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Current Performance Measures

* Usedin:

* Controller’s Office Annual
Performance Report

Controller’s Office Annual Performance Report (FY 22)

« Mayor’s Budget Book JUVENILE PROBATION
Fiscal Year 2019-2020 2020-2021 2021-2022 2022-2023 2023-2024
® P u rpose c Goal Actual Actual Actual Target Target Target
® M a ke t rans pa re nt, d ata 'd riven Provide a safe and secure environment for staff and detainees |
decisions Joveile bl population 20 B " 2 0 0
° Al |g N p rog ramm | N g Wlth Percent of Juvenile Justice Center youth grievances processed within two business days after 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
11 filin
resources for greater efficiency 3
an d | m pa Ct Reduce overtime expenditures in the entire department
. B Annual overtime expenditures $921,422| §770,018 $942,037 $500,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000
* Target may be a projection or
goa d e peyn d | n g (p)n {/Vh eth er Number of overtime hours incurred across the department 14,284 17,619 20,735 7,500 15,000 15,000
’
Red ffi
department has control over AR epat. A in |
resu Its Percent of youth on wardship probation who incur a sustained finding for a new law violation 21%‘ 9.0% 17% 15% 10% 10%
Successful Completion of Probation ‘
(] 0 1
Iss u es ° Average length of stay (in days) from disposition to placement of youth in juvenile hall awaiting 23 22 26 7.0 70 70
2 out of home placement
* Not updated in 5+ years |
. . Percent of youth on informal probation (WIC 654.2) who incur a sustained finding for a new law 0.0% 70% 6.0% 0.0% N/A N/A
© N Ot a I |gn ed Wlth goa I S violation within 6 months of starting informal probation

established by Juvenile
Probation Commission in 2022

¢ Not most effective measures of
department performance
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Proposed Changes

Overtime Expenditures Not meaningful measure of performance and not
Remove Total Overtime Hours understandable for the public
(4) JJC Youth Grievance Processing Not useful, as it’s always 100%
Youth Probation Violations Not best measure of effectiveness/ community safety

Keep  Average Length of Stay
(2) Juvenile Hall Population

Percent of JJIC population that is committed Important to capture changing composition of JJC population

Juvenile Misdemeanor Diversion Tracking progress towards goal of 100% diversion

Add Youth Connection to Programs Connection to enriching and responsive programming is

(5) foundational to diverting youth away from system involvement
Youth Recidivism Important measure of effectiveness/ community safety

Average Caseload per Case Carrying Staff Important for right-sizing JPD
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New Performance Measures

Operational Areas and Goals

Average Daily Juvenile Justice N Detention and
. Projection .
Center Population < Commitments
ept
. . . . . D :
Rglmagme hoyv the City addresses juvenile et & Sy i el Hell Goal etent.lon and
crime and delinquency Commitments
. g Youth E
Youth Recidivism Goal SIS IS
Outcomes
Prioritize diversion and connection to Juvenile Misdemeanor Diversion Goal Diversion
appropriate services and responses fat . Youth Engagement and
every stage of the youth’s contact with J,)D ~ Youth Connection to Programs Goal \ Outcomes
ew
' i P f -
Advance the goals of the City and DJJ Commitments as a' ercent.‘?\ge ° — Detention and
. ; the Average Daily Juvenile Projection .
Realighment Subcommittee . . Commitments
Justice Center Population
Equitgbly right-§ize and operate the Average Casgload per Case Goal Staffing
Juvenile Probation Department Carrying Staff
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Performance Measures

Overview
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Average Daily Juvenile Justice Center Population

Goal: Reimagine how the City addresses juvenile crime and delinquency

Target (Projection updated annually):

e 26 th . . . .
e Juvenile Incarceration Rates by California County

Example:
* Mid-Year: 18 youth
* Full-Year: 21 youth

« Definition: Solano 25 97,378 26
* San Diego 163 678,175 24
* Includes youth detained in Juvenile Hall Contra Costa 59 251,062 24
* Includes youth committed to Juvenile Hall Los Angeles e Loer e =
. Santa Clara 81 379,802 21
* Includes youth committed to SYTF Alameda 67 317,654 21
Sonoma 18 90,256 20

[ ] . 7
Background & Context: San Francisco 18 110,756 16
* San Francisco has one of the lowest San Mateo 21 140,732 15
juvenile incarceration rates of any county Yolo 6 43,312 14

in California

Source: BSCC Juvenile Detention Profile Survey
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Commitments as a Percentage of the Average Daily Juvenile Justice
Center Population

Goal: Advance the goals of the City and DJJ Realignment Subcommittee

* Target (Projection based on historical
data):

* 33% Juvenile Hall ADP by Status by Month

40+

* Example:
*  Mid-Year: 35%
* Full-Year: 32%

304

* Definition: g —poting
* Percent of the Juvenile Justice
Center’s Average Daily Population 101
that are committed to Juvenile Hall
or the Secure Youth Treatment
Facility 1 \ . A [ . ‘ ;
@ﬁ"‘m é;&”ﬁ ﬁ"’n” Q;&“l @@91 ﬁq} 3\@’9 oﬁm ﬁq&iﬁ O_ﬁw 04@'9 Zﬁ'@ 4'19”“"’ ﬁ@* @@fj Q;@ ﬁ@*ﬁ k\\@f’ f@ @@n” 29@””"’
* Background & Context: A il T & W ; e

Note: Due to rounding error, ADP by demographics may differ from overall ADP

* New responsibility from the state to
house youth long-term impacts
youth, staffing, and resources.
Important to distinguish between
detained and committed youth.
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Length of Stay in Juvenile Hall: Percent of detained youth released within
5 days

Goal: Reimagine how the City addresses juvenile crime and delinquency

* Target (Goal):

o Length of Stay (in Days) for Youth Released Throughout the Month by Month
* 2 SOA’ ® Mean ® Median
* Example: 40 i
* Mid-Year: 50% 35 -
33
* Full-Year: 51% =
30 =
e Definition: 2
o 25
* Percent of detained youth released | : o
from Juvenile Hall within 5 days of E20 g = 19
. . =
admission 16 " 15
. 15 14 14
* Excludes committed youth 12 12 12
10 1y 9
* Context/Background: 7 B 7 7 - s M 6 -
. 5 5 5 5 5 . 5 5 5
* JPD has developed detention o . L L
alternatives: s 2 2 & = 2 =2 § £ § £ £ ¥ 3 3 & = 32 32 3
o - < g & 3 g = & ° =
* Intensive services foster care s e = s
pilot program ‘ Month

* Boys' Home
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Juvenile Misdemeanor Diversion: Percent of eligible misdemeanors
diverted from prosecution

Goal: Prioritize diversion and connection to appropriate services and responses at every stage

* Target (Goal): FIGURE 7
Diversion Agreements Increased for all Nondismissed Complaint Types, Particularly Status
e 100%
Complaints
O EX am p I e: Proportion of nondismissed complaints with diversion agreements
. Full-Year: 85% —— Public felony Public misdemeanor ~==——Other Status
 Data only available as of March 2023 o~
* Definition: 90%
* Percent of eligible juvenile misdemeanor -
citations diverted from prosecution 70%
* Only includes referrals eligible for diversion R
¢ Excludes out of county citations 0%
o 40%
* Excludes all traffic offenses, as they are R
referred to traffic court; WIC e
707(b)/youth 14 or older 20% ’_’_‘____//\
* In the future, counsel and close will be counted 10%
as diversion 0% , » , : . . . .
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
* Background & Context: T
° KentUCky, a leaderin diverSion, had a Source: Urban analysis of Administrative Office of the Courts data.
miSdemea nor diversion rate Of 60% between 2015 Note: “Other” includes public violations, violations of local ordinances, and “unknown.”
and 2018
ASSESSING JUVENILE DIVERSION REFORMS IN KENTUCKY 13

San Francisco Juvenile Probation Department




Youth Connection to Programs

Goal: Prioritize diversion and connection to appropriate services and responses at every stage

* Target (Goal):
* 100%

* Example:
*  Mid-Year: 57%
* Full-Year: 62%

* Definition:
* Percent of youth on the JPD

caseload who are in community-
based and/or public programs

* Context/Background:

* Access to enriching and responsive
programming, positive activities,
and training is foundational in
diverting youth and TAY/A away
from system-involvement
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PS Chart 3: Active Caseload Active in
Programs

Youth Active in Programs as % of Active Caseload
B % Active in Programs B Youth Active in Programs Bl Youth on Active Caseload

399

380 389 382

) o i K $F N s
5 o 5 C s G o 5 o
gb° & R YQ‘ \:@‘* & N ?)9 &
Month

Notes: (1) Youth who are only on electronic or alcohol monitoring are excluded from this analysis.
(2) 2023 data was revised as of the Aug 2023 report to resolve a data QA issue and include young people on AB12 in this analysis.




Youth Recidivism

Goal: Reimagine how the City addresses juvenile crime and delinquency

* Target (Goal):
e <L20%

* Example:
e  Mid-Year: 20%
* Full-Year: 19%

* Definition:
* Percent of youth who recidivate (youth with a

sustained petition who have a subsequent
sustained petition in a 2-year period)

* Does not include involvement in the adult
system

* Does not include other counties

* Background & Context:
* Each jurisdiction measures recidivism
differently

* Some define as re-arrest, return to custody,
re-conviction, or re-incarceration

* Some use 1-, 2-, or 3-year follow-up periods
*  Many include adult system involvement

San Francisco Juvenile Probation Department

Components used in recidivism calculations Number of jurisdictions Average

that include all youths who have left secure care  that reported recidivism recidivism rate
rate using component

Tracking periods
12 month tracking period 5 21.7
24 month tracking period 4 357
Recidivating act
Agrest only 1 58
Adjudication only 3 278
Commitment to juvenile and/or adult services 4 223
Commitment to youth services only 2 13.0

Source: CICA Yearbook 2009

Source: A CJCA White Paper; Harris, Lockwood, and Mengers “Defining and Measuring Recidivism” (2009)




Average Caseload per Case Carrying Staff

Goal: Equitably right-size and operate the Juvenile Probation Department

Target (Goal):
e <20 vyouth per staff caseload

Example:
* Mid-Year: 20 youth per staff caseload
* Full-Year: 21 youth per staff caseload

Definition:

* Includes Deputy Probation Officers and
Social Workers

* Excludes cases diverted to CARC at
arrest

Context/Background:

* Limited data on ideal juvenile probation
officer caseloads

* Target is based on current mandates
and understanding of best practices for
engaging and supporting young people
and their families.
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432

28

l :

Dec 2019

JPD Total Active Caseload, Total Case Managers (DPOs & Social Workers),
and per Staff Caseload (End of Year Snapshot, 2019-2022; September 2023)

= Case Managers (DPOs/SWs)

311

18 18

Dec 2020

*Excluding CARC

Average Caseload per Staff

266

16 17

Dec 2021

Total Active Cases

285

20
14

Dec 2022

362

24 Cases

15Case _Each
Managers

Sept 2023




New Performance Measures

Summary of Targets & Examples

Average Daily Juvenile Justice Center

1 Sepulkifar 26 Projection 18 21
Commitments as a Percentage of the Average

2 Daily Juvenile Justice Center Population 33%  Projection  35% 32%
Length of Stay in Juvenile Hall

3 (% of youth released from JH within 5 days) 2 50% Goal 50% 51%

4 Juvenile Misdemeanor Diversion 100% Goal N/A* 85%*

5 Youth Connection to Programs 100% Goal 57% 62%

6 Youth Recidivism <20% Goal 20% 19%

7 Average Caseload per Case Carrying Staff <20 Goal 20 21

San Francisco Juvenile Probation Department * Data only available as of March 2023



Questions?

San Francisco Juvenile Probation Department 15




