
Washington State and three from other states to gain
perspective on the Probation practices of Pierce
County.’ To ensure comparability, most of the counties
we selected are implementing some degree of
detention reform and offer some alternatives to
detention, although they were not all using the JDAI
approach.

In summary, the results show that:

e Juvenile Court’s organization is similar to other
counties in WA, in that it is operated under Superior
Court and is divided into similar units. However,
the functions assigned to each unit can vary
substantially.

e Juvenile Court has more detention alternative
programs than most, but similar to those of the
larger counties.

e Staffing levels appear somewhat higher than other
counties, but similar in size to other large counties
with similar programming.

e Counties in Washington State have a similar
combination of state, county and grant funding.

It is important to note that operational practices,
staffing responsibilities, and case management
reporting varied substantially from one Probation
department to another. For this reason, in-depth
comparisons of staffing levels and workload were not
conducted within the scope of this audit.

® Counties surveyed include: Spokane, Benton-Franklin,
Kitsap, Thurston, Clark, Santa Cruz, CA; and Multnomah
County, OR.
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Q: Did other counties appear to employ management
practices that could be beneficial to Pierce County
Juvenile Court?

A: Other counties are generally managing Probation in
ways similar to Pierce County Juvenile Court, with
some notable differences.

Some of the similarities we found between Pierce
County Juvenile Court and other juvenile courts were as

follows.

Performance and Cost Reporting

Most courts we surveyed had limited performance and
cost reporting, but one exception was Spokane County
Juvenile Court. This court produces an annual report
and consolidated internal performance reports that
convey valuable information on court outcomes and
resource use. Specifically, they include historical and
current data that provides management, policy makers,
and the public with information on the results of their
efforts and how they are using their resources.
Examples of what is tracked include.

e Cost per offender per day, by type of supervision
program (Detention, Detention Alternatives,
Probation, Diversion, etc.)

e Length of stay for detention, detention alternatives,
and probation

e Number of probation cases by risk level

e Probation violation rates

e Number of youth referred to and successfully
completing detention alternative programs

e  Workload tracking for all Probation functions
(referrals, new cases, average caseload, number of
hearings, number of days in program, etc.).

e Probation violation rates

The information is presented historically, so it is
relatively easy to see how operations have changed
over the years and the impacts of their detention
reform activities.

However, the Spokane Juvenile Court reports do not
include the type of outcome information that Pierce
County Juvenile Court has reported on in the past, such
as disproportionate minority confinement, and post—
probation felony re-offenses for youth participating in
evidence based programming.

Caseload Management

Weighted case management systems are a
recommended best practice because they enable
management to monitor and balance workload
demands with performance goals to ensure effective
case management. However, none of the juvenile
courts, including Pierce, are using weighted case
management systems to determine the caseloads of
their staff.

All of the jurisdictions we surveyed, like Pierce County
Juvenile Court, assign probation counselors according to
geographic area, and most have a separate probation
counselor who handles low risk youth and carries a
higher caseload. All of the juvenile courts except Pierce
County also use a more traditional fixed caseload ratio,
to distribute their case workload across probation
counselors. It was not possible to accurately compare
caseload levels because of differences in case-
assignment, case counting, and staffing practices.

Juvenile Court’s current caseload for each Community
Probation counselor is within the range of best practice
recommendations for moderate to high risk caseloads.
Information on caseloads for low-risk youth, and for
counselors responsible for youth in Detention
Alternatives, was not available, so the audit team was
not able to determine if current practice is consistent
with best practices.

Other Probation Staffing Practices

While direct comparisons of staffing levels were not
possible within the scope of this audit, we did note that
Pierce County Juvenile Court appeared to be the only
court to be using staff other than probation counselors
to supervise and provide programming to youth. As
noted earlier, Juvenile Court uses several “Case
Monitors” to monitor youth who are in the Electronic
Home Monitoring and Community and Weekend
Detention programs. While some youth in these
programs participate in programming, Juvenile Court
reports that 80 percent of them are awaiting their court
date and have not yet received their court-ordered
Probation, so Juvenile Court’s focus for them is ensuring
that they remain in compliance with their community
detention requirements and that they make it to their
upcoming court date.

Case Monitors do not cost as much as a Probation
Counselor, and since the in-depth counseling provided
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by Probation Counselors is not yet being provided to
most of the youth they are monitoring, this Juvenile
Court practice appears to be a cost-effective use of
resources that is not being employed by other counties.

Recommendation 4: The Pierce County Juvenile
Court should develop a simple, performance
tracking system that conveys the Court’s
intermediate and long-term outcomes, the data
and workload activities supporting each outcome,
and which units are performing them.

Recommendation 5: The Pierce County Juvenile
Court should strengthen its case management
system to provide management with information
on resource allocation, workload, and costs by
unit and for specific detention reform activities.

Dependency

The Dependency Unit of Pierce County Juvenile Court is
responsible for providing court supervision services to
abused and neglected children. These services are
provided by a combination of county Probation Officers
who are Guardians Ad Litem, and a large number of
volunteer Court Appointed Special Advocates (CASA)
Coordinators. The chart below shows how Dependency
staffing has changed over time, by funding source.

Dependency Staffing
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Workload in the Dependency unit has experienced
substantial changes in the last two years, as a result of a
large increase in the number of court filings for
dependency services. As shown in the following chart,
the number of referrals, youth served, and hearings
have all increased steadily since 2006, and much more
dramatically since 2009.
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To adjust for this increase in Dependency cases,
Juvenile Court has shifted additional staff from
Probation to help handle the increased workload. As
shown in the following chart, this increase in staff has
kept the average number of cases per staff relatively
the same.

Number of Children Served and
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Other adjustments have been made to adjust to the
workload increase, such as delaying the assignment of
cases and reducing the presence of GALs and CASA
Coordinators at initial court hearings.

National CASA standards are set at no more than two
cases assigned to a volunteer at a time, although
exceptions are allowed up to a maximum of five cases
per volunteer. *® We were informed that current
practice at Juvenile Court is to assign 3 cases per CASA,
although exceptions are made according to the
available time and capacity of the volunteers. This
practice appears to be with the range of acceptable
caseloads recommended by the national standards.

10 standards for Local CASA/GAL Programs, 2006 Edition,
National CASA Association.

19|Pierce County Juvenile Court Functional Analysis



We were unable to identify standards for GALs,
although Juvenile Court has said that their caseload
exceeds best practices.

Legal Requirements and Constraints to
Operational or Administrative Changes

One objective of this audit was to identify potential
legal or funding constraints to operational or
administrative changes within Juvenile Court.

Our research was unable to identify legal or funding
constraints that would prevent Juvenile Court from

implementing any of the recommendations included in
this report. We did identify some State laws that would
apply should substantial changes be considered to how
juveniles are housed and supervised. In general, these
laws indicate intent by the Washington State Legislature

for juvenile courts to be operated by Superior Court
except in communities over 1 million in population.

These three laws are as follows (abbreviated):

1. “Ajuvenile shall not be confined in a jail or holding

facility for adults...” RCW 13.04.116 (1) Some

exceptions are detailed, none of which apply to the

guestions at hand in Pierce County.

2. ”"Juvenile Court shall be administered by superior

court except that by local court rule and agreement
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with the legislative authority of the county this
service may be administered by the legislative
authority of the county.” Exceptions are made for
consortiums of small counties in Eastern
Washington and any county with a population in
excess of 1 million.

The superior court in a county of 1 million or more
is “authorized, by a majority vote, subject to
approval by ordinance of the legislative authority of
the county to transfer to the county executive the
responsibility for, and administration of all or part
of juvenile court services, including detention,
intake and probation.” The Pierce County
population is under 1 million, so this does not apply.
(RCW 13.20)

“It is the policy of this state that all county juvenile
detention facilities provide a humane, safe, and
rehabilitative environment and that unadjudicated
youth remain in the community whenever possible,
consistent with public safety and the provisions of
chapter 13.40 RCW.” Counties are required to
develop and implement detention intake standards
and risk assessment standards to determine
whether detention is warranted and if so whether
the juvenile should be placed in secure, nonsecure,
or home detention. Pierce County is not only doing
this; they were the leader in developing the
statewide model. (RCW 13.40.038)

Analysis



Appendix A: Pierce County Juvenile Court Response
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PIERCE COUNTY JUVENILE COURT'S RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS
IN THE PIERCE COUNTY'S PERFORMANCE AUDIT REPORT:

“JUVENILE COURT FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS”

Recommendation #1:

“Pierce County should further investigate opportunities to make self-financing capital
improvements to Remann Hall that will result in annual savings to the budget”

Juvenile Court Response:

Youth and staff safety were priorities in the design of the current detention units.
We intentionally shifted from large units to smaller units to improve the quality of
supervision and reduce risk management. We also made a shift from locking
down youth in their cells 23 hours of the day with 1 hour or recreation time to an
environment that promoted positive socialization and skill building. While youth
are detained we want to take advantage of opportunities to engage them in pro-
social behaviors and teach cognitive skills that will prepare youth for their release
and retention in the community or be better prepared for their stay in the juvenile
state institutions. We found that when youth are locked down and isolated for
long periods of time, their behaviors decline, they become unmanageable and
there is no incentive to behave differently.

While other jurisdictions surveyed with lower costs did not have a segregation
unit, their practice is to have youth locked down in their cells for most of their time
eliminating the need for a segregation unit.

Our segregation unit operates on the premise that demonstrating appropriate and
good behavior will result in integration back into the normal population. The
juvenile court’s detention reform has resulted in housing the most serious
offenders and a large percentage of youth with mental health disorders.

Providing incentives for good behavior is essential to safe and proper
management of youth.

If the decision was made for the juvenile court to expand living units from twelve
to twenty-four, costs may be reduced but the risk and liability would increase.

Reduced ratios of staff to youth have resulted in a safer environment for youth
and staff. There have been no lawsuits filed in detention since 2003.

Other issues need to be considered when looking at decreasing the number of
living units:




e Separation of females and males causes imbalance in the ratio of staff to
youth.

e Prosecutors often request separation of co-defendants so as not to
influence case resolution. This causes us to open units that would
otherwise be closed because of low numbers.

e Warrants or retention of jurisdiction for youth over eighteen requires us to
separate them from the general population for liability reasons.

e The ability to maintain a safe environment for youth with severe mental
health issues, developmentally delayed or with suicidal ideation is
essential in minimizing risk.

e The need to separate gang youth who pose a threat to the safety of
others.

“If Remann Hall were able to take full advantage of having larger housing
units, management would need to change the current policy whereby additional officers
are added when population in a housing unit exceeds 16 youth.”

The policy of adding a second staff was in direct response to a number of assault
situations. Priority for staff and youth safety prompted looking at staff to youth
ratios. In preparing youth for eventual release into the community, we focus on
pro-social skill building and enhancing cognitive skills. Our past experiences
have shown that a housing unit over twelve where youth are out of their cells for
the majority of time is not conducive to a safe environment.

“In the case of the control station, the staffing at Remann Hall is standard for detention
facilities. There is an officer assigned to this post 24 hours a day, seven days a week.
Because this post must be continuously staffed, regardless of the level of activity, it
would be advantageous to locate the control station in a way that the officer assigned to
the post could perform additional security functions.”

In addition to the touch screen functions which controls all access into the
detention wing and the living units is a bank of other monitors. The control
operator is also responsible for viewing the scrolling cameras that look at a
number of areas both within and outside of the facility. In addition, the control
operator must also watch the scrolling monitor that looks into the four courtrooms
and security courtroom hallway access. While activity may fluctuate, there are
parts of the day when activity is occurring in all of these places. There have been
situations when staff were assaulted and unable to reach their “distress” button
on the radio. The control operator was able to call a code and deploy help when
she saw the assault on the screen.

“Finally there are other physical limitations that have staffing impacts, such as the lack
of door pass-through slots. Pass-through slots would allow for cuffing of violent youth
before they leave their room. Instead of the current process whereby two officers must
be present to cuff the youth after the room door is opened.”




When the current facility was built, pass-through slots were intentionally
eliminated. This decision was made after evaluating the number of injuries
related to the pass-through slots as well as the common occurrence for youth to
urinate or throw their food through the slots.

Human contact is limited with pass-through slots and not conducive to behavior
change. We wanted staff to make eye contact with youth when interacting. We
don't utilize cuffing, but utilize leg shackling, so the door would only assist as a
meal pass-through. In the event that cuffing is required, because of
demonstrated behaviors, we utilize the belly-chain apparatus that requires face-
to-face contact with the youth.

To implement the pass through doors would be a major regression.

“In addition to the specific facility design issues we have noted, the Construction
Manager also raised the possibility of converting a vacant housing unit into a multi-
purpose space, possibly combining intake, control and segregation.”

Remodeling a living unit into a multi-purpose space combining intake, control and
segregation could not be done in isolation. This recommendation does not
include the cost of reconfiguring our exterior police sally port , employee parking
lot and a secure method to make it operational.

Based on the above reasons, we disagree with Recommendation #1 for safety
reasons.

Recommendation #2:

“The Pierce County Juvenile Court, after proper notification and discussion with the
Guild, should issue a performance based RFP for Food Services.”

Juvenile Court Response:

As stated in the report, contracting for food services would alter the quality of the
current meals prepared on site. “According to the vendor for the Pierce County
jail, temperature is always an issue”. Compliance with providing the safe
standard for temperature would be a concern. Approximately one third of youth
in detention suffer from food allergies that require special trays. Having staff on
site to ensure youth do not receive food containing items they are allergic to has
saved us from lawsuits and emergency hospital visits.

Because we operate a school on site we have to comply with food standards set
by the Office of the Superintendant of Public Instruction (OSPI). Detention
centers that contract for food services have indicated that this is the one area




that they have fallen short on. Failure to comply results in a fine to the juvenile
court. We have yearly audits from the state and would not want to risk losing the
OSPI contract

A recent Budget and Finance study of our food services concluded

there was minimal savings to contract food services. A neighboring county
contracted for food services and recently returned to full time county staff when
the contractor could not maintain safe temperatures and the quality of food was
unsatisfactory.

Based on the above, we would not be in favor of putting out an RFP for
food services.

Recommendation #3:

“The Pierce County Juvenile Court should investigate and compare its current costs of
nurse consultation and triage services with the option of contracting for them through
the Pierce County Detention Bureau.”

Juvenile Court Response:

Our contract with Pediatrics Northwest is for physician services. Although the
contract provides for nurse consultation and triage services we don’t pay more
for them. Since Pediatrics Northwest always has someone on call they have
allowed us to tap into those resources at no added expense.

Because this would not be a savings but rather an added expense we would not
be in favor of looking at adding additional costs to our current medical services.
The jail would also have to have medical staff that specialized in pediatric
medicine.

Recommendation #4:

“The Pierce County Juvenile Court should develop a simple, performance tracking
system that conveys the Court’s intermediate and long term outcomes, the data and
workload activities supporting each outcome, and which units are performing them.”

Prior to the loss of our data analyst the Juvenile Court tracked intermediate
outcomes and tied them to Probation Officer performance and recidivism at one
year and two years post probation. Based on our data we have identified certain
populations that if matched with the appropriate services we can reduce
recidivism and minimize them from recycling through the juvenile court. Our
focus has been on African American youth who are disproportionately
represented in our system, youth who suffer from adverse childhood experiences




(ACEs) and youth who are in the deep end of our system and headed to the state
institutions.

The recommendation focuses on areas that if we had the appropriate resources,
like a full time data analyst, we would find the information beneficial.

Recommendation #5:

“The Pierce County Juvenile Court should strengthen its case management system to
provide management with information on resource allocation, workload and costs by
unit and for specific detention and probation reform.”

To know the cost effectiveness of services we provide would be beneficial to the
juvenile court. However, we don’t have the resources or expertise to do this type
of analysis. At the state level, the Washington State Institute for Public Policy
does this type of work for evidence based programs.




Appendix B: Auditor Comments

Recommendations

Juvenile Court Response

Auditor Comments

Recommendation 1: Pierce
County should further
investigate opportunities to
make self-financing capital
improvements to Remann
Hall that will result in annual
savings to the budget.

The Juvenile Court
disagrees with
Recommendation 1 for
safety reasons detailed
in the response
narrative.

Concerns expressed in the response relate both to
safety considerations based on professional
judgment, and preferences based on operating
and programmatic philosophy.

The report offers information about how
professionals in other jurisdictions have designed
or adapted their operations when faced with fiscal
constraints. In several cases these jurisdictions
operate at a lower cost per youth. However, it is
very difficult, absent an extensive analysis of
outcomes, to say if the adaptations and costs are
appropriate.

Nevertheless, we believe there is a potential for
savings from capital investments that would not
compromise safety or programmatic emphasis. For
example, some physical limitations to the design of
Remann Hall, such as lack of adjacencies between
Control, Intake and the Gym, prevent the
opportunity to share staffing.

Given the need to examine cost-effective
alternatives to current operations, further
examination of alternatives should not be ruled
out.

Recommendation 2: The
Pierce County Juvenile Court,
after proper notification and
discussion with the Guild,
should issue a performance
based RFP for Food Services.

The Juvenile Court
indicates that it is not in
favor of pursuing this
option, and cites as part
of its reason the fact that
a previous study
concluded that there
would be minimal
savings from contracting
food services.

As explained in our report, previous consideration
of contracting involved approaches to food service
operations that would mimic current operations,
rather than analyzing alternatives, and thus limited
the opportunity to achieve savings.

On the other hand, if an RFP specifies standards
and performance, instead of how the service
should be delivered, potential vendors would have
more flexibility to submit cost-competitive
proposals.

Recommendation 3: The
Pierce County Juvenile Court
should investigate and
compare its current costs of
nurse consultation and triage
services with the option of
contracting for them through

The Juvenile Court does
not concur with the
recommendation
because the nurse
consultation and triage
services do not add any
additional costs to their

The audit team acknowledges that there may be
limited opportunities for savings in this area. At
the same time, the team encourages the Juvenile
Court to continue monitoring and re-evaluating
the costs of the current contract with Pediatrics
NW, especially if the population in detention
continues to decrease.
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the Pierce County Detention
Bureau.

contract. They also
maintain that the
Detention Bureau would
have to have medical
staff that specialize in
pediatric medicine.

Recommendation 4: The
Pierce County Juvenile Court
should develop a simple,
performance tracking system
that conveys the Court’s
intermediate and long-term
outcomes, the data and
workload activities
supporting each outcome,
and which units are
performing them.

The Juvenile Court
indicates that while they
concur with this
recommendation, they
do not currently have a
full-time data analyst to
implement it.

In the experience of the audit team, performance
and outcome monitoring such as that previously
carried out by the Juvenile Court does require
additional staff resources, as well as personnel
with the analytic ability to work with quantitative
data. The audit team strongly supports the
allocation of resources to performance monitoring,
especially in an area such as juvenile justice reform
where substantial county resources have been
invested in evidence-based practices that have
been shown to reduce recidivism.

However, the audit team does not have the
information necessary to determine or
recommend whether the workload warrants a full-
time position. In the past this task at the Juvenile
Court was performed by a contractor, and the
Court has recently issued and RFP to continue
contracting out this function.

However, much of the current and historical
performance data Juvenile Court needs to track is
already available, although spread out across
numerous different reports and hard copy
documents maintained in different work groups.
The Juvenile Court could make significant progress

by:

1) Developing an outline of its goals, objectives
and performance measures, and,

2) Consolidating existing performance information
into simple spreadsheets.

Recommendation 5: The
Pierce County Juvenile Court
should strengthen its case
management system to
provide management with
information on resource
allocation, workload, and
costs by unit and for specific
detention reform activities.

The Juvenile Court
indicates that this
recommendation is not
feasible because they do
not have the resources
or expertise to
implement it.

This recommendation was included because the
Juvenile Court could not provide basic budget,
cost, staffing, and workload information for its
major organizational functions, including
Alternatives to Detention and Community
Probation. The ability to collect, monitor, and
report information on resource use and workload
is a basic function of management.
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