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In the beginning…  
 Juvenile Justice System Enhancement Strategy (JJSES) - 

Stage 4 highlights the need to allow evidence and research 
to drive policy and practice 

 

 Cumberland County obtained PCCD funded grant to collect 
outcomes data for juveniles as the Juvenile Justice System 
Enhancement Strategy was being rolled out 
 Sam Miller – Chief JPO and grant writer 

 Grant started in January 2013 

 

 IUP obtains grant to collect data for Cumberland County 
 John Cookus – Lead Researcher  

 

 Transition in late 2014 to maintain data collection and to 
continue evaluating reports from within Cumberland 
County Juvenile Probation to guide policy and practice  
 Rob Swanger – Evidenced-Based Probation Officer 

 



Process – Data Collection and Entry 

 2009 – 2012  

 Probation Officer completes JCJC closeout 

paperwork  

 Chief Probation Officer pulls data from 

closeout paperwork and juvenile’s file  

 IUP researcher uses interim data sheet to 

then create final datasheet for each case  

 Datasheet entered into SPSS dataset 





Process – Data Collection and Entry 

 2013 – present   

 Probation officer fills out datasheet  

 EBP officer enters datasheet into SQL 

database 





Process – Identifying Recidivism 

2009 - 2012  2013 - present 

 Recidivism defined as any 
of the following events 
occurring after the 
juvenile’s 18th birthday but 
prior to his 21st birthday: 
 Criminal Arrest 

 Criminal Conviction 

 Criminal Incarceration 

 

 Utilizing JNET by placing 
juveniles on “watch list” 
and receiving RAP Sheet 
when he reaches the age 
of 21 

 Recidivism defined as any of 
the following events 
occurring after Probation 
Closeout up to 2 years after 
Closeout: 
 Arrest 

 Conviction or Adjudication 

 Incarceration or Out-of-Home 
Placement  

 

 Utilizing JNET for juveniles 
who are over 18  

 

 Utilizing JCMS for individuals 
under 18 



Cumberland County 2009 - 2016 

Year 
Total 

Dispositions 

Cases 

Closed 

out 
Still 

Active 

In Sample 

(after case 

closure until 

age 21) 
Out of Sample 

(over age 21) 

Maturity of 

Sample (Cases out 

of sample / Total 

Dispositions) 

2009 328 328 0 30 298 91% 

2010 283 280 3 48 229 81% 

2011 304 301 3 105 196 64% 

2012 271 266 5 161 105 39% 

Totals 1186 1175 11 344 828 70% 

Year 
Total 

Dispositions 

Cases 

Closed 

out 
Still 

Active 

In Sample     

(0 - 2 years 

after case 

closure) 

Out of Sample 

(2 years + 

after case 

closure) 

Maturity of 

Sample (Cases out 

of sample / Total 

Dispositions) 

2013 283 265 18 109 156 55% 

2014 286 261 25 256 5 2% 

2015 211 146 65 146 0 0% 

2016 ----- 11 ----- 11 0 0% 

Totals 780 683 108 522 161 21% 
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Demographics 

Male, 74% 

Female, 
26% 

Gender (n=1857) 

Caucasian
, 81% 

African-
American, 

12% 

Bi-Racial, 
5% 

Asian-
American, 

1% 

Race (n=1857) 



Demographics 

Yes, 27% 

No, 53% 

Unknown, 
20% 

 Children and Youth 
involvement (n=1854) 

Yes, 20% 

No, 68% 

Unknown, 
12% 

Resides with both parents at 
Case Closeout (n=1857) 



Demographics 

In School, 
76% 

Graduated 
High 

School, 
10% 

Obtained 
GED, 6% 

Quit, 8% 

School Status at Case 
Closeout (n=1856) 

No, 94% 

Yes, 
6% 

Cyber School (n=1857) 



Demographics Highlights 

 Age… 

 Younger juveniles were more likely to have 

previous involvement with Children and Youth 

 Gender… 

 Has no connection to School Status, or Living 

Status 

 Females are twice as likely to be enrolled in 

Cyber School 



Demographics Highlights 

 Race… 
 Has no impact on CYS involvement, School 

Status or Cyber School participation 

 Caucasians have a greater likelihood of living 
with both parents at closeout 

 Living with both parents… 
 Was connected with lower levels of CYS 

involvement 

 Increases the likelihood that a juvenile 
remains in school or received a High School 
Diploma 



Supervision 

Supervision factors 

Prior Record (n=1857) 14% 

Multiple referrals within one year (n=1857) 11% 

Violent Offense (n=1857) 26% 

Sexual Offense (n=1857) 5% 

Detention (n=1857) 16% 

Arrested during Supervision (n=1855) 14% 

Violation during Supervision (n=1855) 13% 

Disposition (n=1857) 

Youth Aid Panel 39% 

Informal Adjustment 2% 

Consent Decree 46% 

Formal Probation 13% 

Placement 7% 

Length of Probation Supervision (n=1856) 

1 day - 3 months 13% 

3 months - 6 months 41% 

6 months - 12 months 29% 

12 months - 18 months 6% 

18 months - 24 months 5% 

24 months + 7% 

Highest Grading on Petition 

Misdemeanor Felony 

2009 (n=311) 77% 23% 

2010 (n=241) 82% 18% 

2011 (n=272) 87% 13% 

2012 (n=241) 76% 24% 

2013 (n=257) 80% 20% 

2014 (n=255) 82% 18% 



Supervision Highlights  

 Prior Record 
 Increases likelihood… 

 Multiple referrals in 1 year 

 Higher graded offense 

 Violent offense 

 Adjudication of Delinquency and Out of home Placement 

 Detention 

 Longer probation supervision 

 

 Multiple referrals in 1 year 
 Increases likelihood… 

 Violent offenses 

 Adjudication of Delinquency and Out of home Placement 

 Detention 

 Longer probation supervision 



Assessment 

 YLS/CMI 
 Cumberland County utilizes following adjusted 

breakdown for overall scores 

 Low (0-8) 

 Low-Moderate (9-14) 

 High-Moderate (15-22) 

 High (22-34) 

 Very High (35-42) 

 Allows for greater flexibility in supervision levels 
tailored to risk level 

 Still displays a relation to recidivism variables 



Assessment 

Low, 40% 

Low-
Moderate, 

29% 

High-
Moderate, 

24% 

High, 7% 

Very 
High, 
0.4% 

YLSi (n=1413) 

Low, 70% 
Low-

Moderate, 
22% 

High-
Moderate, 

6% 

High, 2% 

YLSc (n=921) 



Assessment 
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Assessment 
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Assessment 

(n=917) 

YLSi 

Low 
Low-

Moderate 
High-

Moderate High Very High 

YLSc 

Low  29% 27% 12% 3% 0% 

Low-Moderate 1% 6% 12% 2% 0.2% 

High-Moderate 0.3% 1% 3% 2% 0.3% 

High 0% 0.2% 1% 0.3% 0% 

Very High 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

3.5% juveniles increased risk 38.6% juveniles remained the same 

57.9% reduced risk

  



Assessment Highlights 

 Gender and Race have no impact on risk 

levels 

 Living with both parents reduces risk 

levels 

 Prior CYS involvement increases risk 

levels 

 Violent offenses have higher risk levels 

 Sexual offenses have lower risk levels 



Services 

Community Based Programs 
Condition Based In-Home 1:1 Services 

(n=497) 27% 

Drug and Alcohol Outpatient (n=394) 21% 

Outpatient Mental Health (n=288) 16% 

Brief Intervention Toolkits (n=193) 10% 

Weekend Programing (n=161) 9% 

Day Treatment (n=167) 9% 

MST Services (n=167) 9% 

DUI school (n=65) 4% 
Outpatient Sex Offense Treatment 

(n=32) 4% 

CBI Group (n=60) 3% 

Out-of-Home Programs 

Drug and Alcohol Inpatient (n=149) 8% 

Manos (n=67) 4% 

Mental Health RTF (n=56) 3% 

ARC (n=33) 2% 

Youth Services Agency (n=29) 2% 

Foster Care (n=34) 2% 

Inpatient Hospitalization (n=13) 2% 

George Jr Republic (n=26) 1% 

Glen Mills (n=20) 1% 

Sex Offense RTF (n=8) 0.4% 
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Services Highlights 

 Remember overall 58% of juveniles in 
Cumberland County displayed risk reduction 
from YLSi to YLSc 

 

 Several Community Based programs are 
reducing risk greater rate than the 58% 
baseline 
 MST Services – 67% risk reduction 

 Condition Based 1:1 programming – 71% risk 
reduction 

 Cognitive Behavioral Intervention Groups – 
85% risk reduction 



Recidivism 

2009-2012 (n=1175) 

2013-2014 (n=526) 

 Criminal Arrest – 40% 

 Criminal Conviction – 22% 

 Criminal Incarceration – 9% 

 Arrest – 30% 

 Conviction/Adjudication – 11% 

 Incarceration/Placement – 1% 
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Recidivism 

27% 

45% 

70% 

76% 

13% 

25% 

44% 

58% 

3% 

11% 

20% 

35% 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

Youth Aid
Panel (n=450)

Consent
Decree (n=551)

Formal
Probation
(n=109)

Placement
(n=84)

Recidivism by Disposition 
(2009-2012) 

Criminal Arrest Criminal Conviction

Criminal Incarceration

23% 

28% 

47% 

61% 

5% 

13% 

21% 

29% 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

Youth Aid
Panel (n=183)

Consent
Decree (n=235)

Formal
Probation
(n=121)

Placement
(n=38)

Recidivism by Disposition 
(2013-2014) 

Arrest Conviction/Adjudication



Recidivism 
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Recidivism 
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Recidivism 
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Recidivism 
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Return on Investment 

 This chart displays year over 
year costs associated with 
juveniles under supervision 
who were later incarcerated 
between the ages of 18 and 
21.  

 

 In green font, yearly savings 
are listed based on the 
reduced number of juvenile’s 
incarcerated.  

 

 From 2009 through 2012, there 
was an estimated total savings 
of $240,570.00. 
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Time Lapse to Re-Arrest (2013-2016) 
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Conclusion 

 JJSES and the introduction of Evidence Based Practices has 
had a significant impact on Cumberland County Juvenile 
Probation.  There has been year over year reductions in 
recidivism since the start of the study. 

 Probation involvement has a positive impact on a juvenile’s 
risk to re-offend. 

 Certain programs also have a strong link to risk reduction. 

 The YLS assessment appears to be significantly linked to 
recidivism. 

 There are significant savings tied to the decrease of 
juveniles ending up in prison (Yearly average - $80,190.00). 

 Juveniles are most susceptible to re-arrest soon after they 
are released from supervision. 

 

 

 


