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Executive Summary

Project Overview

NPC Research, based in Portland, Oregon, has developed a strengths- based assessment tool and
protocol for use in the juvenile justice system that will help youth meet the following three gods:

A. Support Effortsto Repair Harm
B. Provide Specific Indicators for Pathways Toward a Healthy Identity
C. Connect Y outh to Community, Family, and Peers

The Y CA was not designed to replace existing risk or problem identification tools, but rather to
formaize inclusion of positive e ements to provide a baanced approach to ng youth in the
juvenile judtice system.

The assessment tool and protocol were tested at three pilot sites in Oregon.

Summary of Findings

Benefits of the YCA according to staff

Héelps gather more and different information
Motivates changes

Helps identify ideas and resources

Makes follow-up gppointments more enjoyable
Facilitates quicker completion of court requirements

Challenges of the YCA according to staff

Finding the right wording for different ages and developmentd levels

Helping parents and youth see positives

Using the Y CA with most appropriate youth

Finding the balance between the different forms of paperwork and job tasks
Chdlenging the mindsat of parents, community members, and juvenile justice Saff

Pilot Site Youth...

Rated the first meetings with the department as more podtive than did comparison site youth
Were more likely to say their counsdlor/probation officer cared about their point of view

Were more than twice as likely to report that their counsdor/probation officer asked them
about thalr strengths
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Were lesslikely to report that their counselor/probation officer talked about what they
did wrong

Were less likely than comparison youth to believe that they would have been treated
differently had they been a different person (however, not on the basis of gender or race)

Pilot Site Parents/Guardians...

Were more likely to believe their child would have been trested differently if he/she had
been a different race/nationdity

Wereless likely to bdieve that their child would have been trested differently for other
reasons (besides gender and race)

Were more likely than the youth to fed that the counsel or/probation officer was senstive

to the family’ s background or culture

Key Stakeholders...

46% reported seeing changes or impact they attributed to the project
54% said it may have or had affected them or their work

40% who reported seeing an impact or change said that the pilot has affected youth

Coding of case files

Using the Y CA subgtantidly increased the amount of information about the three key

drengths domains
The comparison site was better a using strengths identified in the case plan

The pilot and comparison Sites al have strong areas and could benefit from sharing ideas

about gathering and incorporating strengths

Pilot and comparison Stes are aware of youth strengths and competencies
Comparison staff were more likely to report new competencies

Filot saff were more likely to report building on existing competencies

Conclusions & Recommendations

Tool and Process Devel opment

During this project we were able to develop and test a strengths-based assessment tool that works

within juvenile justice agencies. We bdieve the Y CA has afirm theoretical foundation and has
face and content validity. While using the Y CA as astand-done toal hasiits benefits, the pilot

gtesfdt that it was more efficient to integrate the new questions and sectionsinto their own
assessment tools.
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Lessons Learned

Policy and System Level Lessons

In order to successfully implement a strengths-based program using the Y outh Competency
Assessment tool and protocal, it isimportant that juvenile departments pave the way with
preparatory groundwork, as follows:

Before training gaff and implementing the Y CA, conceptualize the department’ s strength
based vison and misson

Managers and supervisors need to be trained, fully understand and buy into the approach
Allow plenty of room and opportunity for discussons

Determine where in your youth assessment protocol the strengths-based questions best fit
Incorporate Y CA questions into your existing assessment paperwork

Recognize that some staff members dready look for strengths’have a strengths-based
approach, but thet the Y CA isamethod of formdizing that effort

A written list of community resources should be available to the counsdl ors/probation
officers

An on-ste “resident strengths expert” will be a valuable resource and support for other staff

Refresher meetings should be scheduled monthly during the first severd months of
implementation

Provide information to judges, court personnel, and other related parties
Implementing a strengths- based approach is mogt effective when it involves entire systems
Schools are a critica partner to the juvenile justice system

A grengths-based approach isaway of empowering youth, families, schools, and other
agenciesto work in a positive way despite chalenges

Training Lessons

It ishdpful if the trainer or amember of the training team has juvenile justice experience
Scheduletrainingsin at least two parts (different days), limiting each sesson to 2 to 2 Yhours
The trainer should be familiar with the department’ s forms and protocol

At the training, give examples of acompleted Y CA and a sample case plan that builds on
grengths gathered in the Y CA interview

At the training, present a video that shows a strengths-based assessment interview and one
that is not strengths-based

Use red examples of what they are doing now — point out what is going well and what could
be improved
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Research Lessons

Leave plenty of time at the end of the project for data analyses and re-andyses, writing up
findings, and receiving feedback

When implementing a system change or new indrument, like the Y CA, dlow timefor the
program or process to mature before attempting to collect outcome data.

Think through dl the possihilities of what you might find in your andyses when planning
what data you will need
Pan for extra vists to your research sites or for staff to cometo you

Next steps
Look for grant and contract opportunities to extend work on youth outcomes

Produce materids for dissamination to broader audiences, and work to share information
about the tool to these other potential audiences
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|. Introduction

Northwest Professona Consortium, Inc. (NPC Research) was funded by athree-year grant from
the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation (RWJF) that began in September 2000 to develop and test
a srengths-based assessment tool for use in the juvenile justice system. The resulting tool is

cdled the Y outh Competency Assessment (Y CA) and has now been pilot tested in three Oregon
counties. In addition, as part of this project, training materias were devel oped and tested.

Project Overview

In 2000, Dr. Laura Burney Nissen, who serves as director of a comprehengve juvenile justice
initigtive that places strength-based assessment at the center of its strategy (Reclaiming Futures),
gpproached NPC to assist her with forwarding the cause of implementing strengths- based
sarvices in juvenile judtice agencies. She shared with NPC her vison and theory behind
srengths- based practice and why it was necessary to promote in the juvenile justice system.
Competencies, capacities for change, accountability, aspirations, relationships, skills, knowledge,
and resources are the foci of this strengths-based approach. The obvious starting place wasto
develop a strengths- based assessment tool.

Prior to development of the assessment tool and protocol, NPC, working closely with Dr. Nissen,
conducted an extensive review of the literature and existing strengths assessment instruments,
which provided the foundation for the Y CA’ s framework. Three domains emerged that we
believe encompassed the necessary areas for the assessment to cover, and which establish
important gods for youth in the juvenile justice system. The assessment needed to 1) support
effortsto repair harm, 2) provide specific indicators for pathways toward a hedthy identity, and
3) connect the youth to community, family and peers.

The background information was aso utilized to help develop alarge set of suggested questions
to be considered for use in the strengths assessment instrument. These questions were designed
to enable understanding of the strengths of the youth and the strengths of the youth’ s famiily,
peers, and community.

Following apreliminary review by a board of Oregon Juvenile Department Directors, juvenile
department staff members, and researchers (the Strengths Local Advisory Board), there was a
gathering of national experts (the Strengths National Advisory Board) in areas relevant to the
assessment of youth strengths and devel opment of service protocols (e.g., psychometrics,
culturd competency, juvenile justice, developmenta psychology) in June 2001. The god of the
firs meeting of the Strengths National Advisory Board was to agree upon the conceptua and
theoretica underpinnings of the strength-based instruments and protocol, brainstorm ideas for
the surrounding protocol/referrd strategy, review the suggested questions for the assessment
instrument, and put congderable focus on creating a short, stland-aone strengths- based
insrument to be used in juvenile departments. Following that meeting, NPC staff worked with a
group of youth to sdlect and refine the questions for the ingrument. NPC also gathered feedback
from juvenile department line saff and further streamlined the tool that became the Y outh
Competency Assessment (Y CA).

This ingrument was not designed to replace exigting risk or problem identification tools, but
rather to expand, strengthen, and improve the system’ s capacity to include the positive eements
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of ayouth, the youth's family, peers, and/or community in awell-balanced assessment and
service profile. It is hoped that thistool will form the cornerstone of the development of

integrated strategies combining juvenile justice, substance abuse treatment, and family and
community interventions that could interrupt the cycle of substance abuse and ddinquency.

The assessment tool and protocol were tested at three pilot Stesin Oregon sarting in February
2002. Each of the gtes recruited staff to volunteer to participate in the pilot project. To assst
with implementation, NPC project saff provided training to juvenile department staff and
community-based service providers about the strengths gpproach generdly and the YCA in
particular. NPC began gathering data on a sample of youth from the three Sites at
implementation. At the same time, the same type of data were gathered from an Oregon
comparison Site that was not using the Y CA.

During this project, NPC gathered data through a variety of activities, including:

1. Focus groups with each pilot St€'s participating line saff (probation
officers/supervison counsdors) and managers. A focus group with youth from one of
the pilot Stes dso took place during development of the assessment instrument in order
to test the questions and format of that assessment and receive feedback from youth in
the juvenile judtice system.

2. Inperson and phone interviews with youth and thelr parents/guardians from the three
pilot stes and a comparison Site.

3. Videotapes of assessments conducted at the three pilot sites and a comparison site.

4. Key gakeholder interviews of people involved in the juvenile justice and youth service
systemsin each pilot county (such as judges, public defenders, treatment providers, etc.).

5. Callection and coding of the content of assessments and case materids for youth in
both pilot and comparison Sites.

6. Datacollection and coding of hard copy and e ectronic case files and other materids
related to services youth had received through participation in the pilot and comparison
juvenile departments.

7. Youth-levd follow-up information at case completion or 12 months post assessment.

During implementation and throughout the project, NPC Research staff members met regularly
with the Loca Advisory Board to gether feedback and information about implementation
chalenges and progress. The National Advisory Board, Loca Advisory Board, and local pilot
teams met as a group in February 2003 to review progress to date and to plan next steps.

The Nationa and Local Advisory Boards participated in afinal meeting in October 2003, to
review the research findings, discuss additiond analyses and research, and create a dissemination
plan. It is expected that dissemination of the tool, process, and research findings will be shared
with other juvenile justice agencies, through articles and other publications, and thet additiona
interested jurisdictions will be identified for training and adoption of the Y CA and a strengths-
based approach to working with youth and families.

It is hoped that through this project and its process of data collection, feedback, and revison, the
Y CA and its associated training curriculum has become a useful and effective strengths- based
assessment ingrument for juvenile justice departments to use.
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Case studies of Pilot Sites

Pilot Sitel. Multhomah County

Site Description

Multnomah County, encompassing the Portland metropolitan area, has the largest and most
diverse racid/ethnic population in Oregon. Multnomah County is home to 660,486 people.
According to the 2000 U.S. Census Bureau report, just under a quarter of the population (22.3%)
islessthan 18 years of age. The county’s median household incomeis $51,118. The racia
composition of Multnomah is primarily White (82.6%), Hispanic or Latino (7.5%), Black or
African American (6.8%) and Asian (6.8%). A smdl proportion of the population is American
Indian or Alaska Native (2.2%) or Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Idander (0.7%).

The Multnomah County Department of Community Justice, Juvenile Services Divison,

primarily serves three distinct populations of youth: (1) those who are 11 years and under (served
through the Early Intervention Unit), (2) pre-adjudicated youth (served through the Diversion
Unit), and (3) those adjudicated and/or on probation (served through the Adjudication Unit, by
Field Counsdlors). The juvenile department also has severd other units for providing speciaized
sarvices for digtinct groups of youth, induding girls and gang involved youth. The Multnomah
County Juvenile Department interacts with about 3,000 youth a yesar.

Implementation

Because Multnomah County tries to work with the whole family, especidly sblings, they

plamed to implement the Y CA department-wide. Each of the counsalors was asked to try the

Y CA with dl of their cases, but to do it in their own style. The challenge they anticipated,
however, was to fit the three domains of the Y CA into the five domains of thelr exiging risk
assessment tool, the Oregon Juvenile Crime Prevention (JCP) Risk Screen/Assessment.
Specificdly, they anticipated needing hep gpplying the Y CA, aswell as thinking about how they
would assess dlients and families in a different way.

“We findly figured out how to fit it into our continuum of services. We have risk assessment,
JCP assessment, and we [didn't] want to have strengths- based be one more assessment, so we fit
it in to the adjudication unit so they can write a strengths- based reformation plan to be shared
with courts. The [evauator] talked to the judges so they understand [the reason for using this tool
and approach]. The DA and defense attorneys were aso there, and so we have their buy-in. We
adso useitin thefied in our probation unit.”

In addition to the 10 juvenile counsdors who participated in the pilot, 3 managers regularly
participated in the project and represented the department at local advisory board meetings.

Post-implementation: Experiences with the YCA

Withitsgod to involve the family, Multnomah County found that the Y CA isaussful tool for
involving families because it helps describe them in terms of their strengths and characteridtics.
“It's been beneficid for youth, too. Asking those questions on the Y CA really opened up a door
for the strengths. What they are good at and what motivates them. Parents are often shocked by
the strengths- based focus, which is often helpful because sometimes the kids have put them
through so much that they are having ahard time seeing the kid' s srengths.”

The srength-based focus, however, does not let the youth off “easy” as some feared. The
accountability step is a piece of what is going on, and there is effort to link to postive tasksin the
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youths' probation. However, the focusis shifted to determining which types of services will have
the grestest impact on the youth so he/she doesn't come back into the system. A counselor in one
of the pilot sites expressed the hope that “we can figure out what is right on the one day when
they go to school rather than what went wrong on the daysthey didn’t. The JCP redlly tdlls you
what the deficits are, and the ideafor this[Y CA] isto help figure out what the positives are.”

Future Directions

The Multnomah County Juvenile Department has an ambitious training and peer-coaching
program planned for the upcoming year, which will attempt to accomplish the following gods:

1. Reorient the intake staff and adjudicators to the strength-based principles as they take up
new paositions after the reorganization of their divison (which occurred in November 2003).

2. Provideintendve assstance and coaching on strengths-based interviewing skillsto
juvenile court counselors and treatment providers.

3. Hdpjuvenile court counsdors and treatment providers integrate motivationa
interviewing skillswith the Y CA and other case planning toals, including strength-based

reporting.

Due to the success of the Y CA reported by the staff who piloted it, Multnomah County has
implemented the Y CA for dl court counselors. Additionally, the department plansto pilot a new case
plan format that incorporates the Y CA, youth devel opment concepts and the JCP risk assessment.

Pilot Site I1. Washington County

Site Description

Located to the West of Portland and including Hillsboro (the home of Intd and many of its
employees) aswdl as rurd areas and farming communities, Washington County has a

substantial, and growing, Hispanic population. The U.S. Census Bureau reported for 2000 that
Washington County has a population of 445,342 people. Over a quarter of Washington County’s
populaion islessthan 18 years of age (26.9%), and the racid composition is primarily White
(84.9%), Hispanic or Latino (11.2%), and Asan (7.9%). A smdl proportion of the Washington
County population is Black or African American (1.6%), American Indian or Alaskan Native
(1.4%) or Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Idander (0.6%).

Y outh involved with the Washington County Juvenile Department over an extended period of
timefdl into one of severd categories/programs. (1) assessment (intake for lower level
offenders), (2) early intervention (which supervises youth involved in lower level offenses but
who are identified as high-risk to re-offend), (3) substance abuse program, (4) shelter program,
and (5) those youth at the point of adjudication. These youth total about 600-800 a year.
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Implementation

Washington County Juvenile Department thought the Y CA fit well with the early intervention
population they were serving, especidly since they have afocus on involving parentsin the
development and implementation of the child's case plan. The gtaff at the county who do the

case planning seemed the most appropriate people to do the strength-based piece. In addition, the
Y CA was anticipated to be used with severa other groups of youth: (1) the front-end (the youth's
firgt involvement with the department), (2) part of the reformation plan that goes to court, and (3)
youth in shelter to determine the impact of that setting on their adjusment and long-term

behavior. Further, they planned to conduct it with the youth they transfer to supervison

(probation or forma accountability agreements).

The difficulty anticipated by Washington County was making the linkage to services. However,
they felt the philosophy itsdf was empowering. A concern by some staff members was that it
would be a chalenge to conduct the assessment (because of the length of the interview and
explaining terms and concepts) with certain populations, including developmentaly delayed
youth or very young youth. Additiondly, there was some concern that Hispanic/Latino families
would view the Y CA asinvasve and overly focused on asking questions directly to the youth
rather than to the eder in the family.

To facilitate the use and role of the Y CA, the staff conducting the assessment formed a monthly
planning group to illustrate the combined functions of the JCP risk screen/assessment, the YCA,
and the case plan. The department director aso participated in these planning and feedback
meetings and, aong with two senior staff members, participated in the project’s Loca Advisory
Board aswell.

Post-implementation: Experiences with the YCA

Staff in Washington County felt that in many ways the Y CA formdized the type of information
they dready try to talk with youth about (e.g., “What are your interests?’). Having the Y CA
format helped staff put the framework into context and helped them define what it was thet they
wanted to know. Staff members integrated the Y CA questions and concepts into assessment
templates and other department forms.

The gtaff noticed that establishing the level of rapport needed for effective communication with
the youth seemed much easer when using the strengths-based focus, and changed their
perspective of the youth toward the pogtive. "It forces you to look at their positives. They come
in automaticaly labeled with acrime. Thislets us pull up more positives and integrate thet."

The Washington County Juvenile Department found that the Y CA has been an effective todl in
many different ways. Some staff members complete a scaled down version that can be used with
youth before court. This helps them obtain information to usein their court recommendations.
Additiondly, the Y CA has been useful during the youth "transfer meetings' (when ayouth’'s

case is being transferred from one counsdlor to another) in which both counselors are present.
The Y CA in this Stuation makes the interview fed quite postive and diditsinformation that
otherwise may not have been availablein the past.

Future Directions

Washington County Juvenile Department has integrated the strengths- based assessment at key
decison pointsin the organization (including intake, shdlter, and court). Case plans are
developed using information gathered through tools and interviews that incorporate the Y CA
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with other assessment questions, including the JCP Risk Screen/Assessment. Department forms
have been revised to address strengths in a consstent way, and the advisory team (initidly set up
to develop and implement the strength-based approach) remains active with respongbility for
reviewing and maintaining whet isin place sysematicaly.

The emphasis on strengths has become a key eement in the department's direction. Itsroleis
prominent in the selection of new staff, and it is addressed in new employee orientations. By-
products of integrating the strengths- based approach include the creation of a staff recognition
board to acknowledge their own strengths and accomplishments, as well as aresource area for
staff to contribute information about strengths-based resources and other ideas to share with
fdlow staff members and to usein bringing case plansto life.

Pilot Sitel11. Clackamas County

Site Description

Clackamas County, located to the Southeast of and bordering Portland (Oregon's largest city) is
the most economically diverse of Oregon's counties, with resdents incomes ranging from some

of the highest to some of the lowest in the state. According to the 2000 U.S. Census Bureau
report, Clackamas County is home to gpproximately 338,391 people. Over a quarter of the
population (26.2%) islessthan 18 years of age, and the median household income is $49,455.
Theracid composition of Clackamas is primarily White (91.3%), Hispanic or Latino (4.9%),
Asan (2.5%), or multi-racial (2.5%). Few personsin Clackamas County are Black or African
American (0.7%), American Indian or Alaska Native (0.7%), or Native Hawaiian or other Pecific
ISlander (0.2%).

The Clackamas County Juvenile Department is structured to handle youth &t two levels: ()

Y outh with minor offenses are diverted or handled informadly and involved with juvenile
department staff on a short-term basis, and (b) youth with more serious offenses, those who are
high risk and have high needs, are seen by the juvenile department counselors over an extended
period of time, averaging 12-18 months. The juvenile department serves about 2,000 youth each
year. Y outh served, in most cases, remain with the same juvenile court counsdor from intake
through case completion.

Implementation of the YCA

Clackamas County felt that there would be no red barrier to incorporating the use of the Y CA
into its intake process. However, the juvenile department did express some concern that it would
be difficult to show gtaff that they were doing something "new" because in their work with youth
they aready used the placement process to develop protective factors (for instance, related to
school issues). Because there was concern that the Y CA would be viewed as duplicating the
staff's exigting efforts, the department worked at showing how, by using the Y CA protocol, each
unit would be building on what had dready been accomplished with the youth.

A find concern of some of the staff at Clackamas County was the protocol of administration.
Although counsdlors agreed that the Y CA was a good interview technique to establish rapport
with the youth by discussing the youth's strengths, some staff did not fed comfortable talking
about socid issues until they were able to present the youth's legal issues and court requirements.

Clackamas County solicited volunteers to participate in the pilot project. Three managers, 10
juvenile court counsdors, and the information systems staff person participated in team meetings
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every other month to implement the project, discuss progress and challenges, and provide
feedback to the representatives who served on the project’ s Loca Advisory Board.

Post-implementation: Experiences with the YCA

In order to accomplish the tasks of administering both the required JCP assessment and the Y CA,
Clackamas County modified thelr existing assessment template to include strengths-based items
from the YCA. To smplify thiswork for the aff, the information systems person incorporated
the revisons into the county’ s eectronic assessment form.

Since there are more areas and items to discuss with youth because of this addition, staff found it
took more time to conduct interviews (in part because of the additiond information youth were
willing to share given this gpproach). Staff reported that more than one interview is often needed
to get through the entire revised assessment.

Staff aso observed that the youth who assessed at low risk seemed to be low risk because they
have noticeable strengths. The Y CA seems to work particularly well with moderate risk youth
who have some strengths to build on but not so many issues and concerns that building those
strengths cannot be a focus.

Future Directions

The Clackamas County Juvenile Department has established implementation of the strength-
based philosophy as a department god that has been sanctioned by their county commissioners.
All initid trainings and introductions of department templates that have incorporated a strengths
philosophy (i.e., Intake Assessment, Formal Accountability Agreement, Reformation Plan, and
Action Plan) were completed by December 2003. Full implementation, including case plans, is
targeted by June 2004.

The Clackamas County Juvenile Department's pilot group will continue to meet and plan the
training for the integration of this gpproach with al gaff. The gaff were surveyed asto which
tools would be most useful in thistraining, and the top suggestions were watching videotaped
strength- based intake interviews and hearing from the pilot group about barriers, as well as what
went well.

During the summer of 2003, the department held a two-day training on strengtht based
philosophies in the juvenile judtice fidld. Present &t the trainings were community partners
including Oregon Y outh Authority, Department of Human Services gtaff from Family Court (as
well astheir Foster Grandparent, and Juvenile Drug Court participants), and therapists from
Clackamas County Mental Health. In response to the positive feedback from staff regarding the
training, afollow-up training (Part I1) has been planned for spring 2004.

Findly, the gaff at Clackamas County Juvenile Department has developed a database asa
training tool for the pilot group to enter strength- based interventions and dispositions. This
database was created to be an on-going list that al counseglors would be able to accessto assst
them in strength based case management.
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Comparison Site: Marion County

Site Description

Like the pilot sites, Marion County is located in the Willamette Valey, which is bordered by the
Cascade Mountains on one side and the Coastd range of mountains on the other. About an hour's
drive South of Portland, Marion County includes the city of Sdlem, Oregon's capitdl and the
location of the Marion County Juvenile Department. The U.S. Census Bureau reported for 2000
that Marion County is home to 284,834 people. Over aquarter of the population (27.4%) isless
than 18 years of age. The county’s median household income is $46,202. The racid composition
of Marion County is primarily White (84.6%), followed by Hispanic or Latino (17.1%),

American Indian or Alaskan Native (2.6%), Adan (2.4%), Black or African American (1.3%)
and Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Idander (0.6%).

Local and National Advisory Boards

Local Advisory Board

Juvenile Department Directors from each of the three pilot sites (Multhomah, Clackamas, and
Washington Counties) were brought together with at |least one staff member from each steto
form aLoca Advisory Board. At itsinitid meeting on June 13, 2001, the Local Board reviewed
the Y CA and its proposed questions and made suggestions that were incorporated into the Y CA.
The Loca Board continued to meet monthly throughout the following two years, after which
they met gpproximatdly every six weeks. Aswith theinitid mesting, the purpose of the Locd
Advisory Board meetings was to provide the counties perspectives on the project's effortsin all
areas, from data collection to overdl project plans. In addition, the county representativesto the
Board provided updates about their Sites implementation and use of the Y CA and strengths
protocol, saff feedback, and changes in departmenta culture as aresult of incorporating the

Y CA and the strengths-based protocol into their system.

National Advisory Board

The research team dso assembled a National Advisory Board composed of expertsin areas
relevant to the assessment of youth sirengths and development of service protocols (eg.,
psychometrics, cultural competency, juvenile justice, developmenta psychology), which first
met on June 20-21, 2001, in Portland, Oregon. The god of the first meeting of the Nationa
Advisory Board was to agree upon the conceptua and theoretica underpinnings of the strength+
based instrument and protocol, brainstorm ideas for the surrounding protocol/referrd strategy,
review the suggested questions for the strengths assessment, and put considerable focus on
creating a short, stand-aone strengths-based instrument to be used in juvenile departments.
Suggestions from the Nationa Board and the RWJF Project Officer, Kate Kraft, were
incorporated into the next version of the assessment questions and protocol.

A second National Advisory Board meeting took place in February 2003, to review the progress
of the project to date and hear from a board of representatives from each pilot county about their
experiences using the Y CA and protocol. YCA components and preliminary results were shared

with the board, followed by a group discussion that included next steps and recommendations.
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The National Advisory Board met for the find time in October 2003, at which time they were
given an overview of the project, new findings, implications, and an update from the Counties.
Thetraining curriculum was discussed, as well, with each member receiving a binder of training
materias developed and compiled by NPC. The Nationd Advisory Board then contributed to a
discusson of dissemination Strategies and find project tasks.

Literature Review

I ntroduction

The basic premise for much of the current research on the causes and correlates of juvenile
ddlinquency isthat “offending by most juvenilesis the result of forces within an individud (1Q,
persondity) and forcesin an individuad’ s socid environment (parents, sblings, peers) in

different contexts (family, school, neighborhood)” (Browning & Loeber, 1999). In other words,
youth are affected by many factors and the interaction of these factors. Because internal and
externd forcesinfluence youth, it isimportant for assessments and interventions to identify
influences & dl levels. However, much of this research has followed risk and needs moddis,
which have focused predominantly on the problems ayouth has, that is, deficiencies or
characterigtics of the youth or her/his environment that contribute to negetive outcomes. These
models, prevaent in medica and psychologica research, address dysfunction and what needs to
be “fixed.”

On the other hand, youth and their environments are do full of skills, talents, and coping
mechanisms that have helped the youth adapt and survive in oftentdifficult circumgtances. It is
this idea that forms the premise of the strengths-based approach, which includes positive forces
in the equation, rather than looking only at the negative forces.

The strength-based approach is consdered to be an organizing principle for afamily of theories
and practice strategies which dl have in common that they are focused on the generally untapped
gifts, positive attributes and under-developed capabilities of persons, families and even
communities, who are in some way compromised in their abilities, and/or seeking help for
problems. Emerging as an dterndive to exclusively “problem” or “deficit-based” approaches,
the strength- based gpproach challenged that an dternative was urgently needed to offset the
effects of negative labeling and subsequent practitioner-driven interventions that dl-too-
infrequently led to poor outcomes (Nissen, 2003).

| dentifying Youth at Risk

Public attention regularly focuses on the problem of youth crime, yet an understanding of both
the scope of the problem and the potentia range of solutionsis often lacking (Nationa Research
Council and Indtitute of Medicine, 2001). Additionaly, issues such as substance abuse and
mentd illness contribute to the numbers of youth who are finding themselvesin the juvenile
justice system in need of opportunities to change and redirect their lives (Schirddi, Holman &
Beatty, 2000; Cocozza & Skowyra, 2000).

Presently, juvenile justice and socid service systemsrely on various traditiond risk assessment
tools to plan appropriate programming and services for clients and their families. Thereisaneed
within these sysems for reliable, valid, and useful tools to assess strengths in addition to risk for
initid and continuing juvenile justice contact. Thereis also a need for rigorous psychometric
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gtudies of these tools. Though some work on instrument development and vaidation for client
grength and family resliency assessment has been done; in generd, these tools were designed
for clinical and/or socid service environments (Cowger, 1992; Cowger, 1994; Dung, Trivette, &
Ded1994; Leffert et d., 1998) and have left avoid for tools that specifically address the unique
conditions and need of persons in contact with the juvenile justice system. For example,
substance abuse assessments for youth often focus on multiple areasin the youth' s life, but are
primarily focused on risk for substance abuse and identifying the degree to which the youth has
progressed to excessive or regular use. Educationd assessments, likewise, may focus specificdly
on academic and intellectud skills and the environmentd factors that may contribute to the youth
being at risk for negative school outcomes. Criminogenic risks (i.e.,, those indicators that identify
youth at risk of juvenile judtice involvement) include substance abuse and educationa factors but
aso include other areas, such as peer group influences and acting out behaviors.

The gppropriate identification of youth at risk of juvenile justice involvement has been

recognized as criticaly important to the effectiveness of juvenile justice intervention and
prevention efforts (Johnson, 1999; Wiebush et d., 1995). Appropriate assessment can help to
identify criminogenic service needs and thereby help ensure that a youth receives the appropriate
level and intengity of trestment. However, assessment that isimproperly conducted or that uses
criteriawithout an adequate research base can lead to inappropriate treatment, costly and
unnecessary trestment, or denia of services for those youth in need (Wiebush et d., 1995;
Zapata & Katims, 1994). Thus, it isimportant that assessment tools be used in amethod that
ensures the best possible outcomes for youth.

While the risk and needs assessment literature has now confirmed many criminogenic risk

factors, it has become clear that a youth’s strengths (either as an individua or in her/his
environment) serve as “protective factors,” that is, buffers to the negative influence of risksand a
base from which to build and grow (B. Sdljan, persona communication, October 2003). Without
including afull understanding of these factors in an assessment process and service plan, werisk
losing out on opportunities to help a youth be successful and progress on a path toward a hedlthy
and pro-socid adulthood. Adolescence is aparticularly suitable time to help youth identify their
interests and future gods, Since they are dready undergoing dramatic physical and emotiona
changes and seeking to form their identities.

Adolescent Development

Erikson's (1968) theory of adolescent identity development has traditionally served asthe
foundation for understanding behavior during this trangtiond stage into adulthood (Steinberg &
Morris, 2001). Erikson theorized that each stage of the life cycle occurs as a chdlenge that
requires successful resolution in order to progress on to the next stage. Adolescence, according to
Erikson, is marked by the chalenge of identity versusidentity confusion. Successfully

developing a hedthy identity isafunction of (1) feding comfortable in “one’ s own body,” (2)
“knowing where oneis going,” (3) being able to successfully manipulate one' s environment, and
(4) having the capacity to integrate present identifications with future aspirations in order to
develop ahedthy persona and socid identity (Erikson, 1968).

Although individua development and functioning has been the traditiona focus of adolescent
research, amore recent focus has been on examining the “ contexts in which these developments
take place’ (Steinberg & Morris, 2001). These contexts include families, peer groups, and
schools (Steinberg & Morris, 2001). Developing a hedlthy identity, therefore, involves the
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integration of past experiences, persond perceptions, and socia norms and expectations
(Sprinthdl & Callins, 1984).

Adolescent socid and emotiona development includes severa “tasks.” In addition to identity
development, acrucia area of growth occursin mora development.

Moral Development

Mora behavior is conceptudized as an interest in and concern for other people (Berkowitz &
Grych, 1998). Theories about which factors lead to moral development are varied (e.g.,
psychoanalytic, behaviorist, socio-culturd, cognitive, and biological). However, itislikely the
case that a person’s mora nature is an integration of many aspects of their psychological make-
up (Colby & Damon, 1992).

Berkowitz and Grych (1998) theorize that mora development, which isa itsmost mdleablein
early childhood, isaso, in part, determined by several factors that need to be present in order for
morality to develop. These factors, referred to as meta-mord characterigics in earlier works
(Berkowitz, 1997), include (1) socia orientation, which is rooted in a secure attachment to
caregivers, and would in turn provide a greater likelihood that a youth would adhere to family
rules (Ainsworth, et a., 1978); (2) saf-control, which is developed early onin life asthe
capacity to resst temptation and suppress impulses, and forms the blief that “mora agents must
have some capacity to control their own behavior” (Berkowitz & Grych, 1998); (3) compliance
with externa standards, an understanding that there are externd rules and va ues which should
be adhered to, which helps develop the interndization of societa norms and standards for
acceptable behavior; and (4) saf-esteem, asense of one's own inherent vaue, which when
absent leads to socia dysfunctions and mental pathologies (Harter, 1997).

These four factors serve as the foundation for devel oping the four components of early mord
development. These componentsinclude: (1) Empathy, which is not only recognizing one s own
emotiond reactions, but understanding the emotional reactions of others; (2) Conscience, an
understanding and adherence to interndized standards; (3) Altruism, sdlfless giving to others
despite the expense it may cause to onesdlf; and (4) Mord Reasoning, the ability to think about
and resolve moral issues (Berkowitz & Grych, 1998).

The outcomes for youth with poor mord functioning can be troubling. Bennet, Dilulio, and
Walters (1996) seethe lack of these components of mordity as the impetus behind juvenile
crimindity. Classfying these youth as “radicaly impulsve, brutally remorsdess youngsters’
(p.27), Bennet et d., advocated sgnificant incarceration time for these youth. In addition, there
has been a strong movement toward a more punitive focus on young offenders (Fagan &
Zimring, 2000) as wdll as a move toward processing some juveniles in adult courts (Feld, 1999;
Austin, Johnson & Gregoriou, 2000). However, there is evidence indicating that very tough
punishments for youth are not the answer to delinquency. Studies demonstrate that youth who
aretried as adultsin the crimind justice system typicaly do not exhibit the “behavior
modifications’ hoped for. In fact, they tend to recidivate at greater rates (both in frequency and
in time after incarceration) than youth in the juvenile system
(Www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontling/shows/juvnile/stats).

Again, we find that the problem can be traced to afocus on deficit models rather than strengths-
based modes. One can interpret alack of these factors and components of morality as
persondlity or character flaws in some youth. The conclusion reached by some researchersis that
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these youth are dangerous and society must be protected from them. On the other hand, itisrare
to find youth who are completely lacking in al of these areas or who are not capable of change
and growth. A srengths-based model alows us to identify those components the youth does
have and draw on them to help encourage mord development. For example, participating in
activities that help ayouth build, or rebuild, atachments to family members, positive peers, and
community members provides a mechanism for dlowing growth in socid orientation, sdif-

esteem, empathy and atruism, among other benefits. A srengths-based approach provides a
mechanism for encouraging hedthy adolescent devel opment, and consequently, decreased
juvenile (and adult) offending.

Restorative Justice and the Need for a Balanced Approach in Juvenile Justice

Thereisagrowing body of knowledge supporting the use of balanced community-based systems
to support restorative sanctions and processes (e.g., community service, victim involvement,
mediation, and retitution) and related approaches as catdysts for change in the juvenile justice
sysem (Bazemore & Umbreit, 1994). After more than a decade of research and practica
experience with outcome-focused intervention drategies, researchers and practitioners have
identified three programming priorities that describe a conceptua framework for intervention
practices. These priorities include accountability, community protection, and competency
development (Bazemore & Umbreit, 1994). Researchers recommend that to achieve a* baanced
gpproach” agiven case must be individuaized and based on the circumstances of the offense and
the needs and risks presented by the offender. The system baance is achieved when resources
areequdly allocated among the three program priorities.

Umbreit (1997) defines retorative justice as emphasizing the importance of eevating the role of
crime victims and community members through more active involvement in the justice process,
holding offenders directly accountable to the people and communities they have violated,
restoring the emotiona and materia losses of victims, and providing arange of opportunities for
diaogue, negotiation, and problem solving, whenever possible, which can lead to a greater sense
of community safety, socid harmony, and peace for dl involved. Further, Umbreit (1997)
suggests that restorative justice holds a great dedl of potentiad for: 1) diverting alarge number of
property offenses and minor assaults from the forma justice system, 2) working effectively with
offenders once they have entered the correctiond system following conviction, 3) reducing the
frequency and severity of further crimina behavior (dthough these data are not yet conclusive),
and ultimatdly 4) redefining and restructuring our justice systlems in order to more actively
involve and serve crime victims, victimized communities and offenders. A growing body of
evidence gathered from across the country suggests that the generd public isfar more supportive
of basc principles of restorative justice than many might think, particularly when gpplied to
property offenders (Umbreit, 1997).

The Role of Strengths

Research is beginning to focus on how resiliency and strengths- based programs have a central
place in how society addresses the issues presented in the juvenile justice system. Enhancing
strengths such as socia competence, problem solving skills, and a sense of autonomy while
providing opportunities for pro-socid bonding can help amdiorate some social problems often
seen in juvenile offenders (Bazemore, 1991; Williamson, 1997), and impact predictors of chronic
juvenile offending while reducing juvenile recidivism (Chamberlain & Moore, 1998).
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Research has shown that youth and families possess certain traits, or strengths, that can support
the youth and their families toward positive change and away from a-risk behavior. Enhancing
resliency in families has been shown to moderate youth developmenta outcomes under
conditions of high sress (Wyman et d., 1992) and predict postive functioning and socid
adjusment (Wyman et d., 1993). Additiondly, studiesin Germany illustrate how resiliency in
individuas with serious, cumulative, stressful life events and circumstances impacts the
development of juvenile delinquency and antisocid behavior (Losel & Bender, 1992). Program
modeds whose gods are designed to include family and youth resliency enhancement for the
purpose of impacting youth acohol, tobacco and other drug use have been shown to be effective
(Johnson et d., 1998; Norman, 1997).

A focus on the inherent strengths and potentid of young people has been implicitly related to
many successful and evidence-based innovations in the recent higtory of the juvenile justice field
—implied, if not directly encouraged, in everything from detention reform (Stanfield, 2000), to
balanced and restorative justice (Bazemore & Walgrave, 1999), to addressing the problem of
substance abuse amnong juvenile offenders (Nissen, Vandeburg, Embree-Bever, & Mankey,
1999), and to promoting more effective aftercare and trangtion out of the juvenile justice system
(Altschuler & Brash, 2003).

Despite this evidence, there has been a substantive gap in the contemporary juvenile justice
literature to explicitly explore and understand the role of the strength-based approach in
improving client outcomes, reducing recidivism, and reducing costs to communities. Thislack of
focus causes under-utilization of akey ingredient to redirecting young lives—their strengths, and
those of thar families and their communities, and the manner in which those strengths might
logicaly accelerate their trangtion from anti-socia to pro-socid activity and identity
development (Nissen, 2003).

Need for a Strengths-Based Assessment Tool

While a strengths-based approach is needed throughout the juvenile justice system (and beyond),
thelogicd place to begin that development would be at the beginning of ayouth’'s contact with
this sysem. A drengths-based assessment tool would help set up the expectations, both with
juvenile judtice gaff and the youth and families, of amutua commitment to focusing on strengths
and positive change. This gpproach to assessment would aso ensure that staff begin work with a
youth and family not just with knowledge of ayouth’s charge or misbehavior, but amore
complete view of the youth as a person with great potential (Nissen, 2003), skills, and interests.

Although tools for assessing for risk for initid or continued juvenile justice involvement have
been developed and are currently used in the fid, few have been rigoroudy evauated (Johnson,
1999). In addition, existing tools are inadequate because most focus on risk exclusvey and
neglect to include resiliency, strength, or protective factors and/or they are driven soldy by
policy consderations without regard to research results (Wiebush et d., 1995). It is clear from
the literature on adolescent development and successful sirategies for behaviora change that a
thorough assessment tool for youth involved in juvenile justice would include components that
reflect restorative justice (helping the youth understand harm he/she has caused by her/his
actions and dlowing her/him to make up for it), engage the youth in pogtive activities thet
he/sheisinterested in and with which he/she can identify, and build on and develop protective
factors, such as pogtive adults and peers to support the youth in meeting her/his goas.
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The Y outh Competency Assessment (Y CA) was devel oped as a strengths-based assessment tool
and protocol to help youth meet the following three gods: (1) support efforts to repair harm, (2)
provide specific indicators for pathways toward a hedlthy identity, and (3) connect youth to
community, family, and peers. This instrument is one way to expand, strengthen, and improve

the juvenile justice system’ s capacity to include the positive dements of ayouth, the youth’s
family, peers, and/or community in awell-balanced assessment and service profile. It formsthe
cornerstone of the development of integrated strategies combining juvenile justice, substance
abuse treetment, and family and community interventions that could interrupt the cycle of
substance abuse and delinquency.
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|1. Methodology

Pilot Site Selection

The research team and RWJF staff determined which counties in Oregon would be invited to
participate in the strengths project as pilot sites (with Multnomah County being sdected asthe
initid pilot gte), based on interest, demographics, and current strengths climate, among other
consderations. After initid meetings with the Juvenile Department Director and agroup of saff
members at each of the three potentid stes (Multnomah, Clackamas, and Washington Counties),
al three Stes agreed to participate in the project.

Filot Ste participation involved a substantial commitment on the part of the department
leadership and gaff, and included the following components: 1) participating in training, 2)
identifying a group of staff to pilot the tool, 3) testing the tool on a sample of youth, 4) providing
the research team with paperwork and case materids related to the sample, and 5) participating
in afocus group to provide feedback to the research team. In addition, two or more members of
each pilot team participated in a Loca Advisory Board that met regularly with the research team,
and at least one person from each county represented the department at the Nationd Advisory
Board meetings. Some staff aso recruited youth and families for videotapes of their assessment
interviews that were coded for the research, viewed by the Nationd Advisory Board, and/or
viewed a a conference presentation for other juvenile department staff.

After areview of demographic and socid characteristics of other countiesin the State, a request
was made to Marion County to participate as a comparison site, and they agreed to be come a
part of this project aswell.

Training and Technical Assistance
Training Curriculum

At the beginning of the project, the research team met with Laura Nissen to develop the training
curriculum. NPC developed and/or compiled training materia to be included in notebooks for
digtribution to participants in strengths trainings. Initidly, the training was envisoned as a one-
time workshop to convey the philosophy of the strengths-based approach and to explain the
purpose of the pilot project. It soon became apparent that there was too much content for one
session, and the materid was divided into two main sections. The firgt trainings were scheduled
with Multnomah County for October 2001 and January 2002.

How trainings worked and evolved

AsYear 2 of the project began, Y outh Competency Assessment (Y CA) training materials were
being developed, and trainings of juvenile court counsd ors/'supervision counse ors/probation
officers and othersin the project’ s three pilot counties (Multnomah, Washington, Clackamas)
were being scheduled for the first part of 2002.

Trainings were Smilar in each county, though they were somewhat individudized depending on
each county’ s needs. In each county there was a generd (community) training for county
employees and others who would not be using the Y CA directly, but would potentialy be
affected by its use, including juvenile department staff not directly involved in the pilot,
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community based service providers, etc. The purpose of the training was for participantsto gain
agenerd knowledge of strengths-based assessment and service delivery and to introduce the

Y CA tool. For employees who would be using the tool and protocol directly, there was a two-
part training. The firg part introduced strengths- based assessment and, depending on the
counties needs and prior trainings, included information about solution-focused interviewing.
The second (gpplied) part of the training addressed specifics of using the Y CA in addition to, not
instead of, the accountability piece each county also needed to address as part of its assessment
and intake process.

Participants in both types of trainings were provided with notebooks of materials and recelved
training in the use of the materids, avariety of exercises and activities designed to increase
undergtanding of strengths- based assessment in generd and using the Y CA in particular
(counsdlor-youth assessment role play, finding strengthsin problem behavior, etc.). In addition,
NPC gathered samples of actual assessments (pre Y CA) from each county and mapped that
information onto the Y CA and case plan. This materid was used in the training to show how the
Y CA could be used with county-specific existing tools and to gather information about strengths
that isimportant to building a case plan.

Strengths Experts

Additiond training and materias were given to agroup of “experts” condgsting of two or more
representatives from each pilot county to enhance their knowledge of youth competency
(strengths) and related areas, such as finding community resources with which youth could
connect to build on their strengths. The team of experts was assembled to serve as an in-house
source of strengths knowledge and a resource for counsel ors/probation officers needing help with
integrating the Y CA into their assessments and process, gathering feedback to convey to the
research team, and providing encouragement to staff during this period of change. The experts
aso became apart of the YCA Loca Advisory Board, attended al board mestings for the
remainder of Year 2, and continued being part of the Loca Advisory Board throughout Y ear 3.

Judiciary

Another specidized training was given a the request of Multnomah County. This training was
for members of the judiciary, to provide them with information about the Y CA and protocol so
that they would understand the purpose of the new (or increased) emphasis on strengths that
these individuas would be seeing in the case plans and in the courtroom.

Training Timeline

Trainings were conducted between January and April 2002. In February 2002, Multhomah
County started implementing the tool. By April 2002 dl sites were up and running. By June,
Washington and Clackamas Counties had integrated the YCA into thelr assessment tool,
athough revisons continued throughout the year.

Data Collection

In April 2002, NPC met with the three pilot counties to discuss data collection. One facet of the
data collection effort was for each county to provide NPC with gpproximately 50 youth who had
been assessed in their system using the Y CA. Similar information was also collected from a
comparison county (Marion), which had not received strengths training from NPC nor used the
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Y CA tool. The purpose of this sample was to have a specified, but potentialy limited, number of
youth with whom to test the Y CA and to use this sample for measuring progress and outcome
variables of intered.

Process Outcomes: Assessing the tool and the implementation process

The research team carried out severa data collection efforts to answer the following questions:

Doesthe YCA help juvenile justice gaff become more strengths-based in their work?
Do the YCA questions work well for dl, or work for specific groups of youth?

Will youth and/or families have a different experience in the pilot counties (with pilot
daff)?

What are the benefits and challenges of usng the Y CA from the perspective of juvenile
judtice Saff?

Do other stakeholdersin, or working with, the juvenile departments, notice any
differencesin the pilot counties?

Focus Groups

Youth feedback on the YCA — Development Phase

A focus group of youth from the Multhomah County Juvenile Department was assembled on
September 12, 2001, to provide feedback on the proposed assessment questions from the youth's
perspective. As aresult of the focus group, the order of the questions was changed and the
number of questions was reduced.

Staff feedback on the YCA — Implementation Phase

In July 2002, NPC facilitated focus groups (for focus group questions, see Appendix D) with
juvenile court counsdors and supervisors who were testing the Y CA in each of the three pilot
counties. The purpose of the focus groups was to gather information about their experiences
using the Y CA, both positive and negative. Comments from al the focus groups were
summarized and distributed to the Loca Advisory Board and were used to inform decisions
about revisons to trainings and training materids, aswell as to provide feedback to the counties
about where and what type of additiona information and/or resources would be useful. A
compilation of their comments may be found in the Findings section of this report.

Youth and Parent/Guardian | nterviews

Another mgjor data collection effort involved interviews with 20 youth and their
parents/guardians from each of the three pilot counties (Multnomah, Washington, and
Clackamas) and from the comparison county (Marion). The purpose of youth and
parent/guardian interviews was to obtain the youth and parent/guardian’ s perception of theinitid
assessment process.

Before interviews began in July 2002, youth and parent/guardian interview questions (A ppendix
E) were developed and approved by the Loca Advisory Board and by Kate Kraft (RWJF). The
youth interview questions were piloted with two youth who were not part of the sample. Six
interviewers were trained to conduct the youth and parent/guardian interviews, including one
bilingua interviewer to conduct interviewsin Spanish. In addition, NPC submitted an
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gpplication to alocd Inditutional Review Board, to ensure third party, human subjects
protection and review of itsinterview forms and processes, before collecting data directly from
youth and family members.

For Multnomah and Washington Counties, youth were randomly selected from the
approximately 50 youth whose names each county provided (see above). Because Clackamas
County began its implementation later than the other counties and was not able to provide 50
youth as quickly, each youth that the County did provide and give us permission to interview,
was assigned to be interviewed. Marion County contributed 31 youth as the comparison sample.
Interviews took place through the end of November 2002. They were primarily conducted in
person (72%), though some phone interviews were conducted (28%). Phone interviews were
permitted at the request of the participant or in cases where the youth or family had moved to a
distant location. All interviews were voluntary, did not impact the youth's case or status with the
juvenile department, and were confidentia. Y outh and their parent/guardian each received an
incentive (gift certificate worth $20.00) for participating in the interview.

An interview database was developed, and information from the interviews was entered into the
database as it was received. These dataincluded a quantitative and a quditative component, and
were arich source of information for this project.

Videotapes

Another data collection task was to videotape interviews between counselors and youth and a
parent/guardian (if present) in the Y CA pilot counties and in the comparison county. The
purpose of the videotapes was to determine if strengths-based practice could be observed, and
whether gtaff trained and provided with the Y CA would be more strengths-based than juvenile
judtice gtaff in general. NPC devel oped and tested a coding scheme (Appendix F) and trained
coders in observing and coding the videotapes. All videotapes were viewed and coded by a
minimum of two evauation team members.

Participating in a videotaping session was completely voluntary; families who agreed to be
videotaped received a $10.00 gift certificate as a demonstration of our gppreciation. Juvenile
department line staff or managers recruited families for the tapes. Because of the extreme
difficulty in getting both counsdors and youth/parents to agree to be taped, our origina god of
10 tapes per county was not reached. Eventually, atota of 14 tapes were obtained, 10 pilot and 4
comparison. The comparison tapes included 3 from the comparison county and 1 from a non
pilot staff member in apilot county. It turned out that even with fewer tapes than planned, there
were griking differences between the strengths-based interviews (Y CA) and the more traditiona
(comparison) interviews.

An interesting addition to the videotape data collection effort was a feedback mechanism.
Severd counsdors whose Y CA interviews were videotaped requested feedback about their use
of the strengths-based approach during the assessment interview. NPC created a feedback

template (see Appendix G) wherein areas where strengths were utilized were pointed out, as well
as areas Where strengths could be incorporated. Feedback was then provided back to the staff.
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Key Stakeholder Interviews

In September 2002, each Y CA pilot site (Clackamas, Multhomah, and Washington Counties) was
asked to suggest key stakeholdersin their system or community who would have informetion or a
perspective that they thought should be gathered before recommendations were made for changes
to the Y outh Competency Assessment (Y CA) toal, the strengths process, or the strengths training.
The stes were told that implications for case planning and youth outcomes were of specia interest.
In addition, the Sites were asked what they thought was important information to gather, and
whether they had specific questions to suggest for inclusion in the stakeholder interviews.

For each person the pilot sites suggested for a stakeholder interview, the Sites were asked to
provide the following:

Key stakeholder name

Job title

Organization

Phone/emall

How the person fitsin (why he/sheis akey stakeholder)

Suggestions for stakeholder interview questions were incorporated into the list of stakeholder
questions devel oped by NPC Research (see Appendix H).

Initid contacts with stakehol ders were made at the end of December 2002. Interviews began in
January 2003, and continued through April 2003. Seventeen people were suggested by the Sites
to receive key stakeholder interviews, 13 of whom were interviewed. The other stakeholders
declined or were not able to be located.

Coding of County Forms

A coding form (Appendix 1) was crested to dlow coding of the extent to which the assessment
and case plan forms each county used included the key domains of the Y CA. Thisformwas
completed at the county level (one per county) as a research team exercise for purposes of
discussion about whether each county was retaining the intent of the Y CA.

Case and Youth Outcomes: Testing the Impact of Using the YCA on Case
Planning and Changesin Youth Behavior

The research team conducted severd additiond data collection efforts to answer the following questions:

Does using the Y CA increase the number of strengths identified during the assessment
process (or quditatively change the type of information in the assessment)?

Doesusing the Y CA increase the use of credtive and strengths-based services or
resources during case planning and implementation?

Does using the Y CA result in increased focus on strengths during casawork?
Does using the YCA result in more youth with increased competencies by the end of their case?
Does using the Y CA and a strengths-based process decrease recidivism?
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Case Coding

With the intent of discovering any impact on the case plan and on youth outcomes due to the

Y CA and strengths protocol, paperwork from each youth in the pilot and comparison groups was
anayzed and coded according to the extent to which the case plan reflected the three domains of
the YCA (creating a hedthy identity; connecting with family, peers, and community; and

repairing harm). Further, information was gathered for each case about whether there was a
balance between strengths-based and accountability gods, whether short- and long-term gods
reflected strengths that were gathered in the assessment, and other areas having to do with
gpplication of srengthsin the youth's future plans (for coding template, see Appendix J).

Each county, pilot and comparison, provided any of the following formsthat were available in
hard copy for each youth in the sample: assessments (including the Y CA), forma accountability
agreements, case plans, reformation plans, closing notes, etc.

The Case Coding effort aso looked a completed Closing/Completion forms (see description below)
to see whether the three domains of the Y CA were represented there in descriptions of activities and
experiences of the youth while his or her case was open, aswell as whether the closing/completion
forms reflected the use of any strengths-based services and/or activities during the case.

Services Data

The research team created a services data spreadsheet, which was reviewed by the Loca Advisory
Board, to serve asthe basis for collecting youth-level services data from each case file. Datawere
collected from the dectronic (JIN?, JI1S?, and aloca data system in the comparison county®) and
socid (hard copy case) files of each of the youth in the sample to see if there were any differences
that might be attributed to the Y CA or the adoption of strengths-based philosophy or practices.
The data were collected by juvenile department staff in each Site except Clackamas (which
alowed aresearch team member to collect the data). The information of interest included any
services and/or activities that were a part of the youth’s involvement with the juvenile department
and whether there was evidence in the file that those same services were completed. We dso
included services that were mentioned at closing/completion as having been part of the youth's
experience while involved with the juverile department. The services were then coded in various
categories and the number and type of services was andyzed across departments.

Closing/Completion

A cdosng/completion form was created for juvenile court counsdors to complete at thetime a
youth' s case closed or at the date 12 months from the initia assessment, whichever camefird.
The pilot counties (Multnomah, Washington, and Clackamas) and the comparison county
(Marion) completed different versions of the form for each youth in the sample (the comparison
county's verson did not include questions about the Y CA). The dlosing form for al counties was
intended to provide information from the counsdlor’ s perspective about whether the case plan
incorporated strengths identified in the Y CA, whether the Y CA affected the case, and whether
the youth devel oped competencies during her/his juvenile justice involvement.

! Multnomah County’ s Juvenile Information Network that served as their juvenile department data system until their
conversion to JJIS in December 2002.

2 The Juvenile Justice Information System, a statewide data system in Oregon linking county juvenile departments
and the state juvenile justice agency, the Oregon Y outh Authority.

3 Used for tracking services to youth on probation.
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I11. Findings

Throughout this project, the research team collected information from a variety of sourcesto
answer severd questions. We monitored the pilot implementation by gathering feedback on the

Y CA tool (questions and formet), the training materias and curriculum, and the integration of the
tool and processinto the pilot sites. We aso measured the impact of the pilot experience, induding
changes in staff perceptions, experiences, and work products; benefits to youth and families; and
transformation of the culture and/or operations of the participating juvenile department systems. In
this section, we describe the findings from these varied research activities.

Focus Groups
(See Appendix D for focus group questions)

NPC facilitated Y CA focus groups with case managers/supervision or juvenile court
counsdorg/probation officers’ in Washington and Multnomah Counties during July 2002, and in
Clackamas County during August 2002, after their firgt severd months of using the tool. Twelve
case managers who had been using the Y CA attended the Washington County focus group, 10
attended the Multnomah County focus group, and 9 attended the Clackamas County focus group.
After introductions (name and role), the focus group questions were presented. Following are the
responses. In cases where more than one person in the same county provided asmilar response
to one question, the most representative response is quoted below.

1. How is the process going? What is going well?
Washington County:
“Thereisalot thet | redly like for example, god setting in the next three months and

‘“What makes you feel good? It is exciting what comes up. My reports are much larger
than they used to be.”

“I think it changes your perspective of youth. It forces you to look at their positives. They
comein automaticaly labeled with acrime, and thislets us pull up more positives and
integrate that.”

“I noticed that it has affected the way rapport is established. It is much easier with the
srengths- based focus.”

“I have a scaled-down version that | can do in five minutes before court. | have definitely
made a change in my recommendations based on it, and it has redly helped get more
information.”

“*What changes have you dready made? isagrest first question.”

! Note: Job titles are not consistent across the counties.
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Multnomah County:

“We are finding more out about the youth with the strengths aspect. Asking those
guestions on the Y CA redlly opened up a door for the strengths. What they are good at is
what motivates them.”

“It puts the kids at ease, too. Because they are expecting to get hammered. Good for
parents, too, because sometimes the kids have put them through so much that they are
having a hard time seeing the kid' s strengths.”

“We are dready doing some of it, and it is just applying it to practice. To just change
‘needs’ into ‘goas’ To methat isthe only difference”

“It was a surprise to me that they found a second person that they admire besides the
parent. It would be afriend, and not an uncle or someone like that...I found everyone
admired the peers after the parents.”

“They admire teachers, too, and other people in the community. | didn’t expect that.”
“I had two or three name me [as someone they admire].”
Clackamas County:
“Once we get them hooked into it, they go to town.”
“There are some areas that are new that | don’t normally ask about.”

“We have had some successes. | had akid who had awood and congtruction classin high
school. We had a summer job program on a congtruction crew, and | tied it al together
and got him ajob. Mom said if Richard Scary were to write abook about the best
summer job, it would be the job that he got. In the intake | asked about what he wanted to
do in the future, and he said “ Congtruction.” Last night we talked about community
sarvice, and hewantsto do it a Habitat for Humanity. But he also found that he does't
want to do congtruction for aliving!”

“It makes you think alittle bit more. Focus.”

“| fed like some of my kids don’t have alot of resources avallable to them, o if | look at
strengths and try to find some resources...”

“A lot of timesthere are generdized areas in our reformation plan and we expand on
them, like school and maybe mentors and other programs for the family. Servicesthat |
can encourage them to explore, like hedlth and dentd care. Those might seem like small
things, but it affects the overdl sdf-esteem. But they aren’t comfortable talking about
them. Sometimes it redlly helps if we focus on ther strengths, and then they will be more
open to health and dental services and so on. Strengths helps many be more open.”
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“The State risk and needs assessment and one [form] our department looked at a couple
of years ago...we looked at risk and protective factors, and to me thisis just arefresher.
Sowhat | am doing now is...it'snot like it changed everything, but | am looking more

for activities for the kid to do and stting down and discussing. One kid wanted to shoot
his bow, and we had a big discussion about the family doing this together, and they went
on their way home and bought him some new arrows, and he got ajob so he could go out
and buy himsdf anew bow. We have dways looked at these questions, but till focused
alot on what is the problem. Now | spend more of my time talking or thinking about
pogitive activities.”

“I have noticed that this group iswriting thingslike, “I will try to encourage him to get
into an extracurricular activity.” Thereisthat involvement with a postive activity ...
usualy mom and dad would take care of needs, but now we are taking care of his needs
by using his strengths. Tapping in to those resources is an important thing.”

“The check-in gppointments are alot more fun! Instead of looking at the reformation
plan and asking if they have done each thing, we are talking about things like the job and
how it isgoing. It is more fun for the youth and more fun for me.”

2. What challenges are you facing?
Washington County:

“Some of the questions are hard for the younger kids. | smplified it, but had to be careful
not to be leading them.”

“| had alot of DD* kids, and it was difficult to get through the whole interview with
them. It was way too long, and | wasn't ableto do it al at that Sitting. | had to explain
terms and concepts.”

“Finding the flow in getting the questions answered for the strengtht based piece and
incorporating the risk tool...sometimes | focus more on one than the other and lose
something... Modly it was finding my own flow.”

“A lot of times they answered things before | asked the questions...For alot of interviews
| don’t want to use the whole tool because | dready have that information.”

“I' had one family who didn’t finish because it took too long. So now | do food around
it—pizzal”

“I never do super long-term gods. | do short-term from one gppointment to the next. ..
don't think they can see beyond two weeks. The kids are making up stuff for three
months and Sx months”

* Developmentally delayed
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“One-month and three-month gods. Long term isjust ayear. | found that these kids can
project ayear, but not five or ten years.”

“I had a client the other day, a 16-year-old femae. For many of the strength-based
questions she kept saying, ‘I don't know.” So | said, ‘ These are the most important
questions | am going to ask you today,” and | was slent. When she saw that we weren't
going anywhere until 1 got some of these answers, then she started talking. She didn’t
expect these kinds of questions, but then she started giving good answers.”

Multnomah County:
“For the older girls[16+], it isadmost too childish, so | have to reword it.”

“The girls sometimes redly have a hard time seeing what they are good at. | try to get
them to see beyond, ‘| can play basketball,’ or ‘1 can braid hair’ to things like the ability
to get to school every day, so that their challenges can come out to be a positive.”

“My biggest problem is with the parents struggling to say positive things. Some appear
not to want to say anything nice.”

“My origind one[challenge] was procragtination. Then | felt the hammer of
[supervisor].”

When asked why she put it off, the case manager’ s response was. “ The newness. Not
clear. Trying to get the right definitions, to focus. It was easier when | saw what a couple
of othersdid.”

“1 don't think it is difficult. My struggle was getting organized and putting it into case
plans. For me, it seems repetitive—doing two things [she is referring to the Y CA and the
risk assessment]. Thereisalot of continuous stuff that we have to do. | like to play with
my girls and go out and hang out, and it is hard for me to St at my desk.”

“I find mysdlf...being frustrated with trying to get the others to see the positive things--
because there are negative things. | was asked, 'Why are you so sensitive? ... They saw it
as rewarding the kid. The frugration is within the community piece now without being
caled softy and sengtive.”

“Once you get that information, what do you do with it? If it is going to flow, it should
flow in that the Y CA questions should flow to the probation contract.”

“There is amogt a sense of accountability for even our lower risk kids that we shouldn't
be incorporating into our resources. Like getting them into anger management where they
are meeting true thugs. When | am doing a thorough assessment and writing these
resources, | wonder if someone will be auditing me and say | have done absolutely
nothing [the case manager’ s concern is that it may look like he has done nothing to hook
them up with resources, when the case may be that they don't need it, being low risk, and
getting it may even be detrimenta to the youth because of the other youth he will met].
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Clackamas County:

“The only thing | fed pressure by isthe timeframes [of the pilot sudy] and choosing
people [for the pilot sample] that | didn’'t necessarily think are appropriate for what you
want. Like sex offenders—| won't use them. | have agroup of five kids that are 10-11
yearsold, and it isafirst time charge, and | won't keep their case open. | had a group of
five girlsthat did aburglary, and | had met with them before and didn’t know | could use
them [to pilot the Y CA], but now | understand that | can. We need more time to do that
[recruit the sample] because we haven't had alot of referrals.”

“I don’t even have a problem asking familiesif they want to participate with an interview
or tape, but not up front. It istense and hogtile sometimes &t firdt. If | could build a
relationship firg, that would work better. | think after you have met with some of them a
while you will have them open up and be more interactive.”

“1 think it isthe middle-levd kid this works best with. The low risk kid seemsto be low

risk because they have strengths. The high-risk kids we have doing so many thingsthat |
find this works best with the middle kids who have some strengths to build on but not so

many issues and concerns that we don't have time to build.”

3. Arethere other places where you noticed changes?

Washington County:

“Rapport with the kids. They are so used to *What have you done wrong? insteed of
‘“What have you donewdl? It isadifferent mindset.”

“It affects their motivation, too—an ‘| am going to comply because freedom, family, and
my future are important to me.” That isawhole different maotivation for one of the
biggest pieces of this”

“Kids arefinishing their contracts quicker than ever before. They seem to be just jJumping
in and getting it done ingtead of languishing...”

Multnomah County:

“I don't think it isthistool as much asitisalot of suff...In the bigger picture, it is gredt,
but thisis just one more thing to do.”

“Asfar asmeeting thekids, | fed like | have more opportunity because | can say, ‘Why
did you lose your job? and | can refer back to their strengths. .. Instead of saying, ‘ Damn
man, you lost your job again.’ It can be an asset if you have that information handy and
can organizeit.”
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“Like so many things that we have been alocated to do, the accountability isn't there. There
arealot of very independent people doing this job. They have their own styles, and it is
difficult to incorporate new things. If [the manager] is being atickler, then they are doing

it. If that doesn’t happen, they won't do it. A lot do a strengths-based approach anyway.”

“One thing we have been doing in our unit istalk about it and help each other out. | think
it has been helpful to discuss this. Someone might say, “This question is repetitive,” and
someone says, “ There are other ways we can do that.” So | think if the unit could develop
this process, it would be good.”

“Indtitutionaly we are introducing the new mindset of strengths. In adjudication where |
am, the kids and parents are shocked by the strengths-based stuff. They want a pound of
flesh or maybe two.”

Clackamas County:

“Time condraints. | fed like | have to readjust my priorities and put this ahead of what |
would have done. | fed pressureto haveit dl written out when | don’t think it should be
the top priority.”

“Typing too much.”

4. Anything else about how the youth and parents react to the process?
Washington County:

[Referring to aLatino youth] “The mom wanted to know why we were asking these
[strengths-based] questions. Culturdly Latinos don't normally focus on one skill or
ability. They seeit more globally. It was asking the kid directly, and that was very
different for them...their comfort level was low with the questions because alot of them
point directly to the kid.”

“What | found is that some of it is environment. One had no dreams or gods [when Dad
was present], but when | was with her done taking in the park, she did have dreams and
gods—and alot to say about Dad.”

[Referring to a phone conversation with a youth's father, who was not happy that the
counsdlor (being concerned for the children’s safety) asked the child answering the phone
if an adult was at home] “The father was defensve and rude....but when | got around to
why | was cdling, he said, ‘No problem.” He remembers the strength- based interview |
had with his son, and | think that speaks to the strengths-based interview.”

Multnomah County:

“It isthe same process, just more in-depth questions.”
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“| am seeing changes with some of the girls. At firg they have ahard time identifying
grengths unless they have high saif-esteem and can tell you their strengths dl day long.

Over three to four months, | see the girls maturing. Since it is documented, you can seeit.
Sometimes | didn’t write down a strength right away. Maybe at the third or fourth meeting.”

Clackamas County:

“Thereis no wrong answer. Every answer you get is hdpful.”

5. Have there been any changesin the culture of the juvenile department or your
unit?

Washington County:

“A couple of people who aren’t doing it have asked, ‘When are we going to get to do
this? People are getting interested in it.”

“The gtrengths- based assessment has been a huge plus in the progress of the kid. We
redizeit in our bi-weeklies, find evaduations, and in the way we ded with our kids”

“The follow-up process at resdentiad is much easer.”

“When | am asking strengths-based questions, they are more willing to give me strengths
a resdentia because they have been informed that it will help them. They are all willing.
None say it is stupid. They know it isimportant. | tell them it will be beneficid for them
in the future, and they have dl thistime, so why not?’

Multnomah County:

“In our unit, one of the things we try to do as awhole unit is when kids come in we come
out and greet them. Even though there is a receptionist. So that when they comein we
can al acknowledge them and ask, “What is new in your life?” The reason isthat kids
don’'t hear enough about how well they are doing, and what they do hear isthe negtive.
That is conagtent with dl the adultsin therr life. It isredly how you say it to them. We
are dready doing alot of strengths-based stuff. If people can recognize that, it won't
seem as difficult when you hear strengths-based.”

6. Have there been any unexpected changes or unexpected outcomes, positive or
negative?
Washington County:

“A lot of parents are telling their kids that they admire them, and it gets emotiond....some
gart talking about chemica dependency, even their own, and they are going out and
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choosing their own resources. ..a couple got their family into counsdling.” When asked
what she attributes this to, the case manager said, “Helping them think differently. Taking
out the accusing and just discussing it. Now | have parents say, ‘| have problems, too, and
so does my kid.” | don't tell them what to do, but they cal back later and say, ‘We are
getting help.””

[Referring to how the processis going in the court unit] “We have so much materid to
cover at release, and the god isto get out of here. On the other hand, it has been good
because it helps dow things down alittle to say, ‘What goas do you have, and how can
we help you? and not aways be so focused on the crime.”

“Kids are funny, they will say, ‘What will the judge want to see—I will tdl you some
goas What would he like meto say?”

Multnomah County:

“Some of my clients' interests. | had no idea they had those interests. One couldn’t say
anything positive about his mother.”

“I have akid that is6'4,” and hisinterest is babysitting! He walked into my office, and |
said, ‘What do you liketo do? He sad, ‘I like babystting.” His mom and everyone says
he does it well. | am working on getting him certified with CPR, etc. | went to his house
and saw him, and he has it organized! He doesit alot. He has been doing it for the last
three years and getting paid for it. He istaking care of foster kids who haven't had a
chance to do much, and he takes them to the zoo and OM Sl [Oregon Museum of Science
and Industry], etc. He takes them on the bus. He and his girlfriend.”

7. Are there any training needs that have emerged or things you know now that
you wish you had known earlier?

Washington County:

“Tomeit wasredly stressful when | did thefirst one[Y CA] because | didn’t know how
to present it. It was so nebulous that no one knew. But it has evolved with everyone. It
might be reassuring to let people know that whatever you take out of it...Just give
someone asample and say, ‘ Thisis what the questions are, and these are some samples of
end products.””

“A video of one that was successful would be good.”
“...1 talked about my short time span when | work with the youth, and you talked about

trying to modify the tool and offered to hep mewithit. I think that would be helpful.
Maybe keeping the door open to help develop it.”
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“I think it would be hdpful to normaizethat it is a struggle because you are developing

your own strengths too, because it is an evolution in developing your own strengths. So
people need to know that it is normal, but a necessary process.”

“When you ask kids who they can talk to or confide in, | wondered if | should talk to that
person and ask the kid if that is OK to do that. But at that time in the conversation | didn’t
want to inject some paranoia that | would broaden...was | supposed to help develop that?’

“I had agirl that wasinterested in hair, and we found out that she can go to the hair
design school and gt in. That came up from the tool.”

“Once you identify an adult he admires, then one of your exercises could beto say, ‘I
want you to interview this person and here' salist of questions—find out how they got to
where they are’ | think the adult would enjoy that as wdll. | will work on that.”

“We haven't had aforum for how people do case work, so this[case managers focus
group] has been apostive.”

Multnomah County:
“When you find out their strengths, plugging them into. .. various connections. Because |
am not interested in calling dl these people to get the kids hooked up. So that iswhere |
drop the ball. It takes along time. Some things are hard to hook kids up with.”
“Moreinterview techniques. Y ou get stuck sometimes.”
“Smdll groups. Not the whole department. A couple of units at atime.”
“How do you agpply the strengths-based to the case plan?’
“There are incons stencies with the JCP [risk assessment] and the YCA. Thekidstell you
the strengths and then on the risk assessment you get opposite things (on the risk, family
isviolent; on the strengths, the family is wonderful).”

“Some gaff need training because they think they can do one and leave the other behind.
They are getting a mixed message from the department.”

“Interview gyle. Thisform firg, this form second, and then how do you put it into the
case plan.”

Clackamas County:

“We know how to ask the questions, but now what? New training from you will hdp me
connect the strengths and make the case progress.”
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8. What are some ways we can help staff make those connections?
Clackamas County:

“Searching for resourcesis alot of extrawork.”

“We could ask the Diverson Board what they are usng.”

“We can talk about other things like a concept like a community project, and leave it up
to the kid to figure out what he could do. Even just figuring it out, even if he didn’t do, it
isagreat process.”

“Like TonyaHarding sad, change it from ‘detention’ to ‘R&R!"”

Summary of Focus Group Findings

Overdl, severd themes emerged from the focus groupsin Year 2, after theinitia
implementation of the tool, that can be categorized as benefits and chalenges of the Y CA.

Benefits of the YCA

Helps gather more and different informeation

Héeps youth and family fed more comfortable, share more, and buy into the process
(motivates changes)

Helpsidentify ideas and resources
Makes follow-up gppointments more enjoyable
Seems to facilitate quicker completion of court requirements

Challenges of the YCA

Finding the right questions (wording) for different ages and developmentd levels
Helping parents (and some youth) see positives

Using the Y CA with the most appropriate youth

Finding the balance between dl the different forms (paperwork) and tasks of the job
Chalenging the mindset of parents, people in the community, other juvenile justice Saff
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Youth and Parent/Guardian Interviews
(See Appendix E for youth and parent/guardian interview questions)

Fifty-four (54) youth who were involved in the pilot or comparison juvenile departments and at
least one parent or guardian of each youth (61), were interviewed in person or by phone in order
to gather information about their experiences at assessment. Participation was voluntary, and
each youth and parent/guardian who participated in an interview received a $10 gift certificate as
an incentive.

Four pilot youth (13.5%) were interviewed without a parent/guardian. Reasons included parent
refusd, no parent; youth is 18 years old. Three comparison (4.9%) and 8 pilot (13%) parents
were interviewed without their child being interviewed as well. The most common reason was
that the youth could not be located or scheduled, followed by youth refusal, guardian refusing to
dlow youth to be interviewed, and alawyer refusing to dlow youth to be interviewed.

Table 1. Sample Sizesfor Youth and Parent/Guardian I nterviews

Sample Szes Y outh Parent/guardian Totas
Filot 40 44 84
Comparison 14 17 31
Totals 54 61 115

Demographics

Y outh in the interview sample were predominantly mae (69%), which is areflection of
proportions found in juvenile justice settings. They ranged in age from 13 to 18 and had amean
age of 16. Aswould be expected in Oregon, the sample was primarily white (71%). The rest of
the sample was Black/African American (10%), Native American (4%), Hispanic (2%), or some
other race/ethnicity (4%). Parents/guardians who participated in the interviews were
predominantly female (68%).

Significant Differences Between Pilot and Comparison Counties

There were severa areas where youth and parent/guardian responses differed sgnificantly
between the pilot and comparison samples. These findings are summarized below by question.
The youth were more likdly to rate their experiences differently between the pilot and
comparison sites than the parents/guardians were.

In generd, youth from the pilot counties were significantly more pogtive about their early
experiences with their departments than youth from the comparison county”. Some significant
differences between the pilot and comparison counties were found for both youth and
parents/guardians on questions about whether youth would have been treated differently for a
variety of reasons (see Table 2). These findings, while interesting, are somewhat complex.

® All of the pilot counties had a greater proportion of youth with felony charges than the comparison county, so these
differences are not attributabl e to the youth being involved in less serious crimes.
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The verbatim responses are described later in this section and illugtrate the different ways that
participants interpreted these questions.

In generd, pilot and comparison youth did not differ in their perceptions about whether
they would be treated differently on the basis of race or culturd background, though they did
differ in their belief that other factors might influence their treetment, with more comparison youth
endorsing thet belief. Parents/guardians from the comparison county, on the other hand, were more
likely to believe their child would be treated differently, with some parents/guardians reporting
their believe that some racid/cultura groups received access to more services than others. The
direction of the findings were reversed for parents /guardians belief that differentia trestment
might occur for other reasons. In this question, more pilot parents endorsed the belief and none of
the comparison parents/guardians did.
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Table 2. Significant Differ ences Between Pilot and Comparison I nterview Samples

Question Y outh or Filot Comparison | Scale
Parent/Guardian
How positive were the Y outh Mean: 2.8 | Mean: 2.1 O=Not at dl
first few mestings? positive,
Very or Very or 4= Completdy
somewha | somewhat postive
positive: positive:
69.5% 41.6%
Not at all Not &t all
positive: positive:
5.6% 16.7%
When you camein for Y outh 85% Yes 55% Yes Yesor No
the first few mesetings,
did your counsdlor/p.o.
care about your point of
view?
Did your counsdor/p.o. Y outh 86% Yes 42% Yes Yesor No
ask you about good
things about yoursdlf?
Did your counsdor/p.o. Y outh 79% Yes 100% Yes Yesor No
talk about things you
had done wrong and
what you needed to do
to make up for it?
Do you think you would Y outh 14% Yes 42% Yes Yesor No
have been treated
differently for any other
reason?®
Do you think your child Parent/Guardian | 8% Yes 33% Yes Yesor No
would have been treated
differently if shelhe was
adifferent race or had a
different skin color or
nationdity or language?
Do you think you would Parent/Guardian | 19% Yes 0% Yes Yesor No
have been treated
differently for any other
reason?

® Previous questions had asked about differential treatment due to gender and race/ethnicity. Differences on these
guestions were not significant.
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Descriptive Findings from the Pilot Sites

We a0 looked & the interviews for the pilot samples specificaly, and noted some smilarities
and differences between the youth and their parents/guardians. When asked whether they were
given asay in the things they needed to do for the accountability components (such as choosing
community services locations or amechanism for making money to pay retitution),
parents/guardians rated their child’ s level of choice smilarly to their child’ srating. Around 40%
sad the child had no say and about 20% said they had alot of say. The differences between
parents/'guardians and youth on this question were not satisticaly significant. On the other hand,
parents/guardians felt that they themselves were given less say than their child.

Table 3. Choices Regarding Accountability: Pilot Sample

A lot A litlle None
Filot youth 21.3% 38.3% 40.4%
Rilot parent/guardian — sf 21.1% 18.4% 60.5%
Rilot parent/guardian — child 18.4% 36.8% 44.7%

The following table illustrates some other questions where pilot youth and their

parents/guardians were Smilar or different in their perceptions of their early experience with the
juvenile department. Almost everyone interviewed fdlt that their counsd or/probation officer was
helpful and fair, yet youth were lesslikely to rate their counsd or/probation officer as sengtive to
their family’ s background than parents/'guardians were. Most of the youth (83%) who rated the
probation officers as not sengitive (3 or less) were Black/African American. Race did not appear
as aclear pattern to explain for parents /guardians’ ratings.

Table 4. Descriptive Findings from the Pilot Sites

Question Y outh Parent/Guardian Scde
Wasyour counselor/probation | 91% Yes 86% Yes Yesor No
officer hdpful?
How fair do you fed your Mean: 8.3 Mean: 8.6 1= Not far
counselor/p.o. was with 10 =Veay far
you/your child? 55.6% rated p.o. asa | 76.3% rated p.o.

9or 10 asa9or 10
How sensitive was your Mean: 6.9 Mean: 8.2 1=Notat dl
counsglor/p.o. to your family’s sengdtive
background or to experiences 34.3% said 9 or 10 70.2% said9or 10 | 10=Very
you have had because of your 17.1% sad3orless | 81% sad 3 orless | sengtive
race, ethnicity, etc.?’

Following is a summary of comments about Y CA interview questions whose responses garnered
sgnificant differences between the pilot and comparison samples.

" Difference between youth and parent/guardian on this question are approaching statistical significance (p = .055)
and the Chi-square is significant.
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Pilot Group Responses Compared to Comparison Group Responses

Y outh Question 2: When you camein for the first meetings, did your counsdlor/probation
officer care about your point of view (your fedings, your side of the story?) Were there things
he/she said or ways he/she acted that made you fed this way?

Summary of youth responsesto Question 2:

Comments offered by the comparison county youth were amost evenly divided between positive
comments about the interview/counsd or, such as, “ She cares about me,” and less strengths-based
comments such as, “He just told me how things were going to go and asked what | thought about
that.” A greater proportion of pilot county youth offered positive comments about their
interview/counsdor than offered neutral or negative responses.

Youth Question 3a: Did your counselor/probation officer ask you about good things about
yourself? What did you talk about?

Summary of youth responsesto Question 3a:

Seven of the 12 comparison youth (58.3%) who responded to this question said that they were
not asked about good things about themsalves. Although one of those youth said, “I don’t know
that she ever actualy asked me to name them,” the youth adso said, “ Shetellsme alot of good
things about me dl thetime.” Five of the 12 youth (41.7%) were asked about good things, such
as “Goals and suff,” “How | did in school, and “What my hobbies are.”

Of the 32 pilot youth who responded to this question, only one (3.1%) said he was not asked
about good things about himsdlf. Instead, “They just told mewhat | did wrong and told me |

need to write an apology letter and do community service.” Four of the 32 pilot youth (12.5%)
could not remember whether they were asked about good things about themsalves, and 27 of the
32 pilot youth (84.4%) said that they were asked about good things. These are some of the good
things that they talked with their counsdors about: “I’ m good at getting dong with others, “1 am
good at volleybdl, drawing, and working out at the gym,” “My plansfor life,” “Good with
computers, “I’m into cars and Stuff.”

Y outh Question 5: Did your counselor/probation officer talk about things you had done wrong
and what you needed to do to make up for it? What did he/she tell you?

Summary of youth responsesto Question 5:

About 79% of the comparison group youth (11 of 14 respondents) made comments indicating
that their counselor/p.o. talked about what they did wrong and the consequences. The remaining
three comparison group youth (21.4%) mentioned things in addition to accountability, such as

“ Accountability was not the entire focus of the interview. She dso spoke of raionships,” “ She
focused more on the solution,” and “ She would usudly just say, ‘It'sinthe past,” and then give
me advice on how to do theright thing.”

About 73% of the pilot group youth dso said their counsdor/p.o. talked about what they did
wrong and the consequences, but did not mention other topics of conversation. Seven pilot youth
(21.9%) mentioned other things that their counselor talked about, including: “He talked about
things other than what | had to do,” “ That was never redly part of it,” and “Not much focus on
this. She spoke of changing stuff.” Two pilot youth mentioned that the counsdor talked about
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either what they had done wrong or what they needed to do to make up for it, though not both.
They said, “He doesn't talk about what | did, he just talks about what | need to do,” and “ She
sad it, but in adifferent way. She asked me what happened...She said | was agood kid who was
at the wrong place with the wrong people.”

Y outh Question 7: How positive wer e these first few meetings?
Summary of youth responsesto Question 7:

Two of the seven comments (28.6%) offered by comparison youth said their first few meetings
were pogitive, saying the meetings were “Pretty good,” and “1 don’t mind going to see her,
because she' s not mean.” Two of those who said their meetings were not positive commented,
“At first she was drict and demanding, but it was not very good for me because | kept
recommitting crimes” “Never any postive, just if you do something wrong, I’'m going to put
you in detention.”

More than hdf of the pilot youth comments (7 out of 13) indicated thet their first few meetings
were positive. Comments included, “ She [p.o.] smiled and laughed alot,” “Nothing realy bad
happened,” and “ She was alway's positive, about everything.” Pilot youth who did not think their
mestings were positive said, “His whole attitude. He made me fed so uncomfortable,” “...the
meeting was awaste,” and “It was alittle bit positive and mostly negative.”

Y outh Question 11a: How do you think your counselor/probation officer would describe you?
Summary of youth responsesto Question 11a:

Twelve of the 14 comparison youth (85.7%) who offered commentsin response to this question
thought their counsgl or/probation officer would describe them at least partidly in a positive way.
For example, “She’d say, ‘Oh, | think he's asmart young man, but he can get in trouble
sometimes,”” “Quiet, but followed the rules,” and, “ She' d describe me as a nice person” Two
youth didn’t know how the counselor would describe them, and one comparison youth thought
the counsdor would have something negative to say.

The mgority of the pilot youth also thought that their counsdors would describe them positively.
Thirty of the 39 youth (76.9%) who commented on this question mentioned positive things that
they thought the counselor would say about them, such as. “He' d say I'm a good kid who broke
the rules” “Funny and respongble, yet mischievous,” and, “I am hard working in anything thet |
do.” Seven of the 39 youth who commented (17.9%) did not know how their counse ors would
describe them, and two pilot youth (5.1%) thought they would be described at least partidly ina
negative way, for example: “She'd say | have abad attitude’ and “Very stubborn, very set in my
ways and determined.”

Parent/Guar dian Question 14a: Do you think your child would have been treated differently if
she/he was a different race or had a different skin color or nationality or language?

Summary of parent/guardian responsesto Question 14a:

Some parents/guardians in the comparison group thought that their children would have been
treated differently if they were Higpanic or Black. For example, “If she were Hispanic they
would have gotten her an interpreter. They would have babied her and that is not OK,” and, “He
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[Higpanic p.o.] went to their house for dinner and would not come to our house for dinner. They
are treated better because they are Hispanic.” However, another parent said, “ One of the girlsin
the group is Mexican, and she tregis her the same as everyone ese” Still others thought their
children would have been treated differently if they were another race, but in a negative way,
such as. “She was nice to [daughter, who looks white] until | [mother, who appearsto be Black
or bi-racid] showed up. Severa parents/guardians [both of white and of non-white children] in
the pilot groups thought that al children are treated the same, and one thought that her p.o. was
“very culturdly senstive.” Another parent thought her child would have gotten more servicesif
she were norn+white because her perception was that non-whites would have received more
services. One parent in the pilot group thought her child should have been dedt with differently
and would have been if she were male or of another race, “but she looks very harmless and sweet
to them because sheisablond, pretty girl.”

Y outh Question 16b: Do you think you would have been treated differently for any other reasons
[other than if you were a different race, or had a different skin color or nationality or language] ?

Summary of youth responsesto Question 16b:

Six of the 7 comparison youth (85.7%) who commented on this question said that they would
have been treated differently for other reasons, such as. “...my age,” and “Being agirl, being bi-
racid, and being the youngest of six kids’ [three of whom had been in trouble dso]. Being
trested differently was mentioned in a positive light, as well. For example, “If | kept bresking the
rules, she would have been more srict on me.” The comparison youth who that she would not
have been treated differently said, “I think if | were American (white), she would till have asked
me questions about my family.”

Seven of the ten pilot youth (70%) who commented on this question gave these other reasons for
being treeted differently, “He s Sricter with kids that give him more trouble,” “1 think he treated
me alittle different because hisfirst impresson was tha of agood kid who didn’t belong in the
juvenilejustice system. | view it asapositive,” and “Because of how | look.” This young woman
sad that they dways focus on how pretty sheisand not on how inteligent. A Smilar comment
was made by another youth who said, “Some girls are redly pretty and they get treated better.
They get more privileges...”

Parent/Guar dian Question 14b: Do you think your child would have been treated differently
for any other reasons [ besides race, skin color, nationality, or language] ?

Summary of parent/guardian responsesto Question 14b:

Parents/guardians in the comparison group and in the pilot groups had avariety of “other” reasons
why their children would have been treeted differently, athough none of the responses indicated a
difference between the comparison and the pilot groups. Responses from the two groups included
one comparison group parent/guardian who thought her children would have been trested
differently—perhaps more harshly—because they have ardative working at probation.

Another said of her daughter, “Sheis very pretty. He [counsdor] would give her rides home...”
[When asked if her prettiness was the reason he did that, she said, “No.”]

Two parents/guardians of youth in the pilot sample thought that their children would have been
treated differently if they committed abigger or different offense. Two others thought their
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children would have been given a more severe sentence [which the parents were in favor of] if they
had gotten in trouble previoudy or if they were Black or Mexican. Another parent/guardian
wondered if her child’ s mistakes were taken as flagrant violations because heis so smart. One
parent/guardian was concerned that children whose parents/guardians could not pay would be
treated differently by the court because they would have to find a different way to pay for damages.

Youth Question 19: What could your counselor/probation officer have done to make the first
meetings [ the assessment process] a more positive experience for you?

Summary of youth responsesto Question 19:

Almog hdf of the comparison youth who responded to this question said that there was nothing
more the counselor could have done to make the first meetings more positive. Suggestions from
other comparison youth included, “Not thresten me,” “ She could’ ve listened more,” and “ She
could have treated me equaly no matter my gender or race of my parents.”

About two-thirds of the pilot group agreed that there was nothing more that could have been
done. Severd mentioned, “It was pretty postive.” Another youth commented, “...therewas a
much better feding when we left...he wragpped it up with, ‘We Il get through this. Everything
will be okay.”” Suggestions from the pilot youth included, “Tak to me more...instead of my
mom,” *“He could have told me why | was charged with this and help me understand it more,”
and “ She could have been more straight out and fair.”

Parent/Guar dian Question 16 (corresponds to youth question 19, directly above): What could
your child’s counsel or/probation officer have done to make the first meetings [ the assessment
process| a more positive experience for you?”

Summary of parent/guardian responsesto Question 16:

Aswith the youth, amost haf of the parents/guardians in the comparison group who commented
agreed that there was nothing more that the counsdor could have done to make the first meetings more
pogitive. Suggestions from other parents/guardians included, “Not bring in the race card; previous
judgment of ssters and brothers” and, “Put the focus on the family as awhole...they are nice to the
abusive, abandoning acoholic parents, but they did not know what to do with us.”

The same proportion of pilot group parents/guardians (2/3) who commented agreed with the pilot
group youth that there was nothing else that the counselor could have done. Suggestions for
improvement included, “More time between the meeting and court,” “Maybe be more direct to [youth]
about what he expected,” “...have alittle more knowledge of the time frames about the procedures of
the court,” and “He could have been more friendly and willing to listen and answer questions.”

Pilot Youth Feedback to Staff

Most youth in the pilot group felt thet first meetings were positive and had no suggestions for
their counsdors. Suggestions from the other youth included:

Taking more to the youth directly, rather than the parent
Helping the youth better understand the charges and the reasons for them
Being more direct and fair
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Pilot Parent/Guardian Feedback to Staff

Most pilot group parents/guardians felt positively about the assessment meetings. Suggestions
from the others included:

Having more time between the meeting and court

Being more direct to the youth about the staff’ s expectations

Having more knowledge about the time frames/procedures of the court
Being more friendly, willing to listen and answer questions

Challenges with the Youth and Parent/Guardian | nterviews

Severd dataissues emerged during the youth and parent/guardian interview process. The first
was that the concept of “assessment” was much more complicated than we anticipated. The
research team had expected that youth and parents/guardians would come to the juvenile
department for an assessment gppointment (probably their first gopointment), at which time the
assessment would take place. We thought it would be an identifigble time referent for families
However, we soon learned, from both staff and families, that “ assessment” happens over a period
of time, and may encompass severd different gppointments, some of which include the
parent/guardian and some which do not. The assessment appointment and/or process was
different in the different counties and even within counties based on the unit within the
department or individud staff person that the youth would be involved with. Thus, the concept of
the “assessment” was broadened in the interview to be referred to as “the first few mesetings”

We dso were chalenged to identify and reach youth and parents/guardians soon after their
“assessment” period. In some cases, the research team did not receive contact information from
the county until months after the assessment had taken place, and then we often had a difficult
time (trandating into additiona weeks or months) locating the family and gaining permission to
interview them. We believe that in some instances this delay coud impact the accuracy of the
responses due to decreased memories about the initiad meetings or changesin perceptions that
occurred in the interim.

Finally, the pilot sample was comprised of agroup of youth and parents/guardians who were
assessed with the Y CA early in the implementation period, before juvenile department staff
members were completely practiced and comfortable with it. Thistiming could have minimized
the impact that the Y CA had on the assessment process and the youth and/or parents/guardians

perceptions of it.

Even with these factors, and afarly smdl sample sze, we were able to identify sgnificant
differences between the pilot and comparison samplesin some areas, as were described in
this section.

Summary of Youth and Parent/Guardian I nterview Findings

These are the highlights of what the first set of youth and parents/guardians who experienced the
Y CA tool shared with usin Year 2, and reflect sgnificant findings between pilot and comparison
familieswhere gpplicable.
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Pilot Site Youth...

Rated the first few meetings with the department as more positive than comparison site youth
Were more likely to say that their counsel or/probation officer cared about their point of view
Were more than twice as likely to report that their counselor/probation officer asked them

about their (youths') strengths

Were less likely to report that their counselor/probation officer talked about what they did wrong

Were less likely than comparison youth to believe that they would have been treated
differently if they had been adifferent person (however, not on the basis of gender or race)

Pilot Parents/Guardians...

Were more likely to bdlieve that their child would have been treated differently if he/she
had been a different race/nationdity

Were |esslikdy to bdieve that their child would have been treated differently for other
reasons (besides gender and race)

Were more likely than the youth to fed that the counsdlor/probation officer was sensitive
to the family's background or culture

Almog dl pilot youth and parents/guardians fdlt that their counsel or/probation officer was
helpful and far.

Videotapes of Assessment Interviews

Prior to videotaping assessment interviews, NPC Research developed a coding plan that
contained categories for strengths-based practice, cultural competence, and non-verba
cues/interview atmosphere. Coders who were not familiar with the project or the Y CA were
trained to view the videotapes and code them according to the coding plan (see Appendix F).
Recruiting saff and families to be videotaped during assessment interviews proved to be a
challenge, but 10 pilot tapes and 4 comparison tapes were eventually completed.

Coding Plan

Strengths-Based Practice

There are 10 items in the coding plan related to “ Strengths-Based Practice.”

o Uk~ w NP

Asks about strengths

Points out positives

Uses dtrengths

Encourages youth/family involvement

Moves toward a positive plan

Uses reparation of harm as alearning process
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7. Focuses on the future

8. Individudized planning

9. Encourages community connection

10. Encourages development of youth's hedthy identity

Each item is scored on the following scde

O=Absent

1=Minima

2=Somewhat

3=Mosly/Always

Minus (-)=Does the opposite (e.g., instead of encouraging, actively discourages) [coded as—1]

Aninterview could receive a Strengths- Based Practice score ranging from —10 to 30.

Each videotape was coded by a minimum of two raters. The raters scores were averaged and
then each tape recelved a sum score. The groups then were given mean scores.

s Mean overd| Strengths-Based Practice score of the Y CA group: 21.5
% Mean overd|l Strengths-Based Practice score of the comparison group: 6.3

The difference between these two groups is datisticaly sgnificant.
Cultural Competence

Cultural competence was coded using five items:
1. Language
2. Race/ehnicity

Culturd senstivity

Comfortable with difference

Age, gender, and culture appropriateness

o b~ w

These items were aso coded on the -1 to 3 scae, with the exception of race/ethnicity, which was
ayesno question asking whether the race/ethnicity of the counselor appeared to be matched to
the racelethnicity of the youth/family.

An interview could receive a Culturad Competence score ranging from —4 to 13.

% Mean overal Culturd Competence score of the YCA group: 11.1
+ Mean overdl Cultural Competence score of the comparison group: 9.2

The difference between these two groupsis not Satistically sgnificant. We later received
feedback from one of the Nationd Advisory Pand members who has worked closely with the

NPC Research 1 May 2004



comparison county that this county has focused considerable resources to address the issue of
cultura competence, which could be one reason for the non-ggnificant difference here.

Non-Verbal Cues and Interview Atmosphere

There are Six items that comprise this area; however, because alarge proportion of the videotapes
did not include a parent/guardian, we used only the items that are sarred in the anayses.

Positive gaff qudities/actions*

Positive atmosphere*

Respectful atmosphere*

Acknowledgement of youth and parent/guardian
Y outh engagement*

Parent/guardian engagement

o g bk wdhE

An interview could receive aNon-Verba Cues and Interview Atmaosphere score ranging from —4 to 12.

s Mean overdl NonVerba Cues and Interview Atmosphere score of the Y CA group: 10.0
% Mean overdl Non-Verba Cuesand Interview Atmosphere score of the comparison
group: 7.3

The difference between these two groups is datistically sgnificant.

Coding Challenges

Some items in the video coding plan proved to be challenging to code. Because the videotape
captured only a portion of the interactions between a youth and her/his counsd or/probation

officer, and (as mentioned earlier) the assessment actualy could take place over severd
appointments, we were not dways sure if information or area was covered outside of the taping
time, that i, a aprior or subsequent appointment. Coders were instructed to code only what they
observed in the videotape; if an item was not observed, it was coded as “absent.” Strengths-based
practice was the most straightforward section to code.

Summary of Videotape Coding Results

While the sample of videos was smdl, the findings were quite dramatic. It was clear that
components of strengths-based practice could be observed and that using the Y CA appeared to
be more strengths-based than juvenile jugtice saff members who did not receive strengths
training or use the tool.

Y CA tapes were coded as sgnificantly higher on *“ Strengths-Based Practice” than the
comparison tapes

Y CA tapes were not significantly different from comparison tapes on “Culturd
Competence’

Y CA tapes were coded as sgnificantly more positive on “Non-Verba Cues’ and
“Interview Atmosphere’
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Key Stakeholder Interviews

Key gakeholders, asidentified by YCA Loca Advisory Board members from each pilot county,
wereinterviewed in order to obtain preliminary data about whether the pilot project impacted the
juvenile departments beyond the pilot teams. Thirteen key stakeholders, including judges, public
defenders, didtrict attorneys, treatment providers, and juvenile department saff not involved in
the pilot, were interviewed.

In September 2002, each Y CA pilot site (Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington Counties)
was asked to suggest key stakeholdersin their system or community who would have
information or a perspective thet they thought should be gathered before recommendations were
made for changes to the Y outh Competency Assessment (Y CA) tooal, the strengths process, or
the strengths training. The Sites were told that implications for case planning and youth outcomes
were of specid interest. In addition, the Sites were asked what they thought was important
information to gather, and whether they had specific questions to suggest for inclusonin the
stakeholder interviews.

Following are the key stakeholder questions and a summary of their responses.
Key Stakeholder Questions and Summary of Responses

1. What do you know about the strengths-based pilot that is being implemented in your
county’ s juvenile department?

Twelve of the thirteen respondents (92%) had at least heard of the strengths-based pilot, and
reported knowledge ranging anywhere from alittle to quite abit. A few mentioned that they
went to atraining or meetings on the subject. One person did not know anything abot it.

2. Have you seen any changes or impact in any way? |f so, when did you start to notice this?

Seven of the thirteen respondents (54%) said they have not seen any changes or impact, dthough
one person qudified that by saying that it istoo early to see such things. Areas where the
remaining Six respondents (46%)® saw changes or impact included:

An effort to look at strengths-based criteria coming from policy.

Differencesin court presentation. No matter what we arein court for, the beginning
words are some pogtives that the youth and family have done. That is an interesting
dynamic when we are there on a punishment mode. What | see happening on the juvenile
docket is | have counsdors coming in asking for areview by the judge to have the kids
brag about what they are doing well.

Overdl better assessments.

They are asking more open questions.

Counsdors attitude is changing, evolving. They are identifying strengths as opposed to
finding weaknesses. They are finding better information, and that is part of their job.
Although they do think the assessment islong-winded or tedious, they [counsglors] are
supporting the results.

8 Judge, adjudication unit supervisor, juvenile counselor, unit supervisor, counselor & technical services staff, public
defender
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Impact on kids and staff.

Reformation plans being written with strengths-based solutions.
Déliberate strengths-based interventions.

Changesin the behavior of the pilot Saff.

Initidly...there was a Saff survey, and we redized that it affected our focus on the kids
drengths. This putsit in perspective. It helps to frame the questions we ask the kids.

3. Has it affected you or your work? In what way?

Two of the six people who did not think it had affected their work said that they had not seen it
enough for it to be helpful. One of the two qudified that by saying that she could be receiving
benefits and not know it. A comment was made that the respondent has been using the strengths
gpproach anyway, and the change will be that everyone will be using it.

The six people who agreed that it may have or did affect them or their work (46%)° gave the
following examples

Beginning to see srengths-based rather than issue-oriented court reports.
Juvenile court meetings and discussions make sure to use strengths-based models.
Strengthens the relationship between kid & parent.

Reinforced my gpproach to working with kids & families.

Allows me to frame things. Can identify with counselor's position.

New faith in kid' s ability to complete the program.

Eager to identify how to match them [youth] up with community resources.
Incorporating it into the Case Summary, FAA, Case Plan, and Reformation Plan.

4. Has it affected any of the youth you come in contact with? In what way?

This question was not applicable to three respondents (23%) who previoudy said they had not
seen any impact or change. Of the remaining ten respondents, one did not think it affected the
youth, two people did not know whether it affected the youth or not, and two have little or no
direct contact with the youth. Another person said the strengths- based approach is another name
for what they have aways done. The four respondentst® who did think it affected youth said that
kids are getting motivated to please counsdors, the body language of kids changes, their
willingnessto talk in court changes, and there are more opportunities for them to go [in the
community] where their strengths are. Impact on the counselors was mentioned in response to
this question, aswell, such as. “Counsdors are saying in the courtroom, ‘Heisdoing a
wonderful thing..."”; thereis apogtive impact on the counsdors; there is a change in attitude
and gpproach to kids & families, and gtaff get to know the kid alittle more in terms of family,
gods, and strengths. It was aso mentioned that the strengths-based approach paints a different
picture when areport isread.

® Public defender, judge, adjudication unit supervisor, juvenile counselor, unit supervisor, counselor & technical
services
10 public defender, judge, unit supervisor, juvenile counselor
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5. Do you see thereformation plan or case plan? What do you see reflected in that?

Four of the thirteen respondents either did not see the strengths-based approach reflected in the
reformation or case plan(s), did not remember whether or not it was, or did not remember seeing the Y CA.

Those who saw the reformation or case plan(s) said that they saw the following impects of the
strengths assessment:

Thekids' interests are on paper so there is no guesswork when they meet the kid.

Subtle changes on the reformation plan. There is more emphasis on who thisindividua
is, where he/she and/or the family excels and where they struggle.

Across the board improvement [in the staff]. | see a better report. Everyone has his or her
own level of expertise, and I've seen some improvement in everyone, except one
couns=lor who has struggled.

Some categories have been tightened up. The Reformation Plans are better now.

Bendfits are reflected in the plan. Generdly spesking, the Y CA wants to focus on the
positive things about akid. Y ou see more strengths instead of deficits and weaknesses,
and that sets them up to succeed, and it helps us plan the trangtion [into the community].

Summary of Key Stakeholder | nterviews

The key stakeholder interviews were intended to provide preliminary data regarding whether the
pilot project has yet impacted the juvenile departments beyond the pilot teams (after nearly a
year of implementation). The comments of the key stakeholders are summarized below.

46% reported seeing changes or impact that they attributed to the project in the following ways:
o0 Policy changes (more strengths-based)

Differences in court presentations and reformation plans

Better assessments, better information

Changes in gaff behavior and attitudes (identifying strengths and finding strengths-

based solutions)

0 Impact onkids

O oo

54% said it may have or had affected them or their work in the following ways:
0 Strengths-based court reports, juvenile court meetings and discussons

Strengthens relationship between youth and parent(s)

Reinforced their approach to working with kids and families

Easer to match youth with community resources

New faith in youth's ability to complete program

O O Oo0Oo

40% of key stakeholders who reported seeing an impact or change said that the pilot has
affected youth asfollows.
0 Youth getting motivated to please counsdors
0 Body language of youth changes
o Willingness of youth to talk in court changes
0 Expanded opportunities for youth by encouraging staff to be crestive about tapping
into available, but non-traditional, community resources
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Key stakeholders also noted the following impacts:
o Staff get to know the youth more (family, gods, and strengths)
0 Strengths-based approach paints a different picture when areport is read
0 More grengths are visble instead of deficits and weaknesses, which sets youth up to
succeed, and it helps gaff plan the trangtion into the community

Coding of County Forms

Because each of the pilot counties, at various points during the project, decided either formally

or informdly to integrate the Y CA or strengths-based questions into their existing department
paperwork, the research team created a coding form to look systematicdly at the new forms (see
Appendix 1). We were interested to see whether—and to what extent—the forms retained the
three Y CA domains and/or the intent of this strengths-based assessment tool.

In generd, the first paperwork to undergo change and integration with the Y CA was the
department or unit’s assessment form. Strengths areas and questions from the Y CA were
included, and the three domains were clearly covered. Forma Accountability Agreement forms
(FAAS) were the least likely to undergo a structura change, though it is possible that taff
completing them were including strengths in their summaries or in their goas. However, FAAS
generaly represent shorter-term involvements with youth and so may end up remaining
essentialy alisting of traditiona court/department expectations. Case plan forms varied, but did
generdly include places for ayouth’s strengths and strengths- based and/or long-term goalsto be
listed. Though these forms had potentiad for areas where short-term competency gods, peoplein
the youth’ s natural environment, and community connections could be included, these areas were
not ways specificaly requested on these forms.

The paperwork and policies of each of the pilot counties have continued to undergo revison and
refinement, particularly as the counties moved beyond the pilot project and made a more forma,
long-term commitment to the integration of a strengths-based approach in their departments. For
example, Multnomah County retained use of the origind Y CA form during the pilot but did ater

the case plan form to accommodate strengths areas. Since then, one manager has created a new
case plan form to more broadly incorporate the strengths-based modd.

Youth Outcome Data

For the following youth outcome data, the sample included a combined total of 142 youth from
the pilot Stes and 31 youth from the comparison Site. Files were reviewed for case activities and
services, and information was gathered from closing (or 12-month case progress) summaries.

This sample, reflecting the demographic composition of Oregon, was primarily white, and
equaly so in both pilot counties overal and the comparison county. However, the pilot counties
asagroup had a greater proportion of black/African- American youth compared to a greater
proportion of Hispanic/Latino youth in the comparison county.

1 Although there were 142 youth in the original research sample of this project, one youth's records could not be
found in the juvenile department’ sfiles, and another youth' s records were expunged prior to completion of this
project which meant that for some data collection efforts, the sample size totaled 141, while for the outcome data,
the sample size totaled 140.
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Demographics

Tableb. Youth Race/Ethnicity

- . Black/African- . . . : Native
Race/Ethnicity White American Asian Hispanic/L atino American
Rlot Counties 70.2% 17.7% 1.4% 7.8% 0%
Comparison County 67.7% 0% 3.2% 22.6% 3.2%

As can be seen in Table 6, this sample, as areflection of juvenile justice involved youth, is
predominantly mae, and the average age is gpproximately 16.

Table6. Youth Gender and Age

Gender and Age Male Female Age (mean)
Rilot Counties 68.8% 31.2% 15.8
Comparison County 61.3% 38.7% 16.1

Case Materials: Coding Assessment and Case Planning Forms for Strengths

Pilot and comparison Sites provided case materids for coding (assessmernts, case plans, Formal
Accountability Agreements, closing notes, etc.). Information from that materia was coded for
the presence of strengths domains and use of strengths information in case planning (see
Appendix Jfor the coding plan). Sites varied grestly in the types of materids they provided for
coding. In part these differences were due to the variahility in the categories of youth selected for
the pilot. Each county determined wherein its syssem the Y CA would be piloted and with which
daff. They dso operated under different policies and procedures related to what information is
expected in reports and other court documents and whet level of detall is expected in casefiles
and case notes. Consequently, in one county, younger youth and developmentaly delayed youth
were part of the sample; in another, youth who were in an out- of-home placement were included.
Y outh ranged in the severity of their offenses and the frequency of prior viststo the juvenile
department. This variability made some of the coding comparisons challenging. Codes were
summarized for each type of form submitted to NPC. Totals were then computed for each
guestion in the coding plan. Explanations of the codes are included with each table.

Case Materials: Coding Assessments for Strengths
1. Assessment form used (more than one assessment form was used for some youth)
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Table 7. Assessment Forms Used

Filot Group ,
Clackamas | Multnomah | Washington | (All 3 Comparison
Form Used , Group
Counties)
Other form (Filot
County) 0 0 30 30
Other form
(Comparison 0 0 0 0 31
County)

2. Assessment gathered information about strengths domains (codes: 0=no information, 1=alittle
information, 2=alot of information)

Table 8. Ratings of YCA Domainsin the Assessment Forms

Filot Group

Clackamas | Multnomah | Washington | (Al 3 g‘r’ézpmson
Counties) P
Creating a n % n % n % n % n %
healthy identity
No information 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 104
A little 3 120 | 11 | 216 7 14.3 21 | 16.8 12 | 387
information
A lot of 22 | 880 | 40 | 784 | 42 | 857 | 104 | 83.2 16 | 516
information
Total 25 | 100% | 51 | 100% | 49 | 100% | 125 | 100% | 31 | 100%
Connecting with
family, peers &
community
No information 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 | 613
A little 4 160 | 15 | 294 | 10 | 204 29 | 232 12 | 387
information
A lot of 21 | 840 | 36 | 706 | 39 | 795 9% | 76.8 0 0
information
Total 25 | 100% | 51 | 100% | 49 | 100% | 125 | 100% | 31 | 100%
Repairing harm
No information 4 16.0 4 7.8 5 10.2 13 10.4 7 22.6
A little 8 320 | 25 | 490 | 18 | 36.7 51 | 40.8 24 | 774
information
A lot of 13 | 520 | 22 | 431 | 26 | 531 61 | 488 0 0
information
Total 25 | 100% | 51 | 100% | 49 | 100% | 125 | 100% | 31 | 100%
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Notable findings from the coding of assessment forms are as follows:

Repairing Harm: 49% of pilot countiesincluded “alot” of information about “Repairing HarnT’
and none (0%) of the comparison counties did, while 23% of comparison assessments included

no information about this domain compared to 10% of pilot assessments.

Connecting with family, peers, and community. 77% of pilot assessmentsincluded “alot” of

information about “ Connecting with Family, Peers, and Community,” but none (0%) of the
comparison assessments did. In contrast, 61% of comparison assessments had no information

about this domain, but none of the pilot counties lacked this information.

Creating a healthy identity: Filot Ste assessments (83% = "alot") included more information
about " Creating a Hedlthy Identity” than the comparison ste (52% = "alot"). None of the pilot

steslacked information in this area, though 10% of the comparison assessments did.
Case Materials: Coding Case Planning Forms for Strengths

3. Supervision level/Plan type (0=No, 1=Y es) [for some youth, more than one was used].

Table 9. Supervison Level/Case Plan Type

. Filot Group Comparison
Clackamas Multnomah Washington (All 3 Counties) | Group
Number of youth 33 51 57 141 31
in sample
% of % of % of % of % of
#of | sample| #of | sample| #of | sample| #of | sample | #of | sample
reports| per |reports| per |reports| per | reports| per |reports| per
report report report report report
Formd
Accountability
Agr 6 18.2 0 0 7 12.3 13 9.2 2 6.4
(FAA)
Case
Pan/Probation
Contract and 15 45.4 51 100.0 13 22.8 79 56.0 31 100.0
Pav/Reformation
Pan (formd)
Other (court
appEArance, Case | 14 | 424 0 0 39 | 684 | 53 | 376 5 16.1
note, shelter
report)
Total number of 35 51 59 145 38
reports
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4. Extent to which each case plan reflects presence of Y CA domains (codes: O=not at dl, 1=a
little, 2=alot)

Table 10. Presence of YCA Domainsin Case Plan

Filot Grou ,
Clackamas | Multnomeh | Washington | (All 3 P UM
, roup
Counties)
Creating a n % n % n % n % n %
healthy identity
Not at dl 1 3.2 1 2.0 0 0 2 1.4 2 6.5
A litile 9 | 29.0 6 117 | 14 | 250 | 29 | 210 | 19 | 613
A lot 21 | 677 | 44 | 863 | 42 | 750 | 107 | 775 | 10 | 322
Total 31 | 100% | 51 | 100% | 56 | 100% | 138 | 100% | 31 | 100%

Connecting with
family, peers &

community
Not at al 3 9.7 1 2.0 0 0 4 2.9 2 6.5
A little 11 | 355 | 12 | 235 | 22 | 393 | 45 | 326 | 16 | 516
A lot 17 | 548 | 38 | 745 | 34 | 60.7 | 89 | 645 | 13 | 419
Total 31| 100% | 51 | 100% | 56 | 100% | 138 | 100% | 31 | 100%
Repairing harm
Not at dl 2 6.5 8 15.7 13 | 232 | 23 | 16.7 2 6.5
A little 13| 419 | 25| 490 | 24 | 429 | 62 | 449 8 25.8
A lot 16 | 516 | 18 | 35.3 19 | 339 | 53 | 384 | 21 | 677
Total 31| 100% | 51 | 100% | 56 | 100% | 138 | 100% | 31 | 100%
5. Are any drengths-based goals present? (Are youth's skillS'resources being tapped by case plan
goagobjectives?) (codes. 0=no, 1=alittle, 2=alot)
Table 11. Presence of Strengths-Based Goalsin Case Plan
Filot Group Comparison
Clackamas Multnomah Washington (All 3 Group
Counties)
n % n % n % n % n %
No 12 | 387 9 176 | 34 | 60.7 55 | 39.9 4 12.9
A litile 18 | 58.1 39 | 765 | 22 | 393 79 | 572 | 21 | 677
Alot 1 3.2 3 5.9 0 0 4 2.9 6 194
Total 31 | 100% | 51 | 100% | 56 | 100% | 138 | 100% | 31 | 100%
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6. Does the case plan have a baance of strengths-based and accountability-based goals? (codes:
0=no, 1=yes)

Table 12. Balance of Strengths-Based and Accountability Goalsin Case Plan

Rilot Group .
Clackamas Multnomah Washington (All 3 g(r)orﬁganson
Counties)
n % n % n % n % n %
No 14 | 452 | 19 | 373 | 40 | 714 | 73 | 529 22 71.0
Yes 17 | 548 | 32 | 62.7 16 | 286 | 65 | 47.1 9 29.0
Total 31 | 100% | 51 | 100% | 56 | 100% | 138 | 100% | 31 | 100%

7a. Are activities in the case plan (referrds to services, godls, etc.) based on strengths identified
inthe YCA or intake assessment? (codes: 0=no, 1=yes, 7=NA)

Table 13. Activitiesin Case Plan Based on Strengths from Assessment

Filot Group Comparison
Clackamas | Multnomah | Washington (All 3 G b
: roup
Counties)
n % n % n % n % n %
No 131 419 | 13 | 255 | 30 | 536 | 56 | 40.6 6 194
Yes 16 | 516 | 38 | 745 | 17 | 303 | 71 | 514 | 24 | 774

NA (no YCA or
other assessment
was provided to
NPC)

2 6.5 0 0 9 161 | 11 8.0 1 3.2

Total 31 | 100% | 51 | 100% | 56 | 100% | 138 | 100% | 31 | 100%

7b. If no, are they based on any strengths (codes: 0=no, 1=yes, 7=NA)

Table 14. Activitiesin Case Plan Based on Any Strengths

Rilot Group Comparison
Clackamas | Multnomah | Washington | (All 3 P
: Group
Counties)
n % n % n % n % n %
No 6 194 | 11 | 216 | 30 | 536 | 47 | 341 5 16.1
Yes 6 194 2 3.9 0 0 8 5.8 25 | 80.6
NA (Activitiesin

thecaseplanwere | 19 | 613 | 33 | 745 | 26 | 464 | 83 | 601 | 1 | 32
based on

srengths)

Total 31 | 100% | 51 | 100% | 56 | 100% | 138 | 100% | 31 | 100%
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8. To what extent are short-term competency area goas from the Y CA or intake assessment

mapped directly into case objectives? (codes: O=not at dl, 1=alittle, 2=alot, 7=NA)

Table 15. Short-Term Competency Goals from Assessment in Case Objectives

Rilot Group .
Clackamas Multnomah Washington (All 3 g(r)orﬁganson
Counties)
n % n % n % n % n %
Not at dl 9 29.0 5 9.8 16 | 286 | 30 | 217 1 3.2
A litlle 8 258 | 27 | 529 15 | 268 | 50 | 36.2 13 | 419
Alot 7 226 | 19 | 373 8 143 | 34 | 246 17 54.8
NA 7 22.6 0 0 17 303 | 24 | 173 0 0
Total 31 | 100% | 51 | 100% | 56 | 100% | 138 | 100% | 31 | 100%

9. To what extent does the case plan reflect individuaized planning? (codes. O=not at dl, 1=a

little, 2=alot)

Table 16. Case Plan Reflects Individualized Planning

Rilot Group

Clackamas Multnomah Washington (All 3 gsonllgalson
Counties)
n % n % n % n % n %
Not at dl 4 12.9 1 2.0 8 14.3 13 9.4 2 6.5
A little 20 | 645 | 22 | 431 | 32 | 571 | 74 | 536 12 | 387
A lot 7 226 | 28 | 549 16 | 286 | 51 | 37.0 17 | 54.8
Total 31 | 100% | 51 | 100% | 56 | 100% | 138 | 100% | 31 | 100%

10a. Are people in the youth's naturd environment (who can help support youth, asidentified in
the YCA or intake assessment) evident in case notes or objectives? (codes: 0=no, 1=yes, 7=NA)

Table 17. Case Notes/Objectives Include Peoplein Youth's Natural Environment

Rilot Group

Clackamas | Multnomah | Washington | (All 3 g‘r’gga's"”
Counties)
n % n % n % n % n %
No 10 | 322 | 26 | 510 | 25 | 446 | 61 | 442 | 17 | 54.8
Yes 9 | 200 | 25 | 490 | 23 | 411 | 57 | 413 | 14 | 452
NA (Did not have
Y CA or other 12 | 387 0 9 8 14.3 20 | 145 0 0
intake information)
Total 31 | 100% | 51 | 100% | 56 | 100% | 138 | 100% | 31 | 100%
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10b. If no, are there any people who can help support the youth evident in case notes or
objectives? (codes. 0=no, 1=yes)

Table 18. Case Notes/Objectives Include Any People Who Can Support Y outh

Rilot Group ,
Clackamas | Multnomah | Washington | (All 3 e
Counties) P
n % n % n % n % n %
No 2 6.5 3 59 1 1.8 6 4.3 4 12.9
Yes 6 | 193 | 23 | 451 | 22 | 393 | 51 | 370 | 13 | 419
NA (There were
people who can
support youth 23 | 742 | 25| 490 | 33 | 589 | 81 | 587 | 14 | 452
evident in case
notes/objectives)
Total 31| 100% | 51 | 100% | 56 | 100% | 138 | 100% | 31 | 100%

11. Isthere evidence that the case plan encouraged the youth to make community connections (in
addition to connections with family members)? (codes. 0=no, 1=yes)

Table 19. Case Plan Encouraged Community Connections

Rilot Group Comparison
Clackamas | Multnomah Washington (All 3 Grou
Counties) P
n % n % n % n % n %
No 3 9.7 2 3.9 4 7.1 9 6.5 2 6.5
Yes 28 | 90.3 | 49 | 96.1 | 52 929 | 129 | 935 | 29 93.5
Total 31 | 100% | 51 | 100% | 56 | 100% | 138 | 100% | 31 | 100%

12a. Isthere evidence of ayouth's long-term gods (from the Y CA or intake assessment) in the
case plan goal s/'objectives/conditions? (codes=0=no, 1=yes, 7=NA)

Table 20. Case Plan Included Long-Term Goals from Assessment

Filot Group -
Clackamas | Multnomah | Washington | (All 3 g‘r’g“pa'son
Counties) P
n % n % n % n % n %
No 8 | 242 4 7.8 13 | 228 | 25 | 177 | 18 | 58.1
Yes 16 | 485 | 39 | 684 | 18 | 316 | 73 | 518 | 11 | 355
NA (Did not have
Y CA or other 5 15.2 7 137 | 11 | 193 | 23 | 16.3 2 6.5
intake assessment)
Missng 4 | 121 1 2.0 15 | 263 | 20 | 142 0 0.0
Total 33 | 100% | 51 | 100% | 57 | 100% | 141 | 100% | 31 | 100%
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12b. If no, are any of the youth's long-term goals in the case plan? (codes. 0=no, 1=yes, 7=NA)

Table 21. Case Plan Included Any Long-Term Goals

Filot Group Comparison
Clackamas | Multnomah | Washington (All' 3 Grou
Counties) P
n % n % n % n % n %
No 4 50.0 2 50.0 11 | 846 | 17 | 68.0 4 22.2
Yes 2 25.0 0 0.0 1 7.7 3 12.0 5 27.8
NA (Long-term
godswereinthe 2 25.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 8.0 2 111
case plan)
Missng 0 0 2 50.0 1 7.7 3 12.0 7 38.9
Total 8 | 100% | 4 | 100% | 13 | 100% | 25 | 100% | 18 | 100%

The following information summarizes how the case plans of the pilot and comparison counties

incorporated the three Y CA domains.

Repairing harm: 38% of pilot and 67% of comparison plans included this domain.

Connecting with family, peers and community: 65% of pilot and 42% of comparison plans
included this domain.

Creating a Healthy Identity. 76% of pilot and 32% of comparison plans included this domain.

While mogt plans did not explicitly include strengths-based god's, comparison plans were more
likely to include strengths- based god's than pilot plans. Nineteen percent (19%) of comparison

and 3% of pilot plans were coded as tapping youths skills or resources (to a great extent) for the
case plans goals or objectives. Filot plans (47%) were more likely to have abaance of strengths-
basad and accountability-based goa's than comparison plans (29%).

Comparison plans (80%) were more likely to utilize strengths documented in the assessment than
pilot plans (56%). Comparison plans were aso more likely to use other srengths (even if they
were not noted in the assessment), were more likely to incorporate short-term competency goas
directly into case objectives, and were more likely to reflect individudized planning. While most
case plansincuded evidence of people who could help support the youth, comparison plans were
dightly more likely to indude this information.

Almost dl plans (94%) in both pilot and comparison Sites included information about
community connections.
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Summary of Findings from Coding Assessments and Case Planning Forms for
Strengths

Use of the YCA by the pilot Stes subgtantidly increased the amount of information about
the three key strengths domains found in the assessment (Repairing Harm; Connecting
with Family, Peers, & Community; and Creating a Hedlthy Identity).

However, the comparison site was better at usng (or documenting) strengths identified at
assessment in the case plan.

The pilot and comparison sites al have strong areas and could benefit from sharing ideas about
how to gather and incorporate strengths and competencies into assessment, case planning, and
case management. It is clear that the pilot counties are able to collect additiond strengths
information at assessment, but additiona work is warranted related to ideas and strategies for
incorporating that information into case plans or for documenting those idess and Strategies.

Case Materials: Coding Activities & Servicesfor Strengths

Hard copy files and dectronic records for each youth in the pilot and comparison samples were
reviewed and information about their case activities and services was coded and recorded in a
sarvices database (for codes, see Appendix K). This information was summarized in order to
describe the content of cases in the pilot and comparison Sites and to seeif there were any differences
that might be attributed to the Y CA or adoption of strengths-based philosophy or practices.

Case materids in each county were maintained differently and contained varying levels of detall.
Differences found between counties in the types and numbers of services/activities may actudly
reflect the presence or absence of notes or the interpretations of the data collection staff. Local

definitions of servicesin each of the counties may aso be impacting these results.

Ascan be seen in Table 22, pilot youth were more likely to receive socid skill development
services, community service, and treatment services. Comparison youth were more likely to
participate in shelter programs, work programs, or jail tours. Comparison youth had a larger
average number of activities recorded per youth than the pilot youth.
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Table 22. Comparison of Service Typesand Proportions by County

Clackamas Multnomah Washington All Pilot Samples Comparison
Number of 33 51 57 141 31
Youth
Service
Type12
Soaal ill 12.1% 16.5% 6.0% 10.3% 0%
Devel opment
Educationd
il 8.3% 5.1% 6.5% 6.9% 9.9%
Devel opment
ggzeropm ot 5.3% 5.1% 6% 3.2% 0%
Treatment 21.2% 32.9% 49.4% 36.1% 30.2%
Community 19.7% 32.9% 17.9% 21.6% 9.3%
Service
Other 33.3% 7.6% 19.6% 21.9% 50.6%
Examplesof | Writing Violence Redtitution, Redtitution, Secure shelter/
Other assgnments, prevention writing writing shelter care,
Services restitution, assgnments or assgnments, structured work
aurvellance mentoring mentoring, program, tour of
monitoring survelllance jal
monitoring,
Secure shdlter/
shelter care,
work, tour of jail,
and/or violence
prevention
Total
number of 132 79 168 379 172
services
provided
Average
number of
documented 3.00 1.55 2.95 2.69 5.55
activities per
youth
Range of
numbers of 1-12 1-4 1-10 1-12 1-17
service
12y outh are eligible for multiple services.
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Clackamas Multnomah Washington All Pilot Samples Comparison
M ost Treatment
frequent type Other Community Treatment Treatment Other
of service Service
Status (of
thosewith
service)
In Progress 11.7% 11.3% 16.7% 13.9% 5.8%
Partidly 0 0 0 0 0
Completed 12.8% 28.2% 10.4% 15.2% 10.5%
Completed,
Participated 75.5% 60.2% 72.9% 70.9% 83.6%
Fully
Sour ce of
Information
Hard copy,
9 file 100% 5.9% 58.2% 60.8% 11.6%
JIS 0% 0% 4.7% 2.1% 13.3%
JIN 0% 10.6% 0% 2.3% 0%
Loca
database 0% 0% 0% 0% 65.2%
Multiple
Sourcests 0% 70.6% 24.1% 25.9% 5.0%
Source not
listed 0% 12.9% 13.0% 9.0% 5.0%

13 Although not originally an option, many youth had multiple sources of information available, so thisfield was
coded to reflect those multiple sources (which were most often a combination of both JJI'S and hard copy files).
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Table 23 describes the services that were collected and the categorization that was conducted.
Few services could be identified by their descriptions in these files or databases that were clearly

strengths- based, though the limited knowledge of dl of the different services by the data

collectors or research team could have under-reported these types of services. Examples of
Srengths- based servicesincluded volunteering, writing a children's story, mentoring, selecting a

role modd, fostering ideas of interest or achievement, and working on a video project.

Table 23. Detailed Services Types by County

Clackamas Multnomah Washington Comparison
Number of Youth 33 51 57 31
Total number of
Services Provided 132 79 168 172
Service Type
Y outh Services
g‘“c;i S‘r‘]"”s 25.8% 26.6% 13.1% 9.9%
career development)
Treatment 21.2% 32.9% 49.4% 30.2%
Required Services
(eg., community 19.7% 0% 17.9% 9.3%
sarvice)
Other Services 33.3% 40.5% 19.6% 50.6%
Required/Other
Services
(9., community 53.0% 40.5% 37.5% 59.9%
sarvice,
writing assgnments,
restitution)
Strength-Based
Number of Strength
Based services 5 3 3 £
Examplesof Volunteering); Culturdly Fostering athletic Volunteering);
Strength-Based writing a appropriate interests; picking fostering academic
services children’s gory; treatment; role modds; achievement
sdecting role working on a mentoring
modds video project

Sites had awide range of “daysin sarvice,” illugtrated in Table 24. Pilot Ste averages ranged
from 68 daysin service to 115, and the comparison county average was 300 days. It isimportant
to note that days in service do not indicate days of consecutive service. For instance, if ayouth
sentenced to 20 hours of community service took 3 months to complete the service, they would
have been coded as having 90 days of service. In addition, accountability-related services (such
as community service) areincluded in these averages. Thisfinding could be areflection of actud
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service durations or afunction of the minima recording of service start and end dates that were

avalable in the case materids.

Table 24. Cumulative Daysin Service Per Youth

Clackamas | Multnomah | Washington | Comparison
Number of youth with tart and end 19 34 32 27
service dates
Number of cumulative daysin service 1,300 3,225 3,695 8,115
Average daysin service per youth 68.42 94.85 115.47 300.55
Range of daysin service 4—202 1-394 11 —-406 5-1,694
Table 25. Types of Services Lasting 50 or More Consecutive Days

Clackamas | Multnomah | Washington | Comparison
Number of serviceslisted 10 19 23 48
Community Servicework 4 5 21
Custody/Residentid 4
Treatment/Detention
GED, school 1
Home-based monitoring 1
Redtitution 1
Treatment/Counseling/assessment 2 5 6 16
Skills building/education (anger
management, gender specific Kills, 1 8 3 7
violence prevention, etc)
N/A, not listed 6 7

A vaiety of factors affected the degree to which the research team fedls confident in the findings
related to the services data. Data were collected by a different person in each county, and each
county had different procedures and policies for recording activities and services. These differences

limit the reliability of the findings. In future projects, we would recommend implementing a

different activities/services data collection process, rather than relying on case reviews.

Summary of Findings from Case Materials: Coding Activities and Services for Strengths

Filot youth were more likely to receive socid skill development services, community
service, and treatment services. Comparison youth were more likely to participatein
shelter programs, work programs, or jal tours.
Comparison youth had alarger average number (5.5) of activities recorded per youth

(pilot = 2.7).

Few services were those (or the descriptionsin the case materias were vague) that could
be coded as “ strengths-based” in elther pilot or comparison counties.
Sites had awide range of “daysin service,” from 68 to 115 for the pilot sites and 300 for

the comparison site.
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Closing/Completion or Case Progress Summaries

Counsdl org/praobation officersin the three pilot counties and the comparison county were asked
to complete a closing/completion form at closing or on the date 12 months after the youth's
initid assessment, whichever camefirg, for youth in the research sample. The purpose of the
closing/completion forms was to provide information about whether case plans incorporated
grengths identified in the Y CA and whether youth had devel oped competencies during their

juvenile judtice involvement.

Closing/completion forms were completed for 114 of the 141 youth (81%) in the pilot counties
sample and 31 closing/completion forms were completed for the 31 youth (100%) in the

comparison county.

Table 26. Number of Closing/Case Progress Forms Received by County

. Number of
Counties Numberstof VELinlA Closing/Completion
Ly Statements Compl eted
Rilot Counties
Clackamas 33 16 (48.5%)™"
Multnomah 51 43 (84.3%)
Washington 57 55 (96.5%)
Total pilot counties 141 114 (80.9%)
Comparison County 31 31
Total comparison county 31 31 (100%)

Most (87%) of pilot closing/completion summaries reported that the Y CA affected the case. Staff
reported the cases were affected in the following ways.
0 Helped establish rapport: 56% of cases
0 Provided information about youth or family | wouldn't have otherwise had: 44%
of cases
0 Baanced strengths and accountability in case plan: 44% of cases
0 Provided ideafor servicereferra or activity: 35% of cases

Most counsdlors reported working on a particular competency or strength during the case (Filot:
76% of cases, Comparison: 87% of cases). The most frequently cited areas where youth made
improvements included:

0 Education (attendance, graduation, behavior at school, etc.): 26% of cases
Better communication/re ationships with family: 10% of cases
Employment/job skills: 9% of cases
Drug and/or alcohol useftreatment: 8% of cases
Interacting with positive peers/socid skills: 7% of cases

© O 0O

14 Clackamas County started their implementation later than the other pilot counties, so many of the youth assessed
using the Y CA had not reached their 12-month follow-up by the end of the study.
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There was a differencein ratings of youth competencies a closing/12-month review compared to
assessment between the pilot and comparison cases. Comparison counties were more likely to
indicate that a youth developed new skills'competencies (58%) than the pilot counties (30%), but
less likely to report that the youth built on exiding competencies (Filot: 43%, Comparison:

19%). There was no difference in the proportion of youth who were rated as having no change in
competencies (Pilot: 18%, Comparison: 16%) or aworsening of their behavior or Stuation (Pilot:
16%, Comparison, 16%).
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Table 27. Summary of Closing/Case Progress Form Data

: . . Clackamas | Multnomah | Washington Filot Totd | Comparison
Seiypleier Gleslig Felors N = 16 N = 43 N5 N = 114 i
n % n % n % n % n %
1. Thisform isbeing completed at:
a. Closing 13 [ 812 26 | 605 40 | 727 | 79 | 693 | 24 | 774
Reason for dosing ™
Completed 8 500 11 | 256 | 25 | 455 | 44 | 386 | 18 | 58.1
requirements/rel eased
Services not needed 2 12.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 1.8
Out of jurisdiction/JD/unit 1 6.3 7 16.3 5 9.1 13 | 114 4 12.9
Unsuccesstul 0 0.0 0 0.0 7 12.7 7 6.1
Other (e.g., new charge, 1 3.2
turned 18) 2 125 O 0.0 2 3.6 4 35
b. 12-month follow-up 3 188 || 17 | 395 | 15 | 273 | 36 | 316 7 | 22.6
2. Did the YCA affect this case?
a. No 4 250 | 12 | 27.9 4 7.3 16 | 14.0 NA
b. Reason why not:
- Info/strengths assessment not 0 0.0 7 16.3 5 9.1 12 | 105
new
Did not participate 3 188 | 3 7.0 0 0.0 6 5.3
New charge/warrant/new 1 6.3 2 4.7 0 0.0 3 2.6
problem
Yes, thisishow the YCA
affected this case:
c. Provided information about
youth or family that | wouldn't 2 125 15 | 349 33 | 600 | 50 | 439 NA
have had otherwise
d. Provided an idea for a service
referral or activity 4 250 13 | 302 | 22 | 400 | 39 | 342 NA
e. Helped establish rapport
and/or a positive working 6 375 19 | 442 37 | 673 || 62 | 544 NA
relationship
f. Balanced strengthsand 6 |375| 13 | 302| 31 | 564 | 50 | 439 NA
accountability in case plan

15 Reason(s) for closing were not given for all cases.
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Table 27 (cont.). Summary of Closing/Case Progress Form Data

Completion/dlosing questions Clackamas | Multnomah | Washington | Pilot Total | Comparison

N =16 N =43 N =55 N =114 N =31
n % n % n % n | % n | %
g. Other: 2 125 5 | 116 2 3.6 9 7.9 NA
- Looked for community-
based, strengths-based 1 6.3 1 2.3 0 0.0 2 1.8
Services
Y outh felt more comfortable
expressing & pursuing her 1 6.3 2 4.7 0 0.0 3 2.6
ills
Rapport was built earlier as
youth expected a more
punitive posture from PO. 0 0.0 2 4.7 0 0.0 2 1.8
Y outh enjoyed looking a
strengths.
Helped establish god's 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 3.6 2 1.8

3. How would you rate the youth's
competencies at completion
compar ed to at assessment?

a. Youth developed new skillsor 4 2501 9 209 | 21 [ 382 34 | 28| 18 | 58.1
competencies

b. Youth built on existing 5 [ 313 17 [ 395 27 [ 491 49 | 430| 6 194
competencies

c. No change in competencies 1 6.3 8 |186| 12 | 218 21 | 184 6 19.4
d. Youth'sbehavior or situation 6 3751 10 | 233 3 55 19 | 167 5 16.1
wor sened
e. Other: 2 125 4 9.3 9 164 15 | 132 | 4 12.9
- Family rddionship/stuation 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.8 1 0.9 1 3.2
improved

Not new (e.g., youth aready
doing postive activities, has

above average
competencies))
Y outh Improved 0 0.0 1 2.3 6 109 7 6.1 1 32
Completed Requirements 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 3.6 2 1.8 0 0.0
Unsuccessful 1 6.3 0 0.0 2 3.6 3 2.6 0 0.0
Other (e.g., received outside 0 0.0 2 47 1 18 3 26 1 3.2

support, less sigma)
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Table 27. Summary of Closing/Case Progress Form Data

: . . Clackamas | Multnomah | Washington Filot Tota Marion
Completion/closing questions N =16 N =43 N =55 N =114 N =31
n % n % n % n % n %
4. |sthereaparticular
competency(s)/strength issue(s)
you wer e working on?
a. No 5 313 13 | 30.2 6 109 24 | 211 4 | 129
b. Yes 11 | 689 28 | 651 48 | 873 | 87 | 763 | 27 | 87.1
c. We were working on: (some
youth were working on more than
one of the following):
- Persond ills (eg.,
honesty, being consistent, 10 | 625 11 | 257 | 28 | 509 | 49 | 430 26 | 839
problem solving)
Socid ills 4 250 7 163 10 (189 21 | 184 1 3.2
Education/job 0 0.0 14 | 326 20 [ 364 | 34 | 298| 15 | 484
Family 0 0.0 8 186 10 | 189 18 | 158 5 16.1
icsgj‘;se“”g’dmg & aoond 1 | 63| 7 |163| 9 |164| 17 | 149| 4 | 129
Improved behavior (no new
referrals, peid restitution) 1 6.3 1 2.3 3 55 5 4.4 0 0.0
5a. In what area(s) did the youth
make improvements?
Persond skills 7 4.4 12 | 27.9 28 509 || 47 | 41.2 14 | 45.2
Socid kills 0 0.0 4 9.3 0 0.0 4 35 0 0.0
Education/job/community 2 125 16 | 372 || 22 | 400 | 40 | 351 | 14 | 452
service
Family 1 6.3 6 14.0 7 12.7 14 | 12.3 2 6.5
Counsdling/drug & acohol 0 0.0 10 | 233 7 127 || 17 | 149 8 | 258
iSsues
Improved behavior 1 6.3 4 9.3 7 127 | 12 | 105 6 | 194
5b. None or not applicable 2 125 | 12 | 27.9 6 109 | 20 | 175 3 9.7
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Summary of Closing/Case Progress Form Findings

Most closing/case progress forms were completed at case closing (Pilot: 69%, Comparison:

77%), with the remainder being completed at the 12-month review. Staff in the pilot sites

reported that the Y CA affected most cases (87%) in a positive way, and counselors in both the
pilot and comparison Sites reported working on a strength or competency during most cases
(Pilot: 76%, Comparison: 87%). Y outh were reported as making improvementsin awide range
of areas, and about three-fourths of youth in both the pilot and comparison counties were rated as
having built on or developed skills or competencies during ther involvement.

Summary of Findings

The varied data collection activities we conducted on this project provided awedth of quditative
and quantitative information. Here is a summary of what we found in each area.

Summary of Focus Group Findings

Overdl, severd themes emerged from the focus groupsin Y ear 2, after the initia
implementation of the tool, that can be categorized as benefits and challenges of the Y CA.

Benefits of the YCA

Helps gather more and different information

Helps youth and family fee more comfortable, share more, and buy into the process
(motivates changes)

Helpsidentify ideas and resources

Makes follow-up gppointments more enjoyable

Seemsto facilitate quicker completion of court requirements

Challenges of the YCA

Finding the right questions (wording) for different ages and developmentd levels
Helping parents (and some youth) see positives

Using the Y CA with the most appropriate youth

Finding the balance between dl the different forms (paperwork) and tasks of the job
Chalenging the mindset of parents, people in the community, other juvenile justice Saff

Summary of Youth and Parent/Guardian Interview Findings

These are the highlights of what the first set of youth and parents/guardians who experienced the
Y CA tool shared with usin Year 2, and reflect significant findings between pilot and comparison
families where gpplicable.
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Pilot Site Youth...

Rated the first few meetings with the department as more positive than comparison site youth
Were more likely to say that their counsel or/probation officer cared about their point of view
Were more than twice as likely to report that their counsel or/probation officer asked them
about their (youths') strengths

Were less likely to report that their counselor/probation officer talked bout what they did wrong

Were less likely than comparison youth to believe that they would have been treated
differently if they had been a different person (however, not on the basis of gender or race)

Pilot Parents/Guardians...

Were more likely to bdlieve that their child would have been treated differently if he/she
had been a different race/nationdity

Were |esslikely to believe that their child would have been treated differently for other
reasons (besides gender and race)

Were more likely than the youth to fed that the counsel or/probation officer was sensitive
to the family’ s background or culture

Almogt dl pilot youth and parents/guardians felt that their counsdor/probation officer was
helpful and far.

Summary of Videotape Coding Results

While the sample of videos was smdl, the findings were quite dramatic. It was clear that
components of srengths-based practice could be observed and that using the Y CA appeared to
be more strengths-based than juvenile justice staff members who did not receive strengths
training or use the tool.

Y CA tapes were coded as sgnificantly higher on “ Strengths-Based Practice” than the
comparison tapes

Y CA tapes were not sgnificantly different from comparison tapes on “ Cultura
Competence’

Y CA tapes were coded as significantly more positive on “NornVerba Cues’ and
“Interview Atmosphere’

Summary of Key Stakeholder I nterviews

The key stakeholder interviews were intended to provide preliminary deta regarding whether the
pilot project has yet impacted the juvenile departments beyond the pilot teams (after nearly a
year of implementation). The comments of the key stakeholders are summarized below.46%
reported seeing changes or impact that they attributed to the project in the following
ways.
0 Policy changes (more strengths- based)
o Differencesin court presentations and reformation plans
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0 Better assessments, better information

0 Changesin gaff behavior and attitudes (identifying strengths and finding strengths-
based solutions)

o Impact on kids

54% said it may have or hed affected them or their work in the following ways:

Strengths-based court reports, juvenile court meetings and discussons
Strengthens rel ationship between youth and parent(s)

Reinforced my gpproach to working with kids and families

Eader to match youth with community resources

New faith in youth’s ability to complete program

(ol elNeleole]

40% of key stakeholders who reported seeing an impact or change said that the pilot has

affected youth asfollows:

0 Youth getting motivated to please counsdors

0 Body language of youth changes

0 Willingness of youth to tak in court changes

0 Expanded opportunities for youth by encouraging staff to be crestive about tapping
into available, but non-traditiona, community resources

Key stakeholders also noted the following impacts:

o Staff get to know the youth more (family, goals, and strengths)

0 Strengths-based gpproach paints a different picture when areport isread

0 You see more srengths instead of deficits and weaknesses, and that sets them [youth]
up to succeed, and it helps us plan the trangition [into the community]

Summary of Findings: Coding Assessment and Case Planning Forms for
Strengths
Use of the YCA subgtantialy increased the amount of information about the three key

grengths domains found in the assessment (Cresting a Hedlthy |dentity; Connecting with
Family, Peers, & Community; and Repairing Harm)

However, the comparison Site was better at usng strengths identified in the case plan

The pilot and comparison Sites dl have strong areas and could benefit from sharing ideas
about how to gather and incorporate strengths and competencies into assessment, case

planning, and case management
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Summary of Findings. Coding Activities and Services for Strengths

Services data were found to be the most difficult to interpret and work with—in future
dudies, we would avoid case reviews and ask for direct information from staff related to
sarvices.

It gppears that the comparison site had greater numbers of activities/services over longer
periods of time—it isunclear if thisis an artifact of the data, areflection of pilot cases being
shorter, or some other reason.

Summary of Findings: Closing/Case Progress

Both pilot and comparison staff seem to be aware of youth strengths and competencies.
Comparison gaff members were more likely to report development of new competencies, while
pilot saff were more likdly to report building on exising competencies. This difference may be
areflection of the increased strength information thet the pilot staff have at assessment.

These findings from each data collection effort informed the development of the tool, the

training materids and curriculum, and the research questions and methods we used in subsequent
data collection activities. The culmination of dl of these results was compiled asalist of lessons
learned that are included in the conclusion of this report. They dso generated additiond research
questions described in the following section.
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V. Follow-up

This project served its purpose as a pilot and resulted in the advancing of knowledge and
development of an experience base for a better understanding of how strengths-based practice, in
the form of srengths- based assessment, can be integrated into the work of juvenile justice
professonds. We now have sample questions, atool, training materiads, and ateam of staff who
have found this gpproach to be beneficid to them. However, as most pilots do, this project
generated as many questions as it answered. There are severa areas were additiond analyses and
additional research would be interesting and valuable. The research team isin the process of
investigating various funding options, through Federa agencies, loca foundations, and other
sources, to obtain grants for undertaking some or al of these potentid future projects.

Assessing maturation of the tool and process

As part of this project, particularly based on our original notion that we would be cregting a
quantitative measure that could be tested for its psychometric properties, we had proposed to
conduct an outcome study to see whether youth were better off in a system where they received a
srengths- based assessment. Even when we redlized that a quditative tool was more gppropriate,
we were interested to seeif observable outcomes would result. In juvenile justice interventions,
the most dient high-level outcome is the presence or absence of new offending.

The firgt phases of the project, developing atheoretica modd and the draft tool, training staff on
the modd and the tool, and hel ping them implement the toal into their work, took a substantial
amount of time. Practical congderations, including the desire for a 12-month follow-up period to
measure recidivism™®, and knowing that we had a commitment from the pilot counties for an
established number of youth'” required that we track outcomes on a sample of youth who had
been the very firg set assessed with the Y CA. In hindsight, and based on the feedback from the
pilot counties, we redize that this method did not alow a period of time for the aff to practice
using the tool and become comfortable with it, or for department policies and practices to evolve
to support its use. These changes did eventualy occur, but we do not have a measure of them
with the current outcome data.

It isof interest to us and to the pilot sites to seeif the youth being assessed now, or at least
assessed after that initid implementation period will have different (more postive) outcomes
than the initid sample of youth.

Assessing and encouraging fidelity to the model

All three of the pilot counties decided to continue using a strengths- based approach but to do that
by incorporating the Y CA questions into their existing assessment formats. While this

integration means that strengths-based questions are now inditutiondized, which is a pogtive
move toward sugtainability, it is unclear whether the resulting tools—different in each pilot

16 This period of timeis a standard follow-up measure in recidivism studies.

7 Pilot counties made a commitment to try the Y CA with 50 youth. While the counties planned to continue using
the tool and processif it was determined to be beneficial and worth the effort, we did not with acommitment from
every county to continue using it beyond the pilot sample.
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county—will retain enough of the origind modd and intent and/or result in the same outcomes
as might be achieved with the Y CA or asthe other counties.

It would be interesting to conduct a follow-up implementation study to see whether saff retain
the understanding of the modd and continue to implement a strengths-based approach in the
integrated system.

Dissemination of the tool, process, and model to other jurisdictions

At least Sx additiona countiesin Oregon have approached members of the research and training
team to inquire about the posshility of implementing the Y CA or a srengths-based assessment
process into their departments. Severd counties were dready in discussions about moving in this
direction and heard about this pilot project; others heard from the pilot counties or attended the
Oregon Juvenile Department Directors Association conference presentation in September 2003
and became interested in this area. We are investigating whether there may be loca or Sate
funding options to dlow training in these counties.

We a0 have shared materids with individuas in New Hampshire, Cdifornia, Massachusetts,
Texas, and with others who attended our conference presentations in February 2004. In addition,
a case management program for juvenile offendersin Oakland, CA, isusing the Y CA as part of
itswork with its casdload. We look forward to sharing our materids more broadly.
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V. Training and Training Curriculum

Training Manual Contents

The Y outh Competency Assessment Training Manud evolved from itsinitia verson based on
experiences of the researchers while using the Manud for trainings over the course of the YCA
Project, from feedback received from participants in those trainings, and from the YCA Locd and
National Advisory Boards. A Y CA Training Manua was given to each participant in the Y CA
trainings. Because counsdors and staff at the pilot counties attended training in two parts, they
were given the YCA binder and dl the materid for Part | at that initid training. The remaining
meateria was digtributed at Part |1 of the training. Other versions of the Manual were compiled for
other types of trainings, such as the Strengths Experts training, for which the "Experts’ received
one binder that included dl the materia from both Parts| and Il of the training, aswdl as
additiona information to assst them in their role as resident strengths experts.

By the end of the project, NPC Research had revised the Manua to be similar to the Experts
Manud; thus, materia from both parts of the training are included in the Y CA Training Manud,
making it auseful tool for anyone interested in exploring or using the strengths-based assessment
tool (YCA) and protocol in the area of juvenile justice.

The Manud is not intended for use without training, however. One of the reasonsiis that the
Manua includes exercises to be done with the group being trained, and the trainer must know
and understand their purpose, how they should be used, and how to apply them to the training.
To assd trainers with that process, NPC developed a Y CA Trainers Guide that provides a brief
discusson of each piece of the Manual and includes descriptions for using each of the exercises.

Contents of the Y outh Competency Assessment Training Manua are as follows:

Part |
Table of Contents

Tab 1. Assessing Y outh Competency
Why Focus on Competencies?
What 1S the Y outh Competency Assessment?
Frequently Asked Questions
The Strengths Perspective
Overview of Adolescent Development

Tab 2. Branches of the Strength-Based Developmenta Approach
Tab 3. Current & Future Models of Screening and A ssessment
Tab 4. Exercise 1. Attitudes About Delinquents Inventory

Tab 5. The Power of Lensesto Shape Servicesto Youth: Victim, Villain, or Resource
Exercise 2: Emmanuel
Case#1
Case #2
Implications of Dissonance Between the Two Cases
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Tab 6. Strengths Bill of Rights for Y outh in the Juvenile Jugtice System

Tab 7. Youth Competency Assessment in Juvenile ugtice: A Strengths-Based Developmental
Approach (3 Domains)

Tab 8. Y outh Competency Assessment
Forms:
o YCA Modd
0 YCA NotesVerson
o0 YCA Short Verson
o YCA Long Verson
Supplementa Interview Questions

Part | Training Feedback Form
Part 11
Table of Contents

Tab 1. Using the Y outh Competency Assessment for Implementing Competency
Deveopment (Case) Plans

Using the Y outh Competency Assessment for Implementing Competency
Development (Case) Plans

Sample Case Progress Notes

Sample Case Completion Summary

Tab 2. Creating a Community Strengths Resources Guide

Tab 3. Interview Resources
- Typesof ills
Exercise 3: Strengths Worksheet
Using the Life Circles Assessment to Identify Y outh Supports
Usng the Life Circles Assessment to Identify Parent/Guardian Supports
The Resliency Quiz
The Tower of Strengths Maps, Cards, and Discussion Topics
Tab 4. Solution-Focused Interviewing

Thinking About the Kinds of Questions That We Ask Our Clients

Helping as Solution Building Rather Than Problem Solving

Get aBig Head Start in Reducing Resistance Through Solution Building
Solution-Focused A pproaches

EARS (Elicit, Amplify, Reinforce, and Start Again): A SolutionFocused Guiddine and
Tool for Practitioners

Solution-Focused Substance User’s Competency Worksheet

Solution-Focused Questioning Lead-ins for Drug Court Staff

Tab 5. Wdll-Formed Goals
Tab 6. Deding with Resstance

Dedling with Resistant Y outh or Y outh with Specid Congderations
Deding with Resstant Parents
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Tab 7. 40 Developmentd Assets
Tab 8. Monitoring and Managing Cases

Congderations and Strategies for Monitoring and Management of Cases
Focusing on Strengths (Taxonomy of Strength-Based Practice Levels)

Tab 9. System Philosophy and Change

Policy Leve Preparations for Using the Y outh Competency Assessment (Y CA)
Instrument and Protocol, a Strengths- Based Approach, in Juvenile Departments

Y CA User Protocol

Best Practices: Postive Y outh Devel opment

Restorative Justice Signposts

Strengths- Based Competencies for Alcohol and Drug Servicesin the Juvenile Jugtice
System

Tab 10. Strengths-Based Approaches at the Community Level

Five Steps Toward a Strengths-Based Approach in' Y our Community
Building Communities From the Insde Out: A Path Toward Finding and Mobilizing a
Community’s Assets (Maps and Charts)

Part 1l Training Feedback Form
Contact Information
References from Y CA Training Materials

Strength- Based Approaches to Work with Y outh and Families: An Overview of the
Literature and Web-Based Resources (An Annotated Bibliography of Recent Works and
Resources Available on the World Wide Web)

Availability of Training Materials

Thistraning materid is avalable for download from the NPC Research Web Site at
www.npcresearch.com. Because many components of the training are used with permission of
other authors, the research team is working to obtain authorizations to share this materia
publicly. However, most components of the Y CA Training Manud are already available. From
the home page, click on the Materids button on the lower |eft Sde of the page and sdlect Y outh
Competency Assessment (YCA) Training Manud. The YCA Trainers Guide will dso be found
at the same location.

NPC Research 73 May 2004



V1. Conferences

OJDDA 2003 Training Symposium: Human Capital

In September 2003, we presented a workshop representing this project at the Oregon Juvenile
Department Directors Association 2003 Training Symposium, an annual conference for state and
county juvenile justice system staff, managers, and directors; researchers, and service providers
who work with juvenile offenders and other at risk youth. The focus of the training symposum
this year was Human Capitd.

In our session, Juliette Mackin (project director) and a representative from each of the pilot Stes
participated. Joe Christy (Director, Washington County Juvenile Department) was the host as
well asthefind presenter. He talked about policy level congderations and implementation.
Laura Burgess (Lead Probation Officer for the Female Gender Team, Multnomah County) and
Merin Padi (Juvenile Probation Officer, Clackamas County Juvenile Department) presented
their perspectives of the benefits and challenges of using the Y CA.

Y outh Competency Assessment: A Strengths-Based Developmental Approach

OJDDA Conference Vdley River Center, Eugene, OR
Tuesday, September 30, 2003
1:45-3:15p.m.

Presentation Abstract

A focus on strengths can produce better results for youth, families, and crime victims. It can dso
improve a probation officer’s job satisfaction and even the climate of the organization. In this
inspiring and practica worship, juvenile counsdors from three Oregon counties will share an
assessment process for identifying a youth offender’ s strengths, competencies, and capabilities
that enables them to collaborate with families and community members to build service and case
plans with pro-socia competency development goals.

The Y outh Competency Assessment isa brief format and process developed by NPC Research
for the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation to implement Dr. Laura Nissen's strength-based mode
of working with juvenile offenders. The assessment becomes the foundation for an gpproach that
engages youth in pogtive change by building, reinforcing and mobilizing those qudities and
capacities that have the most potentia to contribute to positive outcomes. The assessment is
designed to be used with the traditiond risk assessment, including the Oregon Juvenile Crime
Prevention Risk Assessment. The Y outh Competency Assessment training will include a video
demongtrating strength- based interviewing techniques used by redl probation officerswith red
(and chdlenging) youth offenders.

This workshop will be particularly vauable for community providers who partner with juvenile
departments in providing services to court-involved youth.
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Workshop Plan

The following is a description of the content of the session. The actual presentation deviated
somewhat, but not substantially, from this plan.

Wecome and Introductions of presenters (Joe Christy [host] & Juliette Mackin) (10 minutes)

(Joe)
. We'redl here—from our various backgrounds and roles — because we care about kids
and we want to help them, especidly the oneswho are already having trouble, do better.

We are facing atime of restricted resources and decreased options (e.g., close custody
beds and residential trestment) — we need to be crestive and use as many tools as we
have available to hdp youth and families be successful. The Y outh Competency
Assessment is one of thosetoals.

(Quliette)
Many of you have heard about strengths gpproaches;, maybe you' ve heard atalk or attended
atraining; or you or your staff aready use thistype of agpproach in your work. This
presentation will offer information to you based on the experiences of st&ff in 3 juvenile
departments who have pilot tested the Y CA and the strengths-based assessment process.

Overview of presentation (Juliette Mackin) (5 minutes)
Ouitline (Share vison of gpproach, why we think atool is useful, a description of our
pilot project, avideo with asample of afew YCA questionsin ared interview with a
youth, benefits and chalenges of the Y CA based on our pilot Stes' experience, and
lessons learned about the policy level implementation of a strengths based gpproach in
juvenile depts. We should have time at the end for questions, but fed freeto ask
questions or offer comments during the presentation.)

Presentation gods:
0 Undergland the benefits of using a strengths-based assessment process
0 Learn about the YCA mode and tool, and how it can be adapted
0 Gaininformation about what system components are necessary for
implementation
Review of materiasin packet

(Introduce the video: Juliette)

Overview of vison: Strengths based gpproach in juvenile justice (Videotape of Laura Burney-
Nissen) (3 minutes) [Laura Nissen is now afaculty member at Portland State University and
director of Reclaiming Futures, ajuvenile justice and substance abuse project. Her work and that
of many others prompted development of this project. She provides an overview of the vision of
integrating strengths in juvenile justice settings.

(Laura Burgess) (5 minutes)
Why do we need atool ?
0 To make surethat strengths are incorporated into our work in a systematic and
consistent way. (So that it isn't just the people who dready ask about strengths
doing it but everyone doesit, so dl kids/families benefit)
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0 To gaher important information about youth/family/community strengths and
assts a the front end, so we can use that information throughout case planning

Doesn't it take alot of time? We can’'t add one more thing for our staff to do.

o0 TheYCA isadructured way of gathering information and helping to build a
relationship between you and the youth and family. That doesn't hgppen dl a
once; it'saprocess. Yes, building areationship takes time, but it'sworth it —we
don’'t have time not to do it. There are too many kids and too many issues not to
be as effective as we can be as early as possible. We don’t need kids coming back
again or saying in the system for years without improving.

0 It can beincorporated into how we do our work so it redly isn't acompletely new
assessment, but rather is part of our approach.

Brief overview of project (Juliette Mackin) (10 minutes)
Funded by Robert Wood Johnson Foundation — 3-year project
3 pilot Stes with atest team within each department, plus a comparison ste; Loca and
Nationa Advisory Boards; began pilot February 2002
Extengve literature review and piloting of questions; development of aframework and
Specific items
Development and testing of tool
Deve opment and testing of training curriculum
Collection of data
Reference to handouts of tool, modd, and various formats

(Introduce video: Juliette)

View aportion of asample video demongtrating the use of Y outh Competency Assessment
questions. (Videotape of Karl Johnson, Multnomah County Department of Community Justice)
(5 minutes) Karl is not part of the pilot team — had a youth who he was having ahard time
connecting/communicating with, S0 was interested in trying something new. Thisis hisfirg
Srengths- based interview.

(Comments from Laura Burgess on the video)

Benefits of this approach (Merin Paldi) (15 minutes)
Buy in from youth and families
Fed better about your job
Be successful with fewer resources
Less need to use sanctions, and more buy in from families when they are needed

What to expect when implementing this gpproach (AKA Chdlenges) and What thisisn't (Laura

Burge$) (5 minutes)
Not everyone will buy in & firgt. (Solution: Start with apllot group of interested staff
then broaden to include everyone; make sure management is solidly on board and
supportive of saff; create inditutiona change to make the system — a least within the
Concerns about being easy on kids or not getting at accountability. (Clarification: Thisis
not an gpproach that tries to eliminate the accountability role. It is an augmentation and a
tool to help accountability work better, but building it in as alearning process))
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Implementation: How do we develop a strengths based assessment approach in our department?
(Joe Chrigty) (15 minutes)
[Policy level guide handouit]
Patience: Thisisalong-term strategy — strengths based work shouldn’'t end at the
assessment. It sets up afoundation for arelationship with the youth and family.
Integrate into your staff’s regular work. (Take something else away or make an effort to
minimize the extra burden on gaff.)
Staff need to be supported by management: Management needs to be trained and aware
of the process so that they can provide this support and appropriate supervision.

Wrap up and next steps (Juliette Mackin) (2 minutes)
Y outh and parents — engaging and reporting a more pogtive juvenile justice experience
Staff find the Y CA useful and beneficia to their work
Project wrapping up and developing a dissemination plan. Looking for Stesinterested in
being the next set of pilot Stes to implement the tool/process.
Resources are available including training materid and auser’ sguide, as well as daff
from the 3 origina stes who are willing to participate as trainers.

Fina questions (15 minutes)

Handouts (in packets):
1. The Strengths Perspective (summary of theory behind strengths-based approach)
2. YCA Modd (circular diagram)
3. Two diagrams of juvenile justice system: traditional and with addition of strengths
approach
4. YCA toolsin different formats
a.  Origind with notes and summary page
b. Expanded with space for answers under each question
c. Shorter version with just questions and no notes or summary
d. Exampleof YCA questionsintegrated into other assessment materia's (county
example)
5. Policy level preparations handout

15" National Youth Crime Prevention Conference: Youth Raising the
Standard

In February 2004 we presented this project at the 15" Nationa Y outh Crime Prevention
Conference. The focus of this year’s conference was Y outh Raising the Standard.” Though this
conference focused on youth as participants, juvenile justice staff and other interested parties
also attended.

The following is a description of our presentation. Juliette Mackin and Judy Weller from NPC
Research presented with Merin Padi, Probation Officer from Clackamas County (one of this
project’s pilot Sites).
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Strengths-Based Restorative Judtice

15" Nationa Y outh Crime Prevention Conference and International Forum
February 14-17, 2004
Mariott Crystal Gateway
Arlington, VA

Workshop description

NPC Research in Portland, Oregon, developed a strengths-based assessment tool and protocol for
use in the juvenile judtice system as part of a comprehensive juvenile judice initictive

(Reclaiming Futures) funded by the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation. The Y outh Competency
Assessment (YCA) instrument was designed to expand, strengthen, and improve the system’s
cgpacity to include the pogtive dements of ayouth, the youth's family, peers, and/or community

in awdl-baanced assessment and service profile. The assessment tool and protocol have been
tested in three pilot Stesin Oregon during 2002-2003 and have formed the cornerstone of the
development of integrated strategies combining juvenile justice, substance abuse treatment, and
family and community interventions that could interrupt the cycle of substance abuse and
ddinquency. This workshop was of particular benefit to a practitioner audience.

Workshop goals and objectives

The goa of the workshop was to provide participants with (1) and understanding of the benefits
of using a strengths-based assessment process, (2) information about the Y CA mode and tool,
and how it can be adapted, and (3) to inform participants about what system components are
necessary for implementation.

Skills learned during workshop

Desgned for practitioners of juvenile justice delinquency prevention, this workshop
demongtrated that users of the Y CA can develop an intake strategy that would help youth (1)
provide specific indicators for pathways toward a hedlthy identity, (2) connect youth to
community, family, and peersin anew way, and (3) support efforts to repair harm.

Uniqueness of workshop

Thisworkshop was unique in thet its data was informed from not only the evaluators examining
systemic change, but dso juvenile justice workers and youth involved with the system.
Additiondly, this particular workshop prided itself on the inclusion of perspectives from those
who use the instrument. This perspective included practical benefits of the Y CA gpproach,
including (1) ‘buy i’ from youth and families, (2) increased job satisfaction of juvenile
department staff and related workers, (3) increased successes with fewer resources, and (4) less
need to use sanctions.
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Handouts available

1. The Strengths Perspective (summary of theory behind strengths-based approach)

2. YCA Modd

3. Two diagrams of juvenile judtice system: traditiona and with addition of strengths
approach

4. Youth Competency Assessment instrument

Judging workshop success

Those who atended the workshop had the ability to comment on the usefulness and relevance of
the information presented to them by completing anonymous surveys at the conclusion of the
presentation. Severa participants expressed interest in bringing the Y CA and/or the training to
their departments/organizations.

CSAT Annual Grantee Meeting

Laura Nissen, Director of Reclaiming Futures, and Juliette Mackin and Judy Weller of NPC
Research presented the Y CA and the strengtht based protocol at the SAMHSA/CSAT Annua
Grantee Mesting in February 2004.

CSAT Annud Grantee Mesting
February 23-25, 2004
Renai ssance Harborplace Hotel
Bdtimore, MD 21202

Following is the presentation outline:
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CSAT Grantee Conference Presentation Outline 2/24/04

Time

Speaker

Content

Handouts

10:15-10:45

Laura

Introductions of Pandl

Overview of workshop goas (In this workshop we will introduce the
srengths-based approach, describe the Y outh Competency Assessment tool
and process, and provide an overview of the findings from the pilot sudy.)
Overview of the Strengths approach generdly and why it isreevant to
working with youth with substance use/abuse issues

Introduce how we ended up developing this project (and tool)

Strengths
Perspective

Hand out the
current and future
modds

Refer to YCA
FAQs

10:45-11:15

Judy

The Y CA modd — describe the three domains, including examples

How we created the tool and the questions and tested them, what it looked
like when we started (including Nationdl Advisory Board feedback, Local
Advisory Board feedback, and youth focus group).

Digribute the Y CA tool (tak about the different versons/formats) and
describe the questions and the summary page (how to map thisinformation
into aservice or case plan).

Tak about the pilot: The three counties that tested this out.

Wheat changed because of this pilot (Started with cresting a hedlthy identity
and ended up moving repairing harm to the beginning because it worked best
when integrating into a juvenile justice setting; counties integrated the
questions into their existing assessment processes and forms). We haven't
piloted with substance abuse trestment professionas yet, so the origina
format may work better in your settings — we would appreciate your feedback
and thoughts related to this question.

YCA Mod€
Y CA tool
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11:15-11:45 | Juliette Based on close collaboration with and feedback from staff and managers from User protocol
our 3 pilot sites, we compiled the lessons learned and what worked best (or Findings handout
should have been done) related to implementation — developed guideines for
how to implement a strengths- based assessment and process in other settings.
We have two other handouts here that are part of the training materia and Using the YCA (by
curriculum that describe some of these suggestions in more detal. level)
We talked to lots of different people to see how the process and tool worked Policy Leved
(kids, parents, staff, management and administrators, other key stakeholders). Condderations
Describe what staff experience was. What staff thought about it and the
benefits. How the Stes integrated the tool into their assessment. Find report will be
We dso taked to kids and their parents from the pilot countiesand a avalableif anyoneis
comparison county and gathered information about the kids. Here' s what we interested in the
found. research side.
We videotaped assessments conducted with and without the Y CA. Research
staff coded the tapes (discuss results).
Other data sources. Key stakeholders, coding of assessments, coding of
service data

11:45-12:00 | Pand Audience questions How to get training/
Summary, wrap-up, and how to get more information, including training and manua
maerias
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VIl. Summary

Tool and Process Development

During this project, and through our close work with the three pilot counties, we were able to
develop and test a Strengths-based assessment tool that works within juvenile justice agencies.
The tool and process were informed by literature, staff experience, and youth feedback, as well
as adjustments based on what is practical and feasible in the work of juvenile court
counselorg/probation officers. We believe the Y CA has a firm theoretical foundation and has
face and content vaidity. We dso bdieve that the specific questions can be flexible, based on a
counsdlor’ s specific casdoad (such as very young or much older youth, youth of different
cultura backgrounds, or youth with difficulty in comprehension) to meet the needs of different
groups of youth or gaff, while sill covering the main domains and principles.

The primary changes that occurred during this pilot project were a reordering of the three
domains and an integration of the questions into exigting assessment tools. While the research
team liked the approach of starting with “ Creeting a Hedlthy Identity,” the juvenile justice staff
members felt they needed to begin their work with youth and families by darifying the charges
againg the youth, the expectations of the court or department, and what the family could expect
in terms of the juvenile justice process. These practicad consderations meant that sarting with
“Repairing Harm” was a more naturd fit with the existing process.

In addition, while usng the Y CA as astand-aonetool has its benefits, particularly for research
purposes, the pilot Stesfdt that for perceived as well as actud efficiencies, it was more
conducive to their exigting process to integrate the new questions and sectionsinto their own
assessment tools.

Lessons Learned

We tried as much as possible throughout this project to implement feedback into the project and
to document suggestions for future sites. The following section details the lessons that our pilot
steswould like to pass dong to other jurisdictions interested in implementing a strengths- based
assessment process or other service ddivery system.

Policy and System Level Lessons

In order to successfully implement a strengths-based program using the Y outh Competency
Assessment tool and protocal, it isimportant that juvenile departments pave the way with
preparatory groundwork. The following are suggestions for that groundwork based on the
experiences of the juvenile departments that piloted the Y CA in Oregon in 2001-2003.

Before training gaff and implementing the Y CA, the Juvenile Department management staff
members need to conceptuali ze the department’ s strengthr based vision and mission. This
process should encompass any policy that may have been created around bringing this
gpproach into the department as arequired part of the assessment process, including how
they will use the Y CA/grengths gpproach and how it will benefit the counsdors/POs, the
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department, and the youth they serve. This vision should be imparted to the saff prior to the
initid training so that they are aware of itsimportance to the department and to the work they
will be doing in the future. Leadership must be supportive of this gpproach and encourage its
adoption. Leadership must dso be willing to recognize and change existing policies or
practices that are found to inhibit the full implementation of a strengths-based approach.

Managers and supervisors need to be trained, fully understand the approach, and buy into it.
They will be a support and aresource for counselors/probation officers as they incorporate
this gpproach into their daily routine.

Allowing plenty of room and opportunity for discussions (on aregular bags) is helpful for
people learning new grategies and for working out questions, darifying points of confusion,
providing peer support, and generating ideas for how the process will best work in a
particular department.

Determine where in your protocol of youth assessment the strengths-based questions best fit.
Are gaff members required to address accountability issues at the beginning of the first
meeting? In that case, accountability questions may be followed by youth competency
questions. Is there flexibility in when to address various issues during the assessment
process? In that case, the counsd or/probation officer may want to begin with youth
competency questions not only to gather information about the youth' s strengths, but as an
ad to building rapport at the outset of the youth's rdationship with the juvenile department
and its gaff.

If possible, incorporate Y CA questions into your existing assessment paperwork in order to
ensure a smooth interview process that has a balance of accountability and strengths.

Recognize that some staff members aready look for strengths’have a strengths- based
approach, but that the Y CA isamethod of formalizing that effort and ensuring that those
drengths are utilized to help youth toward a hedthy life.

A written list (paper and/or éectronic) of community resources should be available to the
counsel ors/probation officers to provide them with ideas and contacts that they can useto
build on the strengths of the youth, especidly when preparing the case plan.

An on-gte "resdent srengths expert” who is well-informed about the strengths approach and
how it is being used in the department, and who has materids and information to share, will
be a vauable resource and support for other staff who are using the youth competency
assessment and approach.

Refresher meetings should be scheduled monthly during the first severa months of
implementation so that staff will have an opportunity to discuss their problems and successes,
and have an opportunity to share examples of cregtive ways they are building on the
grengths of the youth and contact information for any new resources they may have
discovered.

Provide information to judges, court personnd, and other related parties. A one-page
summary sheet isagood reminder ad, dong with a mini-training on the strengths-based
gpproach. The judges might even have suggestions about what they would like to see and
what a strengths-based case hearing might look like.

Implementing a strengths- based gpproach is mogt effective when it involves entire systems.
Encourage didogue with the community programs and providers that you work with, to
inform them about the approach you are taking and why. Include providersin your trainings
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or help to facilitate training for them in another way. Expect services you refer to, and
professonds you work with, to be open to learning about and implementing a strengths-
based approach aswell. If they do not, consider using other providers.

Schools are a critica partner to the juvenile justice system. They aso should be encouraged
to learn about and incorporate strengths-based principles. Juvenile department staff can gain
much cooperation from schools by working to support ther difficult youth and familiesin the
schools. For example, a probation officer who responds quickly by showing up a a school
where ayouth is acting in a disruptive manner, and intervening with that youth, can earn the
trust, gppreciation, and respect of school personnd.

A grengths-based approach isaway of empowering youth, families, schools, and other
agenciesto work in a positive way despite challenges.

The following section describes lessons the research team learned during the testing of the
training curriculum and process.

Training Lessons

It ishelpful if the trainer or amember of the training team is someone who has juvenile
justice experience, specificaly who has been a probation officer or supervison counsdor.
These individuds have credibility in the eyes of line staff members who are being trained.

Schedule trainingsin at least two parts (different days), limiting each sessonto 2to 2%
hours. Smdl groups (10-15 people) work well when possible. Training should have a variety
of components: exercises, video, examples, role plays, etc.) in order to hold interest and,
most importantly, to involve gaff in avariety of learning/practicing experiences that will

bring the strengths philosophy from theory into practice.

Thetrainer should be familiar with the department’ s forms and protocol for dedling with
youth who come into contact with the juvenile department.

At the training, give examples of acompleted Y CA and a sample case plan that builds on
those strengths gathered in the Y CA interview (provide two or three examples).

At the training, present a video that shows a strengths-based assessment interview and one
that is not strengths-based.

Use red examples of what they are doing now (seeif staff memberswill volunteer to be
video or audio tgped) as atraining exercise — point out what is going well and what could be
improved. Depending on training and supervision time and resources, this exercise could be
done individualy or in small groups. Also, make sure to provide time to practice and provide
feedback related to using the assessment information in the crestion of case plars,
reformation plans, or other goa-oriented documents.

Findly, we would like to share some re-learned lessons from this project that might be helpful to
researchers conducting Smilar pilot projects.
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Research Lessons

Leave plenty of time (more than you think you need) at the end of the project for data
analyses and re-andyses, writing up findings, and receiving feedback. The extratime
contributes to higher quality products. Additiondly, it is wonderful if you can dso plantime
to prepare materials for dissemination or publication.

When implementing a system change or new ingrument, like the YCA, adlow timefor the
program or process to mature before attempting to collect outcome data. Thisideais not new,
but it was reinforced for us on this project.

Pan for extravidtsto your research stes or for saff to come to you. We found it invaluable
to have regular communication with and feedback from the juvenile justice staff through the
Loca Advisory Board. It facilitated development throughout the project, aswell as additiona
thinking about the interpretations of those findings.

Next steps

Members of the research team are hoping to continue work based on this project into the future.
There are two areas we are still working on: grants (for research and trainings) and publications.

Grants

We have applied for aNationa Ingtitute of Drug Abuse (NIDA) contract to develop a strengths-
based assessment tool for multi- problem youth. This project would draw heavily on the work
conducted in this project as well as research we have done on risks and protective factors. It would
expand the work from juvenile justice to other areas and would focus on an attempt to integrate, in
a systematic way, the risks/needs/strengths areas into one assessment form and process.

We are dso looking for grant and contract opportunities, primarily from foundations, for

research to extend the work on youth outcomes, as described in this report in the section on
“Follow-up.” We would love an opportunity to collect additiona datafrom our pilot Sites on new
youth or on the department as awhole, through either pre-post designs (pre and post Y CA
implementation) or through comparisons with other counties not yet using a strengths- based
modd. We are dso hoping to find funding so that we will be able to accommodate training and
technical assstance requests from new stes interested in guidance related to implementing
drengths-based practice and/or the Y CA toal.

Publications

There are many reports and articles that may be of interest to others based on this project. We
have begun work on two of them. Thefirst is a description of the literature and theoretica
underpinnings of this project and the use of a strengths-based approach to assessment and case
management in juvenile justice agencies, as well asthe gapsin that literature and future research
needsin this area. The second is a detailed description of the project, including case studies of
the pilot sites and their implementation processes. We will continue to work on producing
materials that are suitable for dissemination to broader audiences.
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Youth Competency Assessment (YCA) Model

Sample questions:

1. Where have you learned about how to decide right from wrong (e.g., parent, teacher)? What are some examples of what they
taught you?

2. Think about what got you in trouble this last time. Who did it hurt? Is there anything you've already done to make up for your
actions? What else could you do?

3. What could you do to show people that you'll make different decisions in the future? How would these choices benefit you?

A. Repairing Harm

What personal strengths does the

youth have that she/he can use

to make up for past mistakes?

C. Connecting with
Family, Peers, and

B. Creating a Healthy

. Identity
Community

What positive skills & qualities

Are there positive people in the

) does the youth have that
youth's life who can serve as a

. her/him? will help her/him succeed?
resource for her/him?

Sample questions:

Sample questions:
p a 1. How do you like to spend your free time? Hobbies? Sports?

1. Who in your life helps you reach your goals or explore your . ) i i
Music/Movies? (These questions look for engagement in

productive activities)

2. Are you going to school or working anywhere (or have you
ever)? What types of things did you enjoy? What were you
good at?

3. What types of skills do you have? (This area might need

interests? If there isn't someone, what are some ways we
could help find someone?

2. Name some people that you respect or that you see doing
things you like or appreciate (e.g., teacher, coach, musician,
doctor, neighbor). What kinds of things do they do?

3. Tell me about a time when someone did something nice for
you, or helped you out, or gave you something you needed.
Why did the person do it?

probing and you might need to provide some suggestions)
[Follow up with ... How do you think these skills will help you in
your life?]

Copyright 2004 Northwest Professional Consortium, Inc. (dba NPC Research). To ascertain whether you have the
current version or for other information about thisinstrument, please contact Juliette Mackin at NPC Research;
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Y outh Competency Assessment (YCA)
[Notes Verson]

Introduction: It islikely that you will begin the interview by conducting usud Department/Court

business: meeting the youth and any other people who are present, introducing yoursdlf, and providing
some information about why the youth is there, what they can expect from their vist today and their
involvement with you overdl, and what expectations the Department/Court has of them. The YCA has
the following purposes and goas: 1) To start the process of understanding harm done and how to repair
it, 2) To get to know the youth and her/his strengths, and 3) To decide together on competency areasto
develop or explore.

Copyright 2004 Northwest Professional Consortium, Inc. (dba NPC Research). To ascertain whether you have the current
version or for other information about this instrument, please contact Juliette Mackin at NPC Research; 5200 SW Macadam
Ave,, Ste. 420; Portland, OR 97239-3857; 503-243-2436; M ackin@npcresearch.comor www.npcresearch.com Permission is
hereby granted to reproduce and distribute copies of thiswork for nonprofit purposes, provided that this copyright noticeis
included on each copy. Development of thistool was funded by the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation.




Y outh Name/l.D. # Dae [ /

Counsdor/Staff Name/l.D. #

Y outh Competency Assessment (YCA)
[Notes Verson]

Section A: Repairing Harm
* What personal strengths does the youth have that he/she can use to make up for past mistakes? *

a Where have you learned about how to decide right from wrong Notes

(e.g., parent, teacher)? What are some examples of what they
taught you?

b. Think about what got you in trouble this last time. Who did it
hurt? Isthere anything you' ve dready done to make up for your
actions? What (else) you could do?

¢. What could you do to show people that you'll make different
decisonsin the future? How would these choices benefit you?

Section B: Creating a Healthy Identity

* What positive skills and qualities does the youth have that will
help her/him succeed? What behaviors does the youth exhibit that
reflect a positive identity? *

d. How do you like to spend your free time?
Hobbies? Sports? Music/Movies? (These questions ook for
engagement in productive activities)

e. Areyou going to school or working anywhere (or have you
ever)? What types of things did you enjoy? What were you good
a?

f. What types of kills do you have? (This area might need probing
and you might need to provide some suggestions)
[Follow up with...How do you think these skillswill help you in

your life?]

0. One of the thingsweé |l be doing together is making some plans
for the next few months. What goas would you liketo try to
achieve in the next (month? 3 months? etc.)? What areas
would you like to explore?

h. How would you describe yourself?

i. What is something you like about yoursdf? (Probe for
something more than the superficd)
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Y outh Name/l.D. # Dae [ /

Counsdor/Staff Name/l.D. #

Y outh Competency Assessment (YCA)
[Notes Verson]

Section C: Connecting with Family, Peers, and Community
* Arethere positive people in the youth’ s life who can serve as a resource for her/him? *

j- Who do you spend most of your time with? (Looking for a Not
connection with adults, positive role models) Otes
k. Describe the people you fed most safe with... Who are they?
If there isn’'t someone, what are some ways we could help find
someone? What is it that makes you fed safe?

I. Who in your life helps you reach your gods or explore your
interests? If there isn't someone, what are some ways we could
help find someone?

m. Name some people that you respect or that you see doing
things you like or appreciate (e.g., teacher, coach, musician,
doctor, neighbor). What kinds of things do they do? Who in your
family do you admire most? (Why?) Which friend do you admire

most? (Why?)

n. Tdl me about atime when someone did something nice for
you, or helped you out, or gave you something you needed. Why
did the person do it?

0. Tel me about atime you did something nice for someone e,
or you helped them out, or you gave them something they
needed. What types of things do you enjoy doing for others?

p. Who counts on you? [Follow up with...What do you do for
them|

Note: If youth is unable to provide postive information
about him/hersdlf, it may indicate depresson or another
underlying issue. Please screen or refer for screening as

necessary.
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Y outh Name/l.D. # Dae [ /

Counsdor/Staff Name/l.D. #

Y outh Competency Assessment (YCA)

[Notes Verson]
YCA Summary and Plan
1. Y outh’ s skills'resources/strengths (can include community or cultura strengths or supports)
a
b.
C.

2. Short-term competency development/skill building aress.

a. Mentoring others or being mentored:

Review date:
b. Education or Career:

Review date:
c. Family or peer relationships:

Review date:
d. Repairing harm:

Review date:
e. Other:

Review date:

3. People who can support youth to develop competencies/skills:

a. Name: Relationship:
b. Name: Relationship:
c. Name: Relationship:

4. Summary of youth's long-term goals/plan for future:

Now use thisinformation in designing your case plan.
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Y outh Competency Assessment (YCA)
[Short Version]

Introduction: 1t islikdy that you will begin the interview by conducting usua Department/Court

business: meeting the youth and any other people who are present, introducing yourself, and providing
some information about why the youth is there, what they can expect from their vigt today and their
involvement with you overal, and what expectations the Department/Court has of them. The YCA has
the following purposes and gods: 1) To sart the process of understanding harm done and how to repair
it, 2) To get to know the youth and her/his strengths, and 3) To decide together on competency areasto
develop or explore.

Copyright 2004 Northwest Professional Consortium, Inc. (dba NPC Research). To ascertain whether you have the
current version or for other information about this instrument, please contact Juliette Mackin at NPC Research; 5200 SW
Macadam Ave.; Ste. 420; Portland, OR 97239-3857; 503-243-2436; M ackin@npcresearch.comor

www.npcresearch.com Permission is hereby granted to reproduce and distribute copies of thiswork for nonprofit
purposes, provided that this copyright notice isincluded on each copy. Development of this tool was funded by the
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Y outh Name/l.D. # Dae [ /

Counsdor/Staff Name/l.D. #

Y outh Competency Assessment (YCA)
[Short Version]

Section A: Repairing Harm
* What personal strengths does the youth have that he/she can use to make up for past mistakes? *

a Where have you learned about how to decide right from wrong (e.g., parent, teacher)? What are some
examples of what they taught you?

b. Think about what got you in trouble thislast time. Who did it hurt? |s there anything you' ve aready
done to make up for your actions? What (else) you could do?

¢. What could you do to show people that you' Il make different decisons in the future? How would
these choices benefit you?

Section B: Creating a Healthy Identity
* What positive skills and qualities does the youth have that will help her/him succeed? What behaviors
does the youth exhibit that reflect a positive identity? *

Sample Quedtions:
d. How do you like to spend your free time?
Hobbies? Sports? Music/Movies? (These questions look for engagement in productive activities)

e. Are you going to school or working anywhere (or have you ever)? What types of things did you
enjoy? What were you good at?

f. What types of skills do you have? (This area might need probing and you might need to provide some
Suggestions)

[Follow up with...How do you think these skillswill help you in your life?]

0. One of the thingswe Il be doing together is making some plans for the next few months. What gods
would you like to try to achieve in the next (month? 3 months? etc.)? What areas would you like
to explore?

h. How would you describe yoursef?

i. What is something you like about yoursdlf? (Probe for something more than the superficid)

Section C: Connecting with Family, Peers, and Community
* Arethere positive people in the youth’ s life who can serve as a resource for her/him? *

j- Who do you spend most of your time with? (Looking for a connection with adults, positive role
models)
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Y outh Name/l.D. # Dae [ /

Counsdor/Staff Name/l.D. #

Y outh Competency Assessment (YCA)
[Short Version]
k. Describe the people you fed most safe with... Who are they? If thereisn’t someone, what are some
ways we could help find someone? What isit that makes you fed safe?

I. Who in your life helps you reach your goas or explore your interets? If there isn't someone, what are
some ways we could help find someone?

m. Name some people that you respect or that you see doing things you like or gppreciate (e.g., teacher,

coach, musician, doctor, neighbor). What kinds of things do they do? Who in your family do you admire
most? (Why?) Which friend do you admire most? (Why?)

n. Tell me about atime when someone did something nice for you, or helped you out, or gave you
something you needed. Why did the person do it?

0. Tel me about atime you did something nice for someone ese, or you helped them out, or you gave
them something they needed. What types of things do you enjoy doing for others?

p. Who counts on you? [Follow up with...What do you do for them?|

Note: If youth is unable to provide pogtive information
about him/hersdlf, it may indicate depresson or another
underlying issue. Please screen or refer for screening as

necessary.
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Y outh Name/l.D. # Dae [ /

Counsdor/Staff Name/l.D. #

Y outh Competency Assessment (YCA)

[Short Version]
YCA Summary and Plan
1. Youth's skills'resources/strengths (can include community or cultura strengths or supports)
a
b.
C.

2. Short-term competency development/skill building aress.

a. Mentoring others or being mentored:

Review date:

b. Education or Career:

Review date:
c. Family or peer rlaionships:

Review date:
d. Repairing harm:

Review date:
e. Other:

Review date:

3. People who can support youth to develop competencies/skills:

a. Name: Relationship:
b. Name: Relationship:
c. Name: Relationship:

4. Summary of youth's long-term goal/plan for future:

Now use thisinformation in designing your case plan.
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Y outh Competency Assessment (YCA)
[Long Verson]

Introduction: It islikely that you will begin the interview by conducting usual Department/Court
business:
a) Meeting the youth and any other people who are present,
b) Introducing yourself
¢) Providing some information about why the youth is there, what they can expect fromtheir visit
today and their involvement with you overall, and
d) What expectations the Department/Court has of them.

The YCA has the following purposes and goals:

1) To start the process of under standing harm done and how to repair it,
2) To get to know the youth and her/his strengths, and

3) To decide together on competency areas to develop or explore.

Copyright 2004 Northwest Professional Consortium, Inc. (dba NPC Research). To ascertain whether you have the
current version or for other information about thisinstrument, please contact Juliette Mackin at NPC Research; 5200 SW
Macadam Ave.; Ste. 420; Portland, OR 97239-3857; 503-243-2436; M ackin@npcresearch.comor

www.npcresearch.com Permission is hereby granted to reproduce and distribute copies of thiswork for nonprofit
purposes, provided that this copyright noticeisincluded on each copy. Development of thistool was funded by the
Robert Wood Johnson Foundation.




Y outh Name/l.D. # Dae [ /

Counsdor/Staff Name/l.D. #

Y outh Competency Assessment (YCA)
[Long Verson]

Section A: Repairing Harm
* What personal strengths does the youth have that he/she can use to make up for past mistakes?*

1. Where have you learned about how to decide right from wrong (e.g., parent, teacher)?

Supportive adults/role models:

2. What are some examples of what they taught you?

Think about what got you in trouble this last time.

3. Who did it hurt?

4. Isthere anything you' ve dready done to make up for your actions?
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Y outh Name/l.D. # Dae [ /

Counsdor/Staff Name/l.D. #

Y outh Competency Assessment (YCA)
[Long Verson]

5. What (else) you could do?

Repairing harm god (9): revicn d
eview date:

Review date:

Review date:

6. What could you do to show people that you' Il make different decisonsin the future?

7. How would these choices benefit you?

8. Summary of youth's strengths for repairing harm:
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Y outh Name/l.D. # Dae [ /

Counsdor/Staff Name/l.D. #

Y outh Competency Assessment (YCA)
[Long Verson]

Section B: Creating a Healthy Identity
* What positive skills and qualities does the youth have that will help her/him succeed? What behaviors
does the youth exhibit that reflect a positive identity? *

9. How do you like to spend your free time? Hobbies? Sports? Music/Movies? [ These questions look for
engagement in productive activities]

10. Are you going to school or working anywhere (or have you ever)? What types of things did you
enjoy? What were you good at?

11. What types of skills do you have? (This area might need probing and you might need to provide
some suggestions)

12. [Follow up with...How do you think these skillswill/could help you in your life?]
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Y outh Name/l.D. # Dae [ /

Counsdor/Staff Name/l.D. #

Y outh Competency Assessment (YCA)
[Long Verson]

13. One of the things we |l be doing together is making some plans for the next few months. What god's
would you liketo try to achieve in the next (month? 3 months? etc.)? What areas would you
like to explore?

Suggestions/examples:

a. Mentoring others or being mentored:

Review date:
b. Education or Career:

Review date:
c. Family or peer relationships:

Review date:
d. Other:

Review date:

14. How would you describe yoursdf? What is something you like about yourself? (Probe for something
more than the superficid)

15. Summary of youth's strengths for creating a hedthy identity:
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Y outh Name/l.D. # Dae [ /

Counsdor/Staff Name/l.D. #

Y outh Competency Assessment (YCA)
[Long Verson]

Section C: Connecting with Family, Peers, and Community
* Arethere positive people in the youth’ s life who can serve as a resource for her/him?*

16. Who do you spend mogt of your time with? [Looking for a connection with adults, postive role
modes]

Supportive adults/role models:

17. Describe the people you fed most safe with... Who are they?

People who provide safety:

18a. If thereisn’t anyone, what are some ways we could help find someone?

18b. What isit that makes you fed safe?
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Y outh Name/l.D. # Dae [ /

Counsdor/Staff Name/l.D. #

Y outh Competency Assessment (YCA)
[Long Verson]

19. Who in your life heps you reach your goas or explore your interests? If thereisn’t someone, what
are some ways we could help find someone? (Who would you like to get to know better?)

Supportive adults/role models OR possible supportive adults:

20. Name some people that you respect or that you see doing things you like or appreciate (e.g., teacher,
coach, musician, doctor, neighbor). What kinds of things do they do? Who in your family do you
admire most? (Why?) Which friend do you admire most? (Why?)

People the youth respectsadmires:

Why?

Why?

Why?

21. Tel me about atime when someone did something nice for you, or helped you out, or gave you
something you needed. Why did the person do it?
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Y outh Name/l.D. # Dae [ /

Counsdor/Staff Name/l.D. #

Y outh Competency Assessment (YCA)
[Long Verson]

22a. Tdl me about atime you did something nice for someone ese, or you helped them out, or you gave
them something they needed.

22b. What types of things do you enjoy doing for others?

23a. Who counts on you?

Why?

Why?

Why?

23b. What do you do for them?

24. sSummary of youth's long-term godS/plan for future:
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Y outh Name/l.D. # Dae [ /

Counsdor/Staff Name/l.D. #

Y outh Competency Assessment (YCA)
[Long Verson]

25. Summary of youth’s strengths for connecting with family, peers, and community:

Now use thisinformation in designing your case plan.

Note: If youth is unable to provide positive information about him/hersdf, it may indicate depresson
or another underlying issue. Please screen or refer for screening as necessary.
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Youth Competency Assessment (YCA)
Supplemental Interview Questions

INSTRUCTIONS:

This is not a structured interview. It is a 20-item guideline for you to use early in your assessment
process with youth that will provide you with strength-based information to incorporate into the Case
Plan. Research and practice suggest that gathering information about a youth’s strengths in the areas
of 1) Creating a Healthy Identity, 2) Connecting With Family, Peers, and Community, and 3) Repairing
Harm will provide you with needed strengths-based information for the Case Plan.

E Section A: Repairing Harm

Overall purpose of section: What personal strengths do youth have that they can use to make up for
past mistakes?

01. Explorlng how it feels to help or hurt others
Talk about a time you did something for someone else that you felt really good about.
Who noticed?
How did they respond?
Think of something in the past that you did that hurt someone else. How do you feel
about that now?
What did you do to make it right? If you didn’t do anything, what could you have done?
Is there anything you could do now?

02. Experiences with apology in personal relationships

Describe a time when someone apologized to you for something they did that hurt you.
How did that make you feel?

How did that change your relationship with that person?
Describe the last time you apologized to another person. How did that make you feel?
Did it change the way you acted toward the other person?

03. Knowing right from wrong

Think about who in your life taught you the most about right and wrong. What are a
couple of examples of what that person taught you?

Are there other people who have also taught you about right and wrong? Are any of
these people in your life right now?

04. Willingness to repair harm from the incident
Think about what got you in trouble this last time. Is there anything you've already done
to make up for your actions?
Do you think there’s anything more that you could do?
On a scale of 1-5 (1=not at all, 5=very), how willing are you to do anything more?

05. Ability to make safe choices
What are ways that you could show people that you'll make safe choices in the future?
How would these choices benefit you?
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06. Community connections

: Communities are places where people are connected to each other, like a
neighborhood, school, or faith-based institution (church, synagogue). What do you
like/not like about your community?
What things can you do in your community that will make it a better place?
Your recent choices may have affected your community connections—what could help
you connect again?
How can your friends support you in maintaining positive community connections?

B Section B: Creating a Healthy Identity

Overall purpose of section: What kinds of things help youth feel good about themselves and help them
succeed?

07. Personal Goals
What are your goals for yourself?
What steps are you taking to achieve these goals?
Is there anything that gets in the way of achieving these goals?

08. Personal Strengths
What do you think your strengths are? (What are the things you like to do that you feel
you are good at?) Name two.
How can these strengths help you in your future goals?

09. Family Strengths
What does your family do well?

10. Pride
What are the things in your life that you are most proud of?

11. Experience Overcoming Challenges
Describe an experience that you felt was difficult or challenging that you were able to
overcome.
What challenges are you currently working on?

12. Safety
Describe the people that you feel the most safe with.
What is it about those people that makes you feel safe?

Section C: Connecting with Family, Peers, and Community

Overall purpose of section: Are there positive people in youths’ lives who can serve as resources for
them?

13. Admiration
: Who in your family, neighborhood or school do you see doing good things in the
community?
What kinds of things do they do?
Who would you like to get to know better who would be a positive influence in your life?
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Problem-solving
Who do you turn to when you have a problem?
Describe someone you've known who made poor decisions and then got back on track.

Helping others
Describe a time when someone helped you or gave you something you needed.
Why do you think people do things like that?

Family as a resource
Think about the people you include in your family.
What kinds of things are they good at?
Who in your family do you admire the most? Why?

Friends as a resource
Think about your group of friends. What kinds of things are they good at?
Who in your group of friends do you admire the most?
Why?

School or work as a resource
Think about your school or where you work. In those places, what do you do the best?
What things take the hardest work?
Is there anything that keeps you from reaching your goals?

Community as a resource
Think about your community. Are there things that need to be fixed?
What could you do to help fix them?
What have you already done in your community to make it better?

Experiences teaching, helping, or leading
Describe your experiences being a mentor, teacher, or leader for others.
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Y outh Competency Assessment in Juvenile Justice: A Strength-Based Developmental Approach

Definition: Y outh Competency Assessment (Y CA) isabrief format and process for identifying strengths,
competencies, and capabilities that will enable professionas, family members, and community members to build
service and case plans that reflect specific pro-social competency development goals across a variety of juvenile
justice settings. Three assessment areas include: A) Support efforts to repair harm; B) Pathways toward a healthy
identity; and C) Indicators of mechanisms to connect youth to community, family, and peers. The Y CA is designed
to be delivered in concert with traditional risk and problem assessment. It is designed to be utilized in conjunction
with aparallel community asset and resource inventory process.

Domain A: Support Efforts to Repair Harm

This category is designed to identify those indicators of moral development specifically geared toward making amends for
problems, difficulties, pain caused to others due to commission of hissher behavior. Specific attention should be focused on
culturally specific ways that wrongdoing is addressed, harm acknowledged, and accountability structures and practices setin
motion. Specific resourcesto provide balanced and restorative justice programming in aculturally congruent framework are
needed.

Examples:

Experience with acknowledging wrongdoing.

Remorse, regret.

Capacity for empathy.

Family members, friends who anchor youth in an appropriate sense of right and wrong.

Experiences in which he/she has been wronged and then apol ogized to.

Experiences with others being empathetic with him/her.

Desire/willingness to apol ogize.

Ability to dialogue about how he/she might repair damage caused by delinquent activities.

Ability/willingnessto link his’her abilitiesto positive community activities.

TSemeo0 T

Doman B: Pathways Toward a Healthy Identity

This category is designed to identify those resources, interests, and capabilities for pro-social development in his/her
environment that are most likely to “grow” positive components to his/her identity and progress towards healthy and
successful development and engagement in post-juvenile justice system life. Special attention should be focused on models of
culturally specific and relevant models of success and health for a particular youth, family, and a community. Special
knowledge of youth-serving community institutions (i.e., schools, youth leaderships, faith communities, and community
resources such as Boys Clubs) that are willing to work with youth in the juvenile justice system are required.

Examples:

Previous experience overcoming challenges or accomplishing personal, family, or team goals (however defined by youth).
Skills and abilities (music, math ability, athletics).

Pro-social interests, ideas for activities that both challenge and interest him/her.

Experienceswith success.

Positive view of personal future.

Ability to identify places where he/she can feel safe.

Willingness to access known and risk discomfort in devel oping new pro-social relationshipsin the community.
Willingness/ability to engagein life planning and development of a positive future action plan.

Se@roon oW

Doman C: Indicators of Mechanisms to Connect Y outh to Community, Family, and Peers

This category is designed to identify those relational capacities or potentialsthat directly hold the possibility of social
relationships in the community with pro-social partners. Specific attention should be focused toward the presence of cultural
resources (both for the youth and in the youth’ s family and community). This category specifically involves community
resources in new ways and requires a careful and in-depth understanding of both traditional and non-traditional community
resources, social capital and cultural dynamicsin avariety of community settings.

Examples:

a.  Willingness to engage with or experiences with mentoring.

b. Willingnessto engage with or experiences with employment and/or education. Career aspirations and interest in career
exploration.

Experiences with |eadership.

Experiences with being ateacher or mentor to others.

Experiences with generosity

Presence of pro-social role modelsin the community — either known or through specific community resources known to
youth, family, or professional. Specific focus on former offenders who have turned their lives around in a positive way.
Willingness/interest in offering self in service-oriented activities to the community and othersin need.
Willingness/interest in participating in social action/community-building activities.

Willingness/interest in identifying and building on family strengths.

Willingness/interest in identifying and building on peer strengths.

~® Qo0
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County Strengths Team

Focus Group

¢ Introductions (name and role)

+¢+ Check in: How isthe process going?
o Wha isgoing wdl?
0 What chdlenges are you facing?
0 How have you addressed chalengesthat have arisen?

¢ What has changed since starting this process?
o Workload?
0 Youth or parent reactions or receptivity?
0 Judicid or other t&ff reactions?
o Community partner reactions?

¢ For these changes (if any) — How do you know these changes have occurred?
0 What kinds of things are you hearing, seeing, etc.?

¢+ Hasthere been any change in the culture of the juvenile department or your unit?

+» Have there been any unexpected changes or unexpected outcomes?
0 podtive or negative

% What training needs or suggestions do you have?
o0 Wha would have been good to know or have up front? I's there anything you still need?

% Isthere anything that needs to change in how the toal or the process works?
o If so, what?

Y CA Confidentidity Agreement--Interviews



Appendix E. Youth and Parent/Guardian
Interview Materials

Contact Log
Parent/Guardian Script
Parent/Guardian Consent
Parent/Guardian Consent (Spanish)
Parent/Guardian Interview
Youth Script
Youth Assent
Youth Letter
Youth Interview
Gift Certificate

Y CA Confidentidity Agreement--Interviews



ID #:

Name of youth:
County:

Date of Birth:
Race/Ethnicity:
Date of interview:
Interviewer:
Interview start time:
Interview end time:

Contact L og:

Y CA (Strengths) Project
Youth Interviews
Spring 2002

Age:

Gender:

Dateltime of contact or attempt

Result/notes/follow- up needed

Y outh interview cover sheet
5/21/04




YCA (STRENGTHS) PROJECT

Script for Phone Call to Schedule Interview with Parent

Hello, may | speak to , please?

My nameis . | work with a company called NPC Research.
We are working on a project with juvenile departments and would like to get some
information from you about your child's experience with Co.

juvenile department. Would that be OK?

If “No,” say: Could | tell you alittle bit more about it before you make up your mind?
[goto *]

If “yes,” say:

Great! *What we would like to do is set up an interview with you where we could ask

you some questions about your experience with the juvenile department and with the
counselor or counselors that you and your child talked to on your first visits. Everything
you tell us would be confidential. That means we won't tell anyone else what you say.

We will be taking your information and opinions and combining them with what al the
people say. Y our name will not be on that information. Then we'll give that information
back to the juvenile departments so that they can get information about how they are
doing. That same information will also be given to the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation,
the organization that is paying for this project.

It is up to you whether or not you want to be interviewed. Also, you can change your
mind at any time. Y ou can decide you don’t want to answer any or al of the questions.

If you do decide to do the interview, we will give you a $20.00 gift certificate.

| would dso like to interview your child. She will aso receive a $20.00 gift certificate,
and s/he doesn’t have to answer al of the questions either.

Do you have any questions? Shall we go ahead and schedule the interview? Is there a day
when both you and your child will be available so that we can do one interview right after
the other one? The interview will take about a 45 minutes. We will come to your house or
another placethat is easy for you to get to and where we can talk without being
overheard. Where would you like to meet? What is the address?

What' s agood day for you? What time?

What is a phone number where | can reach you?

I’ll give you my number in case you need to call me to reschedule the interview.

My phone number is . Again, my nameis
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Thank you, 'l will seeyou at (repeat address) on
(repeat date) at (repeat time).

I's your child at home now? | would like to speak with him/her to be sure that it's OK
with him/her to do the interview.

If “Yes,” say: May | speak to him/her, please?
Thank you! See you soon!

If “No,” say: What would be a good time and day to cal? Should | call this number?
Thank you! See you soon!
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Strengths- Based Retorative Jugtice
Oregon Juvenile Justice Project

Y ou and your child are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Juliette Mackin, Ph.D.,
and Judy Wdller, B.S., at NPC Research The researcher hopes to learn the extent to which strength
based practices are being usad in the juvenile justice system in Oregon. Y ou and your child were
selected as possible participants in this study because you were listed as a parent or guardian of ayouth
who has recently been involved in the juvenile department in County.

If you decide to participate, you and your child will be interviewed, separately, by a research team Staff
person about your experiences with the first few gppointments your child had at the juvenile department.
The interviews will take place on the phone, a your home or a another location that is convenient for
you and will take gpproximatdly 45 minutes to complete. It is aso possible that you and/or your child
will be asked to participate in a second interview within the next year to hear about your further
experiences with the juvenile department.

The interview will ask about your perceptions (and your child's perceptions) of the counsaor or
probation officer who isworking with your child and her or his gpproach to working with you and your
child. It is possble that you (or your child) will think that some of these questions are persond or
intrusve; however, you (or your child) may decide not to answer any or al of the questions, and can
withdraw your (or your child's) participation a any time.

Y ou will receive a$20 gift cetificate for participeting in the first interview. Any future interviews will
aso provide compensation. In addition, your child will receive a $20 gift certificate for hisher
participation. This study may aso help to increase knowledge about juvenile justice services, which may
help othersin the future.

Any information that is obtained in connection with this sudy and that can be linked to you, or your
child, or otherwise identify you, will be kept confidentia. There are three exceptions to this guarantee of
confidentidity: 1) If you or your child tel aresearch team member about child or elder abuse, 2) If a
research team member witnesses child or elder abuse, or 3) If your child tdls us he or she plansto hurt
her/himself or someone ese, the research team member will need to report that information. The
research team will be collecting information from gpproximately 80 familiesin four different counties.
Information from al responses will be combined when we provide feedback to the juvenile departments
and if findings from the study are shared or published.

Information is kept confidential by severa procedures. Each interview formwill have an identification
number ingtead of indicating the name of the person being interviewed. Interview responses will be
entered into computers that have password protection. Any forms that include your name or your child's
name (such as consent forms and gift certificate receipts) will remain in locked filing cabinets a the
research office. All project materials are kept for 3 years after the completion of the study.

Your participation is voluntary. Y ou do not have to take part in the study, and it will not affect your
child’ s involvement with the juvenile department or services your child or family is digible to receive.
Y ou may aso withdraw from this study at any time without affecting your child's involvement with the
juvenile department or services your child or family is digible to recaive.

If you have concerns or problems about your participation in this sudy or your rights as aresearch
participant, please contact the Human Subjects Research Review Commiittee, Office of Research and
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Sponsored Projects, 111 Cramer Hall, Portland State University, (503) 725-8182. If you have questions
about the study itsdlf, contact Juliette Mackin or Judy Weller at NPC Research, 5200 SW Macadam
Ave,, Suite 420, Portland, OR 97239, (503) 243-2436.

Y our 9gnature indicates that you have read and understand the above information. Please understand
that you may withdraw your consent at any time without pendty, and thet, by Sgning, you are not
waiving any legd clams, rights, or remedies. The researcher should provide you with a copy of this
form for your own records.

U Please check hereif you agree to be interviewed.

U Please check hereif you dlow usto interview your child.

Name of parent/guardian (please print) Signature of parent/guardian

Name of child (please print)

Name of interviewer (please print) Sgnature

Date
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Strengths- Based Retorative Jugtice
Oregon Juvenile Justice Project

Usted y so Hijo/a estan invitados a participar en un estudio de investigacion conducido por Juliette
Mackin PhD.; y Judy Weller, B.S., de NPC Research En este estudio se espera aprender hasta que punto
se practicad trato baseado en los valores humanos (strength-based) en los Stemas de judticiajuvenil de
Oregon. Usted y su hijo/a han sido seleccionados como posibles participanted en este estudio por que
usted ha sido reportado/a como padre o guardian de un/a joven gue recientemente ha estado
involocrado/a con € departamento juvenil en & condado de

S ustedes decide participar, usted y su hijo/a seran entrevistados separadamente por un miembro del
equipo deinvestigacion y se hablara de sus experiencias en las primeras citas que usted y su hijo/a
tuvieron en € departamento juvenil. La entrevista seraredizada en su casa o en algun otro lugar que sea
conveniente para usted y tomara aproximadamente 45 minutos. Es posible que les pidamosausted y a
su hijo/a para que participen en una segunda entrevista entre € proximo ano para saber sus experiencias
en € futuro con & departamento juvenil.

En laentreviga tambien se le preguntara sobre su forma de pensar o persepcion (Y la persepcion de su
hijo/a) sobre e consgero o d oficia (probation officer) que estaacargo de su caso y su formade
diriguirse augted y asu hijo/a. Es posible que usted o su hijo/a piensen que algunas de estas preguntas
son muy personadesy ustedes podran decidir no responder algunas de las preguntas o ho continuar con
laentrevista a cud quier momento.

Usted recibira una tarjeta de compras por U$ 20 como agradecimiento por participar en la primera
entrevisa. Cuadquier entrevistaen € futuro, sera acompanada de una compensacion. Adicionamente a
esto, su hijo/a sera compensado/a con unatarjeta de compras por U$20 por su participacion. Este estudio
podra ayudar atener un incremento de conocimientos sobre los servicios de lajudticiajuvenil, o que
ayudaraaotrosen d futuro.

Cuaquier informacion que sera colectada en conexion con este estudio y que puede ser relacionada con
usted o su hijo/a, 0 cualquier cosa que le identifique a usted, sera confidencid mente guardado. Existen
tres excepciones aesta garantiaconfidencid: 1) S usted o su hijo/ale cuentan aagun miembro del
equipo de investigacion sobre casos de abuso infantil o de adultos, 2) S dgun miembro del equipo de
investigacion es testigo de abuso infantil o adulto, 0 3) Si es que su hijo/a nos dice que esta pensando en
lastimarse o lagtimar aaguien, & equipo de investigacion, tiene que reportar esa informacion. El equipo
de investigacion, estara colectando informacion de aproximadamente 80 familias en cuatro diferentes
condados. Lainformacion de todas las respuestas seran agrupadas cuando demos nuestro reporte a
departamento juvenil o cuando compartamos con aguien o publiquemos estainformacion.

Lainformacion sera confidencia mente guardada de diferentes maneras. Cada entrevistatendraun

codigo numerico sin nombres de las personas que fueron entrevistadas. Las respuestas de las entrevistas
Seran puestas en computadoras que tienen codigos secretos para garantizar la proteccion. Cuaquier
documento con su nombre o con € nombre de su hijo/a seran guardados en archivos con seguridad en
nuestras oficinas. Todos los documentos de este proyecto seran guardados por tres anos despues de que
e estudio se haya terminado.

Su participacion es voluntaria. Usted no tiene que participar en este estudio y no afectaraen nadala
manera que su hijo/a es tratado/aen @ departamento juvenil o que tipos de servicios puede recibir de
ellos. Usted tambien puede dgar este estudio (entrevista) a cudquier momento Sn ningunamala
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consecuencia con € departamento juvenil o con € tipo de sarvicios que d/dlay lafamilia pueden
recibir.

S usted tiene queas 0 preocupaciones o problemas sobre su participacion en este estudio, 0 sobre sus
derechos como participante de este estudio, por favor contactese con Human Subjects Research Review
Committee, Office of Research and Sponsored Projects, 111 Cramer Hall, Portland State University,
(503) 725-8182. S usteded tiene alguna pregunta sobre & estudio en S, contactese con Juliette Mackin
or Judy Weller en NPC Research Inc., 5200 SW Macadam Ave., Suite 420, Portland, OR 97239, (503)
243-2436.

Su firmaindica que usted aleido y ha entendido la informacion arriba mencionada. Por favor recuerde
que usted puede sdir ddl estudio a cuaquier momento sin ser pendizado/ay que d firmar, usted no esta
renunciando o cambiando ningun reclamo lega o derecho o solucion a su Situacion. Usted recibira una
copia de este documento del investigador.

y Por favor marque aqui 9 usted desea ser entrevistado/a.

y  Por favor marque aqui S es que usted nos permite entrevistar asu hijo/a.

Nombre del padre o representante (escriba) Firmadd padre/ representante

Nombre ddl/la hijo/a

Nombre del entrevistador (escriba) Hrma

Fecha
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Strengths (Y CA) Project

Parent Interview Questions

INTRODUCTION and CONSENT

My nameis . I work with a company called NPC Research. We are working on a
project with juvenile departments and want to get some information from you about your experience
with Co. juvenile department.

We are taking to 80 parents of young people involved with juvenile departments in Oregon, 20 from
this department. Everything you tell usis confidentid. We will be taking your information and opinions
and combining them with whet al the people say. Then we'll give that information back to the juvenile
departments so that they can get feedback about how they are doing. This project is being paid for by a
grant from the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation. They will aso be getting the summary information
about these juvenile departments. Nothing we share will have your name, or the name of your child,
included, and nothing will identify you or your child.

Y ou can decide whether or not you want to be interviewed. Also, you can change your mind at any time.
Y ou can decide you don’t want to answer any or al of the questions.

Before we get started we need to have you sgn aform giving us permission to interview you and use the
information that you give us without using your name, as we talked about a couple of minutes ago.
Would you please take a few minutes to read this consent form, and then sign and date it at on the
second page. At the end of this form where you sign your name, there is a place to check off if you agree
to beinterviewed and aso a place to check off if you will dlow usto interview your child [youth that
was involved with the juvenile department]. [ Interviewer: go over main points verbally.]

Do you have any questions?
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

We are interested in the experiences people have with the juvenile department, particularly the first
impressions and experiences with the initid meetings.

*1 [Expectations of first meetings]
Think back to before your child first started meeting with at thejuvenile
department---, what did you expect it would belike

*2 [Actud experience of firs meetings]
When you actually had the meeting(s), what wasit like, what happened

[Probe: wasit like you expected or different, in what ways, what made you fed that way]

*3a [ PO responsiveness to parent point of view]
Did your child’s counsdor/probation officer care about your point of view

[Probe for details about what made the parent fed thisway — were there things he/she said or ways
he/she acted that made you fed this way]

*3b [PO responsiveness to parent fedlings and wishes]
Did your child’s counsdlor/probation officer care about your feglings

Did he/she care about your desiresfor what would happen for your child
[Probe for details about what made the parent fed thisway — were there things he/she said or ways
he/she acted that made you fed this way]

*4a [ PO asked youth about youth strengths]
Did your child’s counsdlor/probation officer ask your child about good things about him/her self
[If yes] What did they talk about

*4b [PO asked parent about youth strengths]
Did he/she also ask you about good things about your child
[If yes] What did you talk about

*4c [PO asked youth about family strengths]
Did your child’s counsdlor/probation officer ask your child about good things about your family
[If yes] What did they talk about

*4d [PO asked parent about family strengths
Did he/she also ask you about good things about your family
[If yes| What did you talk about

*5 [Other strengths]
What strengths does your child (or your family) have that the counselor/probation officer didn’t

ask about
[Probe: Can you give me an example]

*6a [Accountability]
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Did your child’s counsdlor/probation officer talk about things shelhe had done wrong and what
she/he needed to do to make up for it
[If yes] What did he/she tell you/your child

*6b [Choices regarding accountability]
How much did you or your child have a say in thethingsyour child needed to do
[Such as choosing where to do community service, how to make money for restitution, coming up with

ideas for gpologies, etc.]
[Probe for detalls, if applicable]

*7 How positive wer e these first few meetings
[Probe: How did you fed at the end] (Circle number on scae below)
- +

Not at dl pogtive (0)
A little positive (1)
Somewhat positive (2)
Very pogtive (3)
Completely positive (4)

*8 How do you think your child felt about the assessment process
[The first severd meetings with the counsdor/probeation officer]

*9a [PO impression of child]
What impression do you think your counsglor/probation officer has of your child
[Probe: How would he/she describe your child]

*9b [Accuracy of PO impresson of child]
In what ways isthe counsglor/probation officer’simpression accurate and/or not accur ate

*9c [PO impression of family]
What impression do you think your counsdlor/probation officer has of your family

*9d [Accuracy of PO impression of family]
In what waysisthe counsalor/probation officer’simpresson accurate and/or not accur ate

*10 How would you describe your child’s counselor/probation officer

*11aWasyour child’s counselor/probation officer helpful
[Probe: What did he/she do that was or will be helpful]

*11b Isthere something else you think she could have done
[to be more helpful]
[If yes, what]

*12 How fair do you fed your child’s counsdlor/praobation officer waswith her/him
[Probe: On ascdeof 1to 10, where 1 isequd to not farr and 10 is very far, what would you say]
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*13 [Different treatment due to gender]

Do you think your child would have been treated differently if she was a boy/he was a girl
[If yes| What would have been different [or what would be different now][Probe for whether any
differences are viewed as positive or negative]

*14a [Different trestment due to race/ethnicity or other factorg]
Do you think your child would have been treated differently if shelhe was a different race, or had
adifferent skin color or nationality or language

Do you think your child would have been treated differently for any other reasons

[If yes] What would have been different [or what would be different now][Probe for whether any
differences are viewed as positive or negative]

*15 [PO culturd sengtivity]

How sengitive was your counselor/probation officer to your family’s background or the
experiences you have had because of your race, ethnicity, etc. [your culture]

[Probe: On ascale of 1to 10, where 1 isequd to not at dl sendtive and 10 is very sendtive, what would

you say]

*16 [Suggestions]
What could your child’s counselor/probation officer have done to make the first meetings[the
assessment process| a mor e positive experience for you or your child

*17 Isthere anything else you want to shar e about the assessment process
(how you felt, etc)

| have a few more questions now about other experiencesyou may have had with thejuvenile
justice system.

*18aHave you had other experiencesat thisor other juvenile departments
[thet is, with a different child, with this child a a different time, a ajuvenile department in a different
county or state]

[If yesto 183
*18b When was it

[If yesto 183
*18c Could you please describe what your involvement included

[wasit for an assessment process, how many meetings did you participate in, what was the duration of
your involvement]

[If yesto 184

*18d [Differences between prior experiences and this onej
Werethereany differencesin how you felt about this assessment process and how you felt before
[Probe for details about the differences and what might have accounted for them|
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*19aHow long ago was it that you had your first interview(s) with
[your child's counsdlor/probation officer]

If it has been over a month since the first interview(s) and there istime, ask the following questions:
*19b [Changes since first meetings|
Have any of these things changed in meetings/appointments you have had with your child’s
counselor/probation officer sincethe fir st assessment/meetings

- caring about your point of view

- asking about good things about your family

- taking about things your child did wrong

- how positive you fed about your child's counseor/p.o. or the department

- her/hisimpresson of your childyour family

- your impression of her/him

- how hdpful or far he/sheis

- how you are treated, €etc.

- how sengtive to your culture

Thank you for taking time today to do thisinterview! We redly appreciate it.
Thereisaposshility that we may call youagain for afollow-up interview—probably in about a year.

| have your $20.00 gift certificate here for you, and areceipt for you to Sign saying that you received it.
Thank you!

NOTES:
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YCA (STRENGTHS) PROJECT
Script for Phone Call to Schedule Interview with Y outh

Please call parent first to ask for permission to interview the youth and to set up an
appointment with the parent. At that time, ask to speak to the youth if heisin.

Hello,

If you need to make a separate call to the child, proceed as follows:

Hello, may | speak to , please?

My nameis . | work with a company called NPC Research.
We are working on a project with juvenile departments and would like to get some
information from you about your experience with Co. juvenile

department. Would that be OK?

If “No,” say: Could | tell you alittle bit more about it before you make up your mind?
[go to *]

If “yes,” say:

Great! *What we would like to do is set up an interview with you where we could ask
you some questions about your experience with the juvenile department and with the
counselor or counselors that you talked to on your first visits. Everything you tell us
would be confidential. That means we won't tell your parents, your probation officer, or
anyone else what you say. We will be taking your information and opinions and
combining them with what al the people say. Y our name will not be on that information.
Then we'll give that information back to the juvenile departments so that they can get
information about how they are doing. That same information will aso be given to the
Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, the organization that is paying for this project.

It is up to you whether or not you want to be interviewed. Also, you can change your
mind at any time. Y ou can decide you don’t want to answer any or al of the questions.

If you do decide to do the interview, we will give you a $20.00 gift certificate.

Do you have any questions? Shall we go ahead and schedule the interview? OK, let’s
figure out a day and time that will work best for you. The interview will take about 45
minutes. We will come to your house or another place that is easy for you to get to and
where we can talk without being overheard. Where would you like to meet? What is the
address?

What' s agood day for you? What time?
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What is a phone number where | can reach you?
I’1l give you my phone number in case you need to call me to reschedule the interview:

My number is . My nameis

Thank you, 'l will seeyou at (repeat address) on
(repeat date) at (repest time).
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Strengths-Based Restorative Justice
Oregon Juvenile Justice Project

Participant Assent Form

Participant’s Name:

Y our parents (or guardians) have said that it is okay for you to take part in a project about your
experiences with the juvenile department. If you chooseto do it, you will be asked some questions,
which will take about haf an hour to 45 minutes.

If you want to ret, or siop completely, just tell me —you won't get in trouble! In fact, if you don’t want
todoit at al, you don't have to. Just say s0. Also, if you have any questions about what you will be
doing, just ask meto explain.

If you do want to try it, please Sgn your name on the line below. Remember — you can stop to rest at any
time and if you decide not to take part anymore, let me know.

Sgned:

Date:
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Strengths- Based Retorative Jugtice
Oregon Juvenile Justice Project

Dear

My nameis Juliette Mackin and | am aresearcher at NPC Research | am beginning a study on strength+
based practicesin the juvenile justice system in Oregon and would like to invite you to participate.

Y ou are being asked to take part because of your involvement in the juvenile department in

County. As part of the study, | am interested in your opinions and attitudes about
your counsdor or probation officer and her or his gpproach to working with you and your family. | hope
that the information | collect will help usto better understand how services from juvenile departments
can help young people. If you decide to participate, you and your parent or guardian will be interviewed,
separady, by aresearch team staff person about your experiences with the first few gppointments you
had at the juvenile department. The interviews will take place on the phone, a your home or at another
location that is convenient for you. It will take gpproximately 45 minutes to complete. It isaso posshble
that you will be asked to participate in asecond interview within the next year to hear about your further
experiences with the juvenile department.

Y ou will receive a $20 gift certificate for answering the interview questions.

What you tdl usin the interview is confidentid. That means we will not tell anyone (induding your
probation officer or counsalor) what you say. Everything you tell us we will keep private, except for
three things:

1) If youtel aresearch team member about child or elder abuse,

2) If aresearch team member witnesses child or elder abuse, or

3) If youtdl usyou plan to hurt yourself or someone ese.
In these three cases, the research team member will need to report that information.

The research team will be collecting information from approximately 80 familiesin four different
counties. Information from al responses will be combined when we provide feedback to the juvenile
departments and if findings from the study are shared or published.

We keep the information you tdll us private. The interview form will have an ID number instead of your
name. Y our answers to the questions will be entered into computers that have passwords. Any forms that
have your name (such as consent forms and gift certificate receipts) will remain in locked filing cabinets

at the research office. We have to keep dl project materids for 3 years after the end of the study.

Y our participation is voluntary. Y ou can decide not to participate, or you can withdraw any time you

want, and it will not affect your involvement with the juvenile department or services you are digible to
receive. Please keep a copy of this|etter for your records.
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If you have concerns or problems about your participation in this sudy or your rights as a research
participant, please contact the Human Subjects Research Review Commiittee, Office of Research and
Sponsored Projects, 111 Cramer Hall, Portland State University, (503) 725-8182. If you have questions
about the study itsdlf, contact Juliette Mackin or Judy Weller at NPC Research, 5200 SW Macadam
Ave,, Suite 420, Portland, OR 97239, (503) 243-2436.

Sincerdy,

Juliette Mackin
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Strengths (Y CA) Project

Y outh Interview Quesions

INTRODUCTION and CONSENT

My nameis . I work with a company called NPC Research. We are working on a
project with juvenile departments and want to get some information from you about your experience
with Co. juvenile department.

We are talking to 80 young people, 20 from this department. Everything you tell usis confidentid. That
means we won't tell your parents, your probation officer, or anyone ese, what you say. We will be
taking your information and opinions and combining them with what al the people say. Thenweéll give
that information back to the juvenile departments so that they can get feedback about how they are
doing. Thisproject is being paid for by a grant from the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation. They will
aso be getting the summary information about these juvenile departments.

Y ou can decide whether or not you want to be interviewed. Also, you can change your mind at any time.
Y ou can decide you don't want to answer any or dl of the questions.

Before we get started we need to have you sign aform giving us permission to interview you and use the
information that you give us without usng your name, as we talked about a couple of minutes ago. We
aready got permission from (parent/guardian) to do thisinterview. Would you take a
few minutes to read this “ Assent Form,” and then Sign and date it a the bottom. [ I nterviewer: go over
main points verbally.] | dso have aletter here for you to read that explains more about the study and
your involvement with it. [ Interviewer: go over main points verbally.]

Do you have any questions?
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NOTE: DO NOT INTERVIEW YOUTH UNLESS YOU HAVE A SIGNED PERMISSION FORM
FROM THE PARENT/GUARDI AN

I’m going to be asking you questions about your counsglor or probation officer,

[Name] . Think about the first couple of timesyou met with her/him.
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

*1 [Who accompanied youth]

Who came with you when you met with [Name of counsslor/probation

officer] thefirst couple of times (your assessment meeting(s)) [if anyone]?

*2 [PO responsiveness to youth point of view]

When you camein for thefirst meetings, did your counselor/probation officer care about your
point of view (your fedings, your sde of the sory)

[Probe for detalls about what made the youth fed thisway — wer e ther e things he/she said or ways
he/she acted that made you feel thisway]

*3a[PO asked about your strengths]
Did your counsdlor/probation officer ask you about good things about your self

[If yes| What did you talk about

*3b [PO asked parent about youth strengths]
Did your counselor/probation officer ask your parent/guardian about good things about you
[If yes] What did they talk about

*3c [PO asked about family strengths]
Did your counselor/probation officer ask you about good things about your family

[If yes] What did you talk about

*3d [PO asked parent about family strengths]

Did your counsdor/probation officer ask your parent/guardian about good things about your
family

[If yes] What did they talk about

*4 [Other strengths]

What things areyou good at or thingsthat you like about your self that the counselor/probation
officer didn’t ask about

[Probe: Can you give me an example]

*5 [Accountability]

Did your counsdlor/probation officer talk about things you had done wrong and what you needed

to do to make up for it

[If yes] What did he/shetell you

[Probe as needed. Intent here isto see if the accountability component was covered in a balanced way or
if it was the entire focus of the interview]

*6 [ Choices regarding accountability]
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How much did you have a say in the things you needed to do [Such as choosing where to do
community service, how to make money for restitution, coming up with ideas for gpologies, etc.]
[Probe for details, if gpplicable]

*7 How positive wer e these fir st few meetings
[Probe: How did you fed at the end] (Circle number on scale below)

Not at adl pogtive (0)
A little postive (1)
Somewhat positive (2)
Very postive (3)
Completely postive (4)

*8 [Y outh expectation of first meetings]

Do you know other kidswho've been to the juvenile department or have you been there before
your self

Had they told you what it wasliketo go there

Before you had your first meeting at the juvenile department, what did you expect it would be like
*9 [Actua experience of firs meetings]

When you actually had the meeting(s), what wasit like, what happened

[Probe: wasit like you expected or different, in what ways, what made you fed that way]

(If the youth attended the assessment appointments alone, skip the following question)

*10 [Y outh perception of parent/guardian impression|

How do you think [the person/people who came with you to the appointment(s)] felt
about the assessment [thefirg few appointments]

*11aHow do you think your counselor/probation officer would describe you

*11b [Accuracy of PO impressions]
In what wayswould he/she beright about you and in what ways would he/she bewrong

*11c [PO perceptions of family]
How do you think your counselor/probation officer would describe your family

*11d [Accuracy of PO impression of family]
In what wayswould the counselor/probation officer beright (about your family) and in what ways
would he/she be wrong

*12 How would you describe your counselor/probation officer

*13aWasyour counselor/probation officer helpful
[Probe: What did he/she do that was or will be hepful, Did he/she get you or your family any help that
you need (e.g., plans for school tutoring, trestment, etc.]
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*13b What else could ghe have done [to be more hepful]
*14 How fair do you feel your counselor/probation officer waswith you
[Probe: On ascae of 1 to 10, where 1 isequd to not fair and 10 is very fair, what would you say]

*15 [Different treatment due to gender]

Did you fed that you would have been treated differently if you were a boy/gir|

[If yes] What would have been different [or what would be different now][Probe for whether any
differences are viewed as positive or negative]

*16 [Different treatment due to race/ethnicity or other factors)
Do you think you would have been treated differently if you were a different race, or had a
different skin color or nationality or language

Do you think you would have been treated differently for any other reasons

[If yes]| What would have been different [or what would be different now][Probe for whether any
differences are viewed as positive or negative]

*17 What arethe gender and race/ethnicity of your probation officer/counselor

*18 [PO culturd sengtivity]

How senditive was your counselor/praobation officer to your family’s background or the
experiences you have had because of your race, ethnicity, etc. [your culture]

[Probe: Onascdeof 1to 10, where 1 isequd to not at dl sendtive and 10 is very sengtive, what would
you say]

*19 [Suggestions]
What could your counselor/probation officer have done to make the fir st meetings|[the assessment
process| a mor e positive experience for you

*20 I sthere anything else you want to shar e about the assessment process
(how you felt, etc.)

| have a few more questions now about other experiencesyou may have had with thejuvenile
justice system.

[Based on answer to #8, if youth has had other experiences at this or other juvenile departments, answer
item #21]

*21aWhen was it

*21b Could you please describe what your involvement waslike
[what did you have to do, was it for an assessment process, how many meetings did you participate in,
how long were you involved]

*21c [Differences between prior experiences and this one)
Werethereany differencesin how you felt about this assessment process and how you felt before
[Probe for details about the differences and what might have accounted for them|
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*22aHow long ago was it that you had your first interview(s) with
[you counsdlor/probation officer]

If it has been over a month since the first interview(s) and thereis time, ask the following questions:
*22b [Changes since first meetings|
Have any of these things changed in meetings/appointments you have had with your
counselor/probation officer since the first assessment/meetings

- caring about your point of view

- asking about good things about you and your family

- taking about things you did wrong

- how positive you fed about your work with your counseaor/p.o. or the department

- he/hisimpression of youwyour family

- your impression of her/him

- how hdpful or far he/sheis

- how you are treated as a ma e/femae, as a person from your racia group, €etc.

- how sengtive to your culture

Thank you for taking time today to do thisinterview! Weredly appreciaeit.
Thereisaposshbility that we may cdl you again for afollow-up interview—probably in about a year.

| have your $20.00 gift certificate here for you, and areceipt for you to Sign saying that you received it.

Thank you!

NOTES:
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su-engths Projee’ ! M | v

NPC RESEARCH

| have received a gift certificate for the amount of as

compensation for taking part in an interview with the Strengths

Project for NPC Research

Print Name:

Sgnature

Date:

Interviewer:

Interview ID #:

Gift Certificate Number:
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Appendix F. Videotape Coding

Permission to Participate in a Program Evaluation
Strengths/YCA Project Observational Coding Cover Sheet
Strengths/YCA Project Observational Coding Template

NPC Research 140 May 2004



NPC Research

5200 SW Macadam Ave., Suite 420
Portland, OR 97201-3857

(503) 243-2436

Permission Form to Participatein a Program Evaluation

Y ou are being asked to participate in a program evauation to review the work of the s&ff at the
Juvenile Department. Y our participation is completely voluntary and will have
no impact on your satus with them.

As part of this project, we are videotgping interviews conducted by staff with participating youth and
their families. We are asking for your permission to be videotaped for evauation purposes only. NPC
Research is conducting this evaluaion and will receive the tapes. The tape will not remain in your file &
or be seen by anyone other than the researchers.

The tape will be reviewed and coded by the researchers and kept in the research officesin alocked
cabinet. Once the program eva uation has been completed, the tape will be destroyed (no later than
September 30, 2003).

If you have any questions about the project or your participation, please contact Judy Weller a the
above address or phone number. She can aso be reached at weller@npcresearch.com.

Thank you very much for your participation.

Y outh’ s name (please print):

Youth's Sgnature:

Parent/guardian’ s name (please print):

Parent/guardian’ s signature:

Date:

Interviewer’ s name (please print):

Interviewer’ s Sgnature:
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Strengths/Y CA Project
Observational Coding

ID #

County Interview Location:
Interview Date: Coding Date:
Interview Time: Coder Name:

Y outh Race/Ethnicity Staff Name:

Y outh Gender Staff Race/Ethnicity:
Youth Age Staff Gender:

Others at Interview (i.e., relationship to youth)

Which meeting is this with this counselor (e.g., first, second)
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Codes

Strengths/Y CA Project
Observational Coding

O=Absent Minus (-)=Does the opposite (i.e., instead of encouraging,
1=Minimd actively discourages)

2=Somewhat N/A=Not Applicable

3=Modtly/Always

Strengths-Based Pr actice

Code Asks about strengths:
Asks about youth's strengths, interests, and supports
Draws from family’ slyouth’ s perspective
Is persstent about having the youth/family generatelidentify strengths
Observed:
Code Points out positives:
Provides encouragement when youth/parent does well
Emphasizes youth/family/community srengths
Observed:
Code Uses strengths:
Uses strengths that are identified to build on
Uses strengths as an incentive
Uses strengths as a starting point for services/activities'competency
development
Uses strengths for their recommendationg/plans
Observed:
Code Encour ages youth/family involvement:
Encourages youth/family involvement in developing (and the beginning of
implementing) aplan
Encourages youth/family to do things for themsdlves (rather than doing for
them)
Encourages youth/family to develop competencies and skills
Observed:
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Code M oves toward a positive plan:
Evidence of moving in the direction of a postive plan that includes strengths
and competenciesin addition to the sandard juvenile justice requirements
Includes the presence of positive activitiesin the plan, not just the absence of
negative activities
Observed:
Code Usesreparation of harm asa learning process:
Encourages reconnection to the community
Uses regtitution/apol ogies in connection with guidance toward an
understanding of why they are required and important
Observed:
Code Focuses on the future:
Spends minimad time on dedling with the charge/crime or dwelling on youth's
mistakes
Turns attention to future behavior and opportunities for postive change
Observed:
Code Individualized planning:
Responds to youth's individud interests and needs
Flexible and cregtive in developing case/probation plans
Observed:
Code Encour ages community connection:
Asks about exigting connections, builds on those
Identifies pogitive community activities, adults, and opportunities for youth to
becomeinvolved
Observed:
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Code

Encour ages development of youth’s healthy identity:

Helpsidentify pogtive peers

Asks about youth's identity(ies)

Asks about life gods and future goals for school and work

Helps plan hedthy activities

Reinforces youth's current lack of substance use or current positive
involvements

Accepts youth’ stesting of new (safe) identity

Helps parents to encourage/accept youth's pogitive identity

Observed:

Cultural Competence

Code L anguage:
Does the parent/youth understand the language of the interview?
Does the staff person assess the youth/family’ s understanding of the language?
Does the youth/parent respond fully in the language?
Isatrandator present or is one arranged for a subsequent meeting?
Areforms or other paperwork provided in the youth’ sfamily’s primary
language?

Observed:

(Yesor Race/ethnicity:

No)

Does it gppear that race/ethnicity of the youth/family and staff person was matched?
Observed:
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Code Cultural sengtivity (to include sengtive to disability, age, economic background,
family Stuation, individua needs, ec.):
Can't use Asks about the youth’ s'family’ s beliefs, customs, ideas, comfort level with
N/A here sarvices
Triesto understand youth' sfamily’ s beliefs, customs, needs, values and works
them into case plan when possible
Provides or displays materids reflecting youth’ sfamily’s culture
Observed:
Code Comfortable with difference:
Petient in learning about or understanding areas that may be different
Seems comfortable working with families of different backgrounds
(disabilities, poverty, educationd level, mental hedlth or substance abuse
issues, culturefrace/ethnicity, gender, etc.)
Treats dl youth equaly/fairly [non-verbal cues are important here]
Observed:
Code Age, gender, culture appropriateness.
Conversation, questions, plans, expectations are gppropriate for specific youth
Observed:

Nonverbal Cues and I nterview Atmosphere

Code I nterview map/description:
No Code. Strengths integrated throughout assessment/meeting
Check the Strengths addressed firg, then accountability
appropriate Accountability addressed fird, then strengths
box(es). Accountahility only
Other
Observed:
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Code

Positive staff qualities/actions:

Encouraging: nods, leansin, Stsclose

Connecting: affirms, actsin friendly manner, shakes hands, expresses warmth

and empathy
Observed:
Code Positive atmospher e:
Rapport developed
Humor used
Mood of interview islight
Observed:
Code Respectful atmospher e:
Asksif youth/family have questions, dlows for questions
Uses non-threatening, conversationa tone of voice (avoids sounding
patronizing, authoritarian)
Cam manner
Avoids lecturing
Observed:
Code Acknowledgement of youth and par ent/guar dian:
Focuses on youth while gppropriately and respectfully involving
parent/guardian/family members
Interviews the youth aone when necessary to get youth's perspective
Observed:
Code Y outh engagement:
Rate youth engagement by end of the interview on a scae of:
O=closed, refuses to share information verbaly, or angry/hogtile (Note: not
participating isn't necessarily closed.)
1=minimd involvement or minimal cooperation
2=moderate involvement or moderate cooperation
3=fully engaged, sharesinformation, willing to participate and agrees to plan
Observed:
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Code Par ent/guar dian engagement:
Rate parent/guardian engagement by end of the interview on a scade of:
O=closed, refuses to share information verbaly, or angry/hostile
1=minima involvement/cooperation
2=moderate involvement/cooperation
3=fully engaged, sharesinformation, willing to participate and agreesto plan

Observed:

Notes (eg., technica difficulties with tape):

Coder Comments (e.g., paticularly great, difficult, or strong in one area but weak in another; useful
astraining piece difficult to code & why. Give overal impresson [as an average] plus comment on how
arrived a overal impresson.):
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Y CA (Strengths)
Assessment Interview Feedback
from NPC Research

NPC Research would like to thank you for participating in the videotaping portion of the Y CA/strengths
assessment pilot. The videotapes provide us with critica information about the assessments that is not
available through looking at paper assessments only. Such information includes body language, setting,
rapport, postive and respectful amosphere, and the integration of strengths into the interview.

Many counsdlors who were videotaped while doing assessments with youth requested feedback from
NPC Research about the degree to which they were using a strengths-based approach. Although the
tapes were not made with the intention of evauating the counsdors use of a strengths-based approach,
this information may be useful for those counsglors who are interested in our generd observations of
ther participation in this area. This feedback is provided to the individua counsdlors only; no one ese
will recaive a copy.

Tothe Counsedlor:

NPC reviewed your videotape(s) of you doing an assessment interview with ayouth in the juvenile
department. Y ou may or may not have been using the Y CA questions. Following are comments about
your use of a strengths-based approach while doing the assessment(s).

These are the components of your interview that seemed very strengths-based:

Components Comments

Keeping in mind that only part of your assessment process was taped, and that parts using the YCA
and/or a strengths-based gpproach in generd may not have been included in the videotape, we did not
see much evidence of the following strengths-based components. These are places where you could
expand your repertoire of strengths tools:

Components Comments

If you have questions, comments, or additiona information about your experiences using the Y CA
and/or strengths gpproach that you would like to share, please contact Judy Weller at NPC Research by
phone (503-243-2436) or by email (weller@npcresearch.com).
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Appendix H. Key Stakeholder Interview
Questions
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Y CA Stakeholder Interview Questions
2/12/03

NPC Research and County are piloting a strengths-based assessment instrument
and processin the County’ s Juvenile Department. They suggested we contact you, as a person they
consider to be akey stakeholder, to ask you just afew questions about any impact you may have noticed
as aresult of this srengths-based pilot.

Y our answers are confidentia—your name will not be associated with your responses. Y our responses
will be compiled dong with those of other stakeholders.

1. What do you know about the strengths-based pilot that is being implemented in your county’s

juvenile department?

2. Have you seen any changes or impact in any way? If so, when did you start to notice this?

3. Hasit affected you or your work? In what way?

4. Has it affected any of the youth you come in cortact with? In what way?

5. Do you see the reformation plan or case plan? What do you see reflected in that?
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Strengths Project Template Coding Form

County:

Assessment form includes information about strengths domains:

(|
O
(|

Creating a hedlthy identity
Connecting with family, peers, & community
Repairing harm

FAA:
Does FAA reflect presence of YCA domains? (codes: 0=No, 1=Y es)

(|
O
O

Credting a hedlthy identity
Connecting with family, peers, & community
Repairing harm

Case plan form (includes probation contract and plan/reformation plan):
Does the case plan form reflects presence of Y CA domains (codes. 0=No, 1=Y es)

O 0O O O Ooogd

Creating a hedthy identity

Connecting with family, peers, & community

Repairing harm

Isthere aplace to list or describe the youth' s strengths? (codes: 0=No, 1=Y es)

Is there a place for strengths-based goals? (codes: 0=No, 1=Y es)

Isthere aplace for short-term competency area goas from the Y CA? (codes. 0=No, 1=Yes)

Is there a place to note people in the youth' s natural environment (who can help support youth)?
(codes: 0=No, 1=Yes)

Is there a place to note community connections (in addition to connections with family members)?
(codes: 0=No, 1=Yes)

Isthere aplace to record a youth' s long-term goals? (codes. 0=No, 1=Y es)
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Appendix J. Case Coding Template
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Strengths Project Case Coding Form

County:
Staff ID:
Youth ID:

Assessment form used:
O YCA
[ Other form (pilot county)
[ Other form (comparison county)

Assesament gathered information about strengths domains: (codes: 0= no information, 1=alittle
information, 2=alot of information)

[ Creeting a hedthy identity

LI Connecting with family, peers, & community

0 Repairing haam

Supervison level/Plan type:
0 Formd Accountability Agreement {informal}
[ Case pla/Probation Contract and PlavReformation Plan { formal}
[0 Other [court appearance, case note, shelter reports)

Extent to which case plan reflects presence of Y CA domains (codes: O=not at dl, 1=alittle, 2=alot)
[ Creating a hedthy identity
] Connecting with family, peers, & community
[J Reparing harm
O

Are any drengths-based goals present? [ Are youth' s skills/resources being tapped by case plan
goasobjectives?] (codes: 0=No, 1=A little, 2=A lot

O

Does the case plan have a baance of strengths-based and accountability- based goals? (codes:
0=No, 1=Yes)

1 Areactivitiesin the case plan (referrals to services, gods, etc.) based on strengths identified in
the YCA or intake assessment? (codes. 0=No, 1=Yes, 7=NA)

[ If no, are they based on any strengths? (codes: 0=No, 1=Y es)

[J Towhat extent are short-term competency area goas from the Y CA or intake assessment
mapped directly into case objectives? (codes: O=not a al, 1=alittle, 2=alot, 7=NA)

[0 Towhat extent does the case plan reflect individudized planning? (codes. O=not &t dl, 1=alittle,
2=alot)

] Arepeoplein the youth's natura environment (who can help support youth) [as identified in the
Y CA or intake assessment] evident in case notes or objectives? (codes: 0=No, 1=Yes, 7=NA)
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O If no, are there any people who can help support the youth evident in case notes or
objectives? (codes: 0=No, 1=Yes)

L] Isthere evidence that the case plan encouraged the youth to make community connections (in
addition to connections with family members)? (codes: 0=No, 1=Yes)

] Isthere evidence of ayouth’slong-term gods [from the Y CA or intake assessment] in the case
plan goal s/objectives/conditions? (codes: 0=No, 1=Yes, 7=NA)

O If no, are any of the youth’slong-term gods in the case plan? (codes: 0=No, 1=Y es)
Update forms, closing notes

[ [Looking at the most recent update/progress note/or completion note]: To what extent do
progress reports/updates reflect continued focus on strengths? (codes: O=not at dl, 1=alittle, 2=a
lot)

If coded 1 or 2, were those strengths:
[ The same asidentified onthe YCA or a intake?
L1 New strengths that were identified or focused on later?

NPC Completion form/12-month update form:
When was form completed?
[0 Casedosing: How longwascase?  months
] 12-months

[ [Coding of what case focused on] To what extent do activities described reflect 3 strengths
domains? (codes. O=not at dl, 1=alittle, 2=alot)

[0 Cresting a hedthy identity
LI Connecting with family, peers, & community
[ Repairing haam

[0 Does completion/update form reflect use of any strengths-based services/activities during the
case? (codes: 0=No, 1=Yes)
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SERVICE DATA
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Services Data Codes
TYPE OF SERVICE STATUS CODES SOURCE OF INFORMATION
1 = Socid skill development 1 = In progress, till participating 1 = Hard copy, socid file
2 = Educationd skill development 2 = Partidly completed, attended some 2=JIS
3 = Career development 3 = Completed, participated fully 3=JN
4 = Tregtment (e.g., anger management, menta hedth 4=CRIS
sarvices, dcohol/drug treatment, family counsdling)
5 = Community Service (traditiond)
6 = Other
159 May 2004

NPC Research




Appendix L. Closing/Completion Forms
— Pilot and Comparison
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Pleasefill thisout at closing or on , whichever comesfirgt.
CLOSING/COMPLETION (PFilot County)
Counselor Name Date

Y outh Name County

Following are questions that NPC Research would like counsdlors/POs to answer as part of closng.

1. Thisformis being completed at:
[] Closing. Reason for closing
[] 12-month follow-up

2. Did the Y CA affect this case? (Was there anything that you did differently based on having used the
YCA?)

[] No. Reason why not
[] Yes Thisishow the YCA affected this case:
[ Provided information about youth or family thet | wouldn't have had otherwise
[] Provided an ideafor aservice referral or activity
[] Helped establish rapport and/or a positive working relationship
[] Baanced strengths and accountability in the case plan
[] Other

3. How would you rate the youth’ s competencies at completion compared to at assessment?
[] Youth developed new skills or competencies
[ Youth built on existing competencies
[] No changein competencies
[] Youth's behavior or situation worsened
[] Other

4. Isthere a particular competency/strength issue(s) you were working on?
[] No

[] Yes. Wewereworking on

5. In what are(s) did the youth make improvements?

[] Noneor Not Applicable

Pease return this completed form to Judy Weller; NPC Research; 5200 SW Macadam Ave.,, Suite 420,
Portland, OR 97239 or fax it to her at 503-243-2454. If you have any questions, please contact Judy a
503-243-2436 or weller@npcresearch.com.
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Pleasefill thisout at closing or on (date one year from assessment date),

whichever comesfirg.

CLOSING/COMPLETION (Comparison County)
Counselor Name Date
Y outh Name County: Marion

Following are questions that NPC Research would like counsdors/POs to answer as part of closng.

1. Thisform is being completed at:
[] Closing. Reason for closing
[] 12-month follow-up

2. How would you rate the youth’ s competencies a completion compared to at assessment?
[] Y outh developed new skills or competencies
[ Youth built on existing competencies
[] No changein competencies
[ Youth's behavior or situation worsened
[] Other

3. Isthere aparticular competency/strength issue(s) you were working on?
[] No
[] Yes. We were working on

4. In what area(s) did the youth make improvements?

[] Noneor Not Applicable
Please return this completed form to Judy Weller; NPC Research; 5200 SW Macadam Ave., Suite 420;

Portland, OR 97239 or fax it to her at 503-243-2454. If you have any questions, please contact Judy a
503-243-2436 or weller@npcresearch.com.
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Appendix M. Training Materials
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The Youth Competency Assessment (YCA) Training Manual
isavailable on the NPC Research Web site
WWW.Npcr esear ch.com
and
isavailablein atabbed binder for $30.00
(coversthe cost of material, assembly, copying, & postage)

If you areinterested in orderinga YCA Training Manual,
in arranging a youth competency (strength-based) training,
and/or if you would like additional information,
please contact:

Juliette R. Mackin
Senior Research Associate
or
Judy M. Wéller
Research Coordinator

Northwest Professional Consortium, Inc. (dba NPC Research)
5200 SW Macadam Avenue, Suite 420
Portland, Oregon 97239
503-243-2436
mackin@npcresearch.com
weller@npcresearch.com
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