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This study tested the effectiveness of two court-based intervention programgam@a|Santa

Clara County, San Francisco County) that addressed juvenile domestic and fanmigeviol&e
court-based intervention programs included an intake assessment process for doéstraly
violence, specialized prosecution and defense, a dedicated docket, intensive supervisaer, offe
programs, and victim services. Probation and court records of juvenile domestycifiateihce
offenders provided the source of data to compare the intervention programs with a thirdhagunty t
did not have a specialized response (Contra Costa County).

Data on program completion showed that (1) Santa Clara County had the lowest ratessffislicc
program completion, and (2) offenders with prior delinquency records were lessdikely t
successfully complete probation and program requirements than were those withaecprits.

All things being equal, the likelihood of successfully completing the probation progresased if

the offender did not violate probation, the offender was placed on electronic monitoring, tideoffe
was not in Santa Clara County, and the offender was young.

Primary findings from the study include the following:

The specialized intervention programs in both Santa Clara and San Franciscounties
had a deterrent effect on first-time offenders. The deterrent effect, which lasted up to two
years following the date of the incident, was especially apparent in Santa&CGlaryy.

Recidivism rates for offenders with prior records were remarkably constent across
sites. One year after the incident, about thirty percent of offenders with prior delinquency
had recidivated, regardless of any specialized intervention.

The greatest determinant of the probability of recidivism was background

characteristics of the offender The factors that significantly influenced the probability of
recidivating were: (1) the type of violence, (2) the victim’s gender, (3) the numbeowof pr
referrals of the offender to juvenile court, (4) whether the offender was abused lds a chi
and/or the parents have a history of domestic/family violence, (5) the number of probation
violations, and (6) successful program completion.

Three conclusions were drawn from the study. First, the court-based intervention pr@agam
implemented in Santa Clara and San Francisco counties, had a deterrent effettiorefir
offenders. Second, the most challenging juvenile population to rehabilitate was didameiyic
violence offenders with prior records. Third, strategies that increase the nuroffendéers who
successfully complete the probation program may lower recidivism rates.
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In California, the Santa Clara County Superior Court and the San Francisco Superior Court
created unique approaches to address both juvenile domestic and family violence. Théa&anta C
County Juvenile Domestic and Family Violence Court, begun in 1999, was the first of its Kued in t
nation. Two years later, a similar program began operating in San Francisco Chun¥euth
Family Violence Court. The court-based programs shared the following featliyes i(take
process that included assessment for domestic and family violence, (2) speé@atigecution and
defense, (3) dedicated docket, (4) intensive supervision, (5) offender programs, and (6) victim
services. Yet operational differences, such as the use of formal probation and afaenasft
protocol, distinguished the two programs.

In 2003, the National Center for State Courts, in partnership with the American Probdtion a
Parole Association, and Dr. Inger Sagatun-Edwards of San Jose State Uniasivgd a grant
from the National Institute of Justice to study the effectiveness of the SangaC@aunty and San
Francisco County court-based intervention programs. For comparison purposes, a third county—
Contra Costa County—that did not espouse a specialized juvenile domestic/familgeiptegram
was added to the study design. The methodology involved two separate phases: contexdisal analy
and program evaluation. Contextual analysis, conducted through site visits, wasrmégessa
identify variances in court/probation processing and case treatment and wasjaigiter® the
collection of data. Program evaluation included analysis of the minors’ background, inletient
and outcome evaluation, which focused on the impact of court, probation, and treatment on
individual levels. The program evaluation involved coding probation and court files in each of the
three counties to (1) document the sociodemographic, experiential, and delinquency backgrounds of

juvenile domestic/family violence offenders, (2) profile victim backgrounds and theergitthe
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incident, (3) collect information on probation conditions, intervention programs, and probation
violations, and (4) gather information on subsequent arrests and convictions for domestailgnd fa
violence offenses and any new re-arrests. In addition to coding specific informeatearche
assistants used probation and court files to write narratives describing the réféarddy
background, nature of the violence, and success in the intervention program. Finally, juvenile and
adult recidivism information was collected from juvenile probation and court recescdfid the
California adult criminal record system. The final study group included 304 closed(288ecases
from Santa Clara County, 40 cases from San Francisco County, and 62 cases from Cantra Cost
County).

Because Contra Costa County did not have a specialized juvenile domestic/faraitg&iol
program and did not identify these types of cases, research staff had to pull aneésdeahiila
subset of cases in which the offender was charged with at least one of four penal cadas/iblat
were indicative of a domestic or family violence crime. Cases that cleadlved a domestic or
family violence relationship were included in the sample. Limitations of the stallyle the small
number of cases in San Francisco and Contra Costa counties, dramatic differancaslen |

populations between counties, and reliance on official sources of data.

Family violence incidents comprised the bulk of cases (70 percent) that enteresteheay
either family or domestic violence. The data strongly indicated that domesg&nceabffenders (1)
tended to be older, (2) were more likely to be male, (3) were more likely to have a previous
delinquency record, and (4) were less likely to have a history of mental illnessrtiigrvialence

offenders.
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The vast majority oflomestic violenceoffenders were young men—90 percent of offenders
were male and the average age was 16.4. However, the ten percent of female offéangersthan
the percentage often reported for adult female offenders. There was remaokaidteacy across
sites in the following areas:

Domestic violence offenders who entered the juvenile justice system were
overwhelmingly male.

Most offenders had a prior juvenile record—those with records had an average of 4.6
prior referrals.

About one-third of the probation reports indicated that the offender had a mental iliness.

About one-third of the probation files reported a history of domestic violence among the
parents.

Probation files indicated larger problems within the family including crinmeabrds for
the parents and reports of substance abuse.

Family violenceoffenders were more likely to be male, but a sizeable proportion of
offenders in our study were female—37 percent. There were very few, if any, diéfeleteveen
male and female family violence offenders. Family violence offenders were;\tbergyerage age
was 15. Similar to the data on domestic violence, the data on family violence variechsbmew
across jurisdictions. In particular, the data suggested that the sample in Ct&r&Gunty, which
did not have a specialized intervention program, consisted of juveniles who were mgr® Iikale
a record of previous delinquency—67 percent of offenders had prior juvenile records compared to 37
percent in Santa Clara County and 50 percent in San Francisco County. Despite thheseatiffe
there were a number of striking similarities in the population of family violerfeaddrs who had
been processed in the juvenile justice system. In particular, the offenders shéoédvtineg
backgrounds.

Family violence offenders were young. The average age of the offenders was 18 years
age.
The majority of offenders (63 percent) were male.

Most offenders (64 percent) had been diagnosed with a mental illness.
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A significant proportion of offenders had a prior juvenile record (46 percent), although
this varied by county.

A high percentage of offenders’ parents had a history of domestic violence, a criminal
justice record, or a substance abuse problem.

In capsule, juvenile offenders who entered the system as a result of committingsi@lome
family violence offense had histories that were likely to include a combinationoofd@linquency,
diagnoses of mental health (especially for family violence offenders), histatyuse as a child, and
family histories that include parental violence. These background charactesigipest challenges
to the justice system in devising intervention programs that both address the neesis yiihg

offenders and sanction their behavior.

Victim/survivor profiles, the severity of the incident, and weapons of choice offer some
insights into the nature of violence. Victimsdafmestic violencancidents were overwhelmingly
female (90 percent), with an average age of 16.8. About one-third of the victims had children in
common with the offender. Almost one of every four domestic violence incidents occurredhehil
victim was pregnant. The primary method of violence was bodily force—guns and knives were
seldom used.

The majority of victims ofamily violence offenses were female (73 percent). More than
half of the victims were mothers of the offenders. About one of every four family vialendents
involved more than one victim. Bodily force was the most common weapon used in family violence

cases.
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The legal culture in Santa Clara, San Francisco, and Contra Costa counties igere qui
different. Of the three counties, Santa Clara’s approach best approached “zencéglend was
exemplified by a law enforcement protocol that required officers to bring juvenilesdicrand
family violence offenders to juvenile hall for intake. In San Francisco and Contracdostizes,
there was not formal protocol that guides law enforcement in their response tatessle j
offenders. The “wide net” cast by Santa Clara County was demonstrated by exaheniugnber of
domestic/family violence cases per 100,000 population (15 to 19 year olds). By this measure, 72
teens per 100,000 entered the Santa Clara specialized program, compared to 13 teens per 100,000 in
Contra Costa who can be identified through probation records as domestic or family violence
offenders. The San Francisco program, which also included a specialized intake girpoessile
hall, handled 43 cases per 100,000 population. Consequently, the juvenile domestic violence/family
violence populations were quite different in the counties. For example, 67 percent ofithe fam
violence offenders in Contra Costa County had prior records, compared to 37 percent in $anta Cla

County.

In addition to the specialized court services described above, juvenile domesgyic/fam
violence offenders received conditions of probation similar to those expected in thed gesssrile
caseload. Multiple conditions of probation were placed on offenders. Most commonly, probation
conditions included: (1) attend school regularly, (2) submit to warrantless searaizamd,<3)
comply with curfews, (4) abstain from alcohol or drugs, and (5) participate in individualetiogns
The majority of offenders were ordered to participate and complete a domestceimligrvention
program. Offenders in Santa Clara and San Francisco counties averaged six towsgvenews

during the time they were under probation. Finally, the conditions of probation across counties
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suggested that the Santa Clara County court placed more conditions on its probatiorboséhe
other counties. For example, there were 14 conditions placed on at least 50 percent of the juveni
domestic/family violence probationers in Santa Clara County. In contrast, theabarséo and

Contra Costa County courts placed 7 and 9 conditions, respectively, on at least half of its
probationers. This suggests that compliance in Santa Clara County may be mypte bkel
compromised as the average probationer has multiple probation conditions.

Probation was typically assigned for one year. Yet the probation period, on avetade, las
more than a year as probationers were unable to complete all the conditions of probaticgnand oft
violated probation. The average amount of time between incident date and the closurs 6ate wa
days (the median was 579 days). Generally, probationers could expect to spend at leagtsl8 mont

on probation.

" # " #

More than half of all juvenile domestic or family violence offenders violated thestand
conditions of probation. This figure ranged from 71 percent in Contra Costa County to 52 percent in
Santa Clara County—the median number of violations (two violations) was consistsst acr
counties. Offenders with prior juvenile delinquency were more likely to violate poolthtn those
without prior records (67 percent versus 48 percent). The probation conditions most often violated
were: (1) attend school regularly, (2) comply with curfews, and (3) abstain frohoatar other
drugs.

Content analysis of the textual information from the case files was used to cededbss
of program completion. Cases that were coded as “successful completion” incluskethaasvere
closed because the probationers had successfully completed the requirements ohpesithtiases

in which probationers had made progress in the program before they “aged out” of the juvenile
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system. As such, information on the completion of the programs was subjective and idfluence
probation department practices as well as the availability of informatiordegtor the case files. A
cross-tabulation analysis showed that (1) Santa Clara County had the lowessuatsesful
program completion, and (2) offenders with prior delinquency records were lessdikely t
successfully complete probation and program requirements than were those withaecprits.
The percentage of juveniles with prior delinquency records who completed the progrét was
percent, while the percentage of juveniles without prior records who completed therpwag %8
percent.

Logistic regression showed that four variables significantly influenced thelplitbaf
successful program completion: (1) violation of probation, (2) electronic monitoringyuBdyc and
(4) age of the offender. All things being equal, the likelihood of successfully comgleting
probation program increased if the offender did not violate probation, the offender was placed on
electronic monitoring, the offender was not in Santa Clara County, and the offender was young
Results suggest real-world strategies, such as electronic monitoringeasplesific programming,
which could positively impact successful program completion. Furthermore, theelglbidwer
rates of successful program completion in Santa Clara County likely rdftbetdigh levels of

intensive supervision and legal culture, rather than offender performance.

" $

The study was designed to investigate the impact of a specialized program asracidi
rates. The most accurate information on recidivism data was re-arrest ddias Been noted in
previous studies on recidivism, reliance on official government data is flawedesisdata captures
only those incidents that became known to law enforcement and resulted in an arresheldsser

arrest data is readily available and measured identically across counties.
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The study theorized that the intervention programs in Santa Clara and/or San &rancisc
counties would result in a lower recidivism rate when compared to a county that did not have a
court-based intervention program. The data showed that the general re-arvess Isitailar across
counties (ranging from 48 percent in Santa Clara and Contra Costa counties to 53 peerent in S
Francisco count). Likewise, re-arrest rates for domestic or family offeldaot vary significantly
across counties, ranging from 28 percent in San Francisco County to 33 percent in Santa Clar
County). However, more sophisticated analyses of recidivism data showed that:

The specialized intervention programs in both Santa Clara and San Francisco
counties had a deterrent effect on first-time offendersThe deterrent effect, which
lasted up to two years following the date of the incident, was especially apparantan S
Clara County, where just 3 percent of first-time offenders recidivated withmanths

after the incident, compared to 16 percent in Contra Costa County.

Recidivism rates for offenders with prior records were remarkably constent across
sites. One year after the incident, 28 to 30 percent of offenders with prior delinquency

had recidivated, regardless of any specialized intervention.

A multivariate regression analysis identified the factors that best predidivism among
this population of juvenile offenders. The six factors that significantly influemeegrobability of
recidivating and their influence on recidivism are provided below.

1. Having a female victim increased the odds of recidivism by 2.5 times compared to the
odds when the victim was a male.

2. Failure to successfully complete the probation program increased the odds wétiegidi
by 2.2 when compared to those who successfully completed the program.

3. Having been abused as a child and/or having parents with a history of domestic/family
violence doubled (2.1) the odds of recidivism, all things being equal.

4. Each prior referral to juvenile court increased the odds of recidivism by 1.5 times.

5. Each probation violation occurring while the offender was either participating in the

program or on probation increased the odds of recidivating by 1.5 times.
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6. If the incident was a family violence incident, the odds of recidivism was iecrégs3

when compared to domestic violence incidents.
Factors that did not appear to make a difference in predicting recidivism included, egaty
gender and ethnicity of the offender, family relationship, substance abuse, measal deverity of
incident, offender admission of charges, number of days institutionalized, court reyasvsf
disposition, and probation supervision.

In sum, the explanatory model that emerged from the logistic regression of the Igyobibi
re-arrest reflected characteristics of the offender (prior delinquentyyyhas abuse in the family),
the nature of violence (type of violence, gender of victims), and offender compliance atigtiqun
conditions (probation violations, successful completion of program). The importance ais$uicce
program completion offers a silver lining for juvenile courts and probation departmerategies
to increase successful program completion, without compromising the program, should hold
promise. It is worth repeating that juveniles who successfully completed the pngratgram were
less likely to recidivate than others. Although once again, past delinquency was éhistcaffected
successful program completion—70 percent of offenders without prior delinquency sulbcessf
completed the probation program, compared to 47 percent of those with previous records.

The greatest determinant of the probability of recidivism was background

characteristics of the offender The factors that significantly influenced the probability of
recidivating were: (1) the type of violence, (2) the victim’s gender, (3) the numbeowof pr
referrals of the offender to juvenile court, (4) whether the offender was abused lds a chi
and/or the parents have a history of domestic/family violence, (5) the number of probation

violations, and (6) successful program completion.
Three conclusions were drawn from the study. First, the court-based intervention pr@agam
implemented in Santa Clara and San Francisco counties, had a deterrent effettiorefir

offenders. Second, the most challenging juvenile population to rehabilitate was didameiyic
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violence offenders with prior records. Third, strategies that increase the nuroffendéers who

successfully complete the probation program may lower recidivism rates.

Both the Santa Clara County and the San Francisco County specialized juvenilecdomesti
and family violence courts have proven to be innovative programs addressing a seriousssecial
Case information demonstrates that many of the offenders assigned to theseoooaiftem
families with a history of parental domestic violence, child abuse, criminal lnebaand substance
abuse. Many of the minors have mental health issues. Most have prior histories of delinapgncy
many already have children at a very young age. While the background of these minors veakes i
difficult to effect change, the evaluation conducted by the National Center folC8tatties found that
the specialized court program had a deterrent effect for first time offesmigtthose that completed
the entire court ordered programs. Minors with prior delinquency were less likegnmete the
program, and more likely to recidivate.

In order to break “the cycle of violence” it is important to initiate programsatidress the
pressing issues of juvenile domestic violence (teen relationship violence) ahdviatence. The
two counties have found similar, yet different ways of doing so. In constructing sucHizpecia
courts, it is important to be cognizant of the problem of “casting too wide a net,” digpadize
family violence cases which often could be seen as status offenses (being beyonddhefcont
parents). Our results showed that the interventions were most beneficial for yauh@est time
offenders. Care must be taken to initiate programs with age appropriate semndagaduated

sanctions.
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Most juvenile justice systems do not offer any specialized programs or supervision of
juveniles who commit crimes of domestic and family violence. The Santa Clara Gup#sior
Court and the San Francisco County Superior Court are among the few exceptionsphgqatiigtie
approaches to addressing both juvenile domestic and family violence. This introductism offer
literature review, an overview of the Santa Clara, San Francisco, and Contrau€esiie justice
system’s response to domestic and family violence, and details of the methodologytasethe

effectiveness of court-based intervention programs.

' $

Domestic violence (including dating violence) and family violence (e.g., sibling aadtphar
violence) are separate phenomena, characterized by variances in the nature adribe amad in the
backgrounds of offenders and victims. Yet domestic and family violence share two common
features. First, the research indicates that domestic and family violenog andolescents has long-
lasting effects and is a serious problem in the United States. Second, domestisignddience

committed by juveniles is largely invisible to the public eye.

The literature on dating and domestic violence focuses on prevalence, effectstoisk fa
and legislative responses. Four findings are of particular significance:

1. A high percentage of adolescent women have been physically or sexually abused by a
dating partner, yet the crime remains a “hidden epidemic.”

Dating violence is associated with long-term physical and emotional harm.
Dating and domestic violence is more prevalent for certain at-risk teens.

State laws have tended to overlook dating and domestic violence committed by minors.

Juvenile Domestic and Family Violence ¢ 12



The National Violence Against Women Survey estimates that approximatelyltlos mi
women are raped and/or physically assaulted by an intimate partner everyateargNnstitute of
Justice, 2000). This type of violence is the largest cause of injury to women ages 15 tiofél(Na
Institute of Justice). The National Crime Victimization Survey estisndi@t approximately 22
percent of all female victims of violence in the United States were attackadibymate partner,
compared to just 3 percent of all male violence victims (Bureau of Justicai&a#601).
According to the Federal Bureau of Investigation, in 1997 almost one-third (29 percenteofadd
homicide victims were killed by their husbands or boyfriends, a rate that has renedatied!y
constant since 1976 (Owens-Manley, 1999).

While the prevalence of domestic violence among adults has been acknowledged, the
occurrence of domestic or dating violence among adolescents was ignored unty.rdoe2@d1, a
groundbreaking study published in thaurnal of the American Medical Associati@AMA)
suggested the perversity and detrimental impact of dating violence among adel€Siteerman,
Raj, Mucci, & Hathaway, 2001). The study of adolescent girls in ninth through twelfth doaces
that:

One in five female students reported being physically and/or sexually abused Imga dati
partner.

Physical and sexual dating violence against adolescent girls is assodthteeteased
risk of substance use, unhealthy weight control behaviors, sexual risk behaviors,
pregnancy, and suicidality.

The authors concluded that “dating violence is extremely prevalent among this poputation, a
adolescent girls who report a history of experiencing dating violence are mdyedikahibit other
serious health risk behaviors” (p. 572).

In the last few years, several articles have appeared on the subject of ‘tegwidnce”

or “teen relationship violence.” Prevalence estimates vary widely, partlpdlierent definitions
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of the violence and different measures used for the abuse. However, despite the brasesasitim
prevalence estimates, it is clear that a substantial number of adoleseanrtgayed in teen dating
violence, and that there is a high probability of recidivism in adolescent dating abskedF
Benefield, Ennett, Bauman, & Suchindran, 2004).

Dating/domestic violence among adolescents has been linked to specific risk factor
Domestic violence in the youth population is very often an outcome of learned behavior, rat resea
has shown repeatedly the negative effects of growing up in a violent household. For instance,
O’Keefe (1997) found that male high school students were more likely to inflict vicdejadest a
dating partner when they had witnessed interparental violence and were mor® Ibedlg\e that
male-female dating violence was justifiable when they had witnessed such @iol&totfe and
Feiring (2000) found that risk factors for dating violence included a history of maleegtalcohol
and drug use, relationship conflict, socioeconomic disadvantage, early attachmemgrathicudes
justifying violence, and exposure to community violence. Morris, Anderson, and Knox (2002)
indicated the following risk factors for the perpetration of sexual abuse and/olt:asgaosure to
violent parents at home, being a victim of physical or sexual assault, having parentcolrage
gang membership, and knowing a perpetrator of sexual violence. Sagatun-Edwards, Hyman,
Lafontaine, and Nelson-Serrano (2003), who studied the impact of the Santa Clara County Juvenil
Domestic and Family Violence Court, found that domestic violence offenders werdkalyréo
have parents with a history of domestic violence, criminal backgrounds, and substance abuse. A
number of other studies have also demonstrated that interparental violence or childeasbaise w
important predictor that a youth would commit dating violence (Bank & Burraston, 2001nBresli
Riggs, O'Leary, & Arias, 1990; Chapple, 2003; Foo & Margolin, 1994; Marshall & Rose, 1990;
Wolfe, Wekerle, Scott, & Straatman, 2004). However, some studies have also found no@orrelati

(Arriago & Foshee, 2004;Lavoie, Tremblay, Vitaro, Vezina, & McDuff, 2002).
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Juvenile domestic violence appears to begin in the early teen years (Bethke &1D6R)y
Of particular risk are teen mothers: About 41 percent of adolescent mothers bedongeofic
intimate partner violence within 24 months after giving birth to their children ykasoon, Rickert,

& Wiemann, 2002). A study by the American Nursing Association found that pregnant and
parenting teens were at greatest risk for abuse in their relationshipsgJRessearch and Statistics
Association, 1995). Sagatun-Edwards et al. (2003) found that more than 30 percent of the domestic
violence offenders and victims in Santa Clara’s court-based intervention prograhiliezhc

together, and that many of the victims reported that they had experienced violengaregnbmnt.

Domestic violence among youth is not unique to a particular race, ethnicity, or
socioeconomic status. Studies supporting a link to race have been inconclusive and contradictor
For instance, Makepeace (1987) suggested that teen dating violence is higher amang Afr
Americans, while Lane and Gwartney-Gibbs (1985) indicated higher levels of datiegoca@mong
Caucasian youth. Sagatun-Edwards et al. (2003) found that domestic violence juvenilesoffender
coming to the attention of a specialized court tended to be Hispanic males. The mosheasipe
study yet (Silverman et al., 2001) concluded that dating violence showed no clear raciahand e
differences.

Traditionally, juvenile courts and state laws have ignored the prevalence of adblesce
domestic and family violence and the special problems it presents. Domesticesialgawary
considerably from state to state. Even within a state’s penal, family, healthyiboddes, the
definition of domestic violence can vary. Two common restrictions frequently nesb# practical
exclusion of adolescents from the protection of domestic violence statutes. &irgtstates have
marriage, cohabitation, or parental requirements—21 states do not include dating \wotaetoe
definitions of domestic violence (National Center for Victims of Crime, 2002). Secomé, Sates

have age restrictions in their domestic violence legislation that excludesnfiievesque, 1997,
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National Center for Victims of Crime). Even teens who are co-parents or who vagee or
cohabitants are denied relief in twelve states because these statufesapeeguire majority
status or emancipation (Suarez, 1994). For example, until recently California pémaletined
domestic violence as:
abuse committed against an adult or a fully emancipated minor who is a spouse,
former spouse, cohabitant, former cohabitant, or person with whom the suspect

has had a child or is having or has had a dating or engagement relationship
(C.R.S 813700 (b)).

In September 2002, the California governor approved Assembly Bill 2826. The Bill
expanded sections 836 and 13700 of the penal code so that “domestic violence” now
includes “abuse against any minor who is involved in one of those relationships or who
previously had one of those relationships with the suspect.”

The exclusion of minors from domestic violence laws in many states carrie®over t
protection orders. Only seventeen states provide a mechanism for minor victima@adénce
to apply for protective orders, and some of those states require the involvement of anadiunial N
Center for Victims of Crime, 2002). The current state of affairs led Levesque (d39f)dude:

The failure to incorporate adolescents into domestic violence policies engenders a
brutal social reality: adolescents are left without legabuese and without

mandated or otherwise available services. In essence, therafotescant
battering remains invisible (p. 357).

Family violence, such as violence between siblings or child and parent, appears to be
increasingly problematic in the United States. However, there are no comprelstudies of
family violence that offer reliable data on incidence and prevalence. Nevesthbifollowing

statements are emerging as the cornerstone of future studies:
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Violence between siblings appears to be common.
Youth who are violent toward their parents often have a history of child abuse.

Findings from a specialized court program suggest that youth family violegdegema
associated with gender and mental illness.

Sibling violence may be a common feature of family life. In Lockwood’s (1997) study of
violence among adolescents, 15 percent of all violent incidents involved a family membgity—m
siblings or cousins. Wilson and Fromuth (1997), in a retrospective study of college students, found
that 65 percent of the students reported experiencing very severe physical abubéryy, avgh 17
percent reporting injuries as a result of the family violence. Wiehe (1997) argusibling abuse
is often an unrecognized form of violence that can leave terrible scars for life.

Youth violence directed toward parents is not very well understood. Brezina (1999)
suggested that teen violence toward parents often is due to lack of parental atacithoan best
be explained as having been learned from a model of parental punitiveness. Sagatundiahards
(2003) found that family violence offenders in the Santa Clara court program weyedikelve
been abused children, and that family violence offenders were twice as likelynozaedheir
parents than their siblings. Some researchers have focused on the extreme foemiaifgdause—
parricide. For example, Mones (1994) found that most youth who kill their parents have been
severely abused over a long period. In fact, child abuse is so well recognized as arieecurs
parricide that the “abused child syndrome” has been used successfully as a defaraalimastable
cases involving children who have killed their parents (Sagatun & Edwards, 1995).

The number of juvenile family violence cases entering the court system represemal|
proportion of the actual levels of juvenile violence. Since few juvenile courts or probatcanoff
screen for this type of violence, and there may be no formal charges brought agaimstithi i
difficult to gauge how much family violence affects the juvenile justice systa a study of the

Miami-Dade County Juvenile Court, Langer (1997) found that a “significant portion” of case
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processed by the court involved juveniles who had perpetrated violence against theirgparents
siblings, with the primary victims being mothers.

The Sagatun-Edwards et al. (2003) study of the Santa Clara Juvenile Domestic and Fami
Violence Court found that white females with a history of mental illness composagegka |
percentage of family violence offenders. In fact, more than 40 percent of the fastalyce
offenders had a history of mental illness (Sagatun-Edwards et al.). If this focatrige replicated to
other jurisdictions, it has broad implications on the ability of the justice systessgond to

complex mental health issues in the juvenile population.

$#

California provided the setting for this study. Three juvenile justice systeatedbio the
San Francisco Bay area participated in the study. Two of the counties—Santan@l|3ema
Francisco—have specialized court-based intervention programs to address juvensigccamde
family violence, but with notable differences in case processing and case volumaird beunty,
Contra Costa, was selected due to its proximity to Santa Clara and San Framtiseoaase it does
not have a specialized program. Essentially, the Santa Clara and San Francrscosoang
programmatic sites that can be compared with Contra Costa County, a site that theeg aot

specialized court or probation program for juvenile domestic/family violence offende

( #

All three counties are ethnically diverse, but differ in the composition of varioias aad
ethnic groups. Exhibit 1.1 shows the population of each county by race and ethnicity. Sant Clara i
by far the largest county, with almost 1.7 million residents. Santa Clara Courdgyeeavily

Hispanic/Latino than either San Francisco or Contra Costa. Santa Clara andnSacdé-teave
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sizeable Asian communities (26 and 31 percent, respectively), compared to Contrd Costa

percent). Contra Costra has the largest African-American population.

Exhibit 1.1: County Population by Race and Ethnicit  y, 2000

Santa Clara San Francisco Contra Costa

Population, 2000 1,682,585 776,733 948,816
Race
White/Caucasian 53.8% 49.7% 65.5%
Black/African American 2.8% 7.8% 9.4%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.7% 0.4% 0.6%
Asian 25.6% 30.8% 11.0%
Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 0.3% 0.5% 0.0%
Some other race 12.1% 6.5% 8.1%
Two or more races 4.7% 4.3% 5.1%
Ethnicity
Hispanic or Latino 24.0% 14.1% 17.7%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

The Juvenile Court (a division of the Superior Court) oversees the juvenile justera gys

California. The probation department is an arm of the court and oversees the day to deymajerat

the juvenile justice system. Generally, the juvenile justice system wotks following mannet.

1.

A law enforcement officer responds to incidents involving juvenile offenders. Theroffic
has the discretion to release juveniles to their parents, cite the offenders,tbetpikeniles
to juvenile hall.

Once taken to juvenile hall, offenders will be interviewed by an intake officer frem t
county probation department, which runs juvenile hall. The intake officer has the discretion
to accept and “book” juveniles or release them to their parents.

If the juvenile is booked, the probation department has the discretion to solve the case
without court action, but in serious cases the probation officer must consult with tle distr
attorney. Only the district attorney has the legal authority to file a petltegirey that the

youth should come under the jurisdiction of the court. The district attorney can also request
that the juveniles be “remanded” to adult court because of the nature of their offenses.

Juveniles appear in court first at a detention hearing (if they have been detaineshcorte
hearing is at an adjudication hearing (also called a jurisdictional hearing)cét tme the
judge determines whether the charges are true.

1 See the California Welfare and Institutions CR6.
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5. At the disposition (sentencing) hearing, the judge will receive the probatiohigodiar’s
written report, medical, psychiatric or other reports, and other evidence or arguments

a. For minors whose petitions are sustained in juvenile court, the offenders may te place
on probation in the community, placed in a foster care or group home, incarcerated in the
county’s juvenile ranch or camp, or sent to the California Youth Authority.

b. Juveniles may be declared “wards” of the court, in which the “care, custody and control”
of the minors are taken from their parents or guardian and given to either the County
Probation Department or the California Youth Authority.

The Center on Juvenile and Criminal Justice (2003) reports that for every 1,000 youths who
are cited by the police in California, only 100 will be referred to a probation departmetat fr@m
2003 indicates that the probation department made a total of almost 155,000 dispositions in juvenile
cases in 2003—about one-third of cases were closed at intake. Exhibit 1.2 outlines the process

starting with probation department dispositions and proceeding to juvenile court-ordertaohsa

Exhibit 1.2: California Juvenile Justice Dispositio ns and Sanctions, 2003

Own or
Cllszseat Wardship Relative’s
> 52 236 =P| 59,405 > Home
33' 7% 67.6% 34,299
: 57.7%
Secure
;?;EZEL Dismissed County
15,440 Facility
5,490
Probation 3' 50 Juvenile 17.6% 3,541
Department R Court 6.0%
Dispositions Dispositions
10000 106.0%
iy it Deferred Non-Secure
Diversion A Entry of County
6,293 Judgment, or > Facili
g
4.1% Transferred 3,541
4,867 6.0%
5.5%
Informal Other Public
Transferred Probation or Private
—>p 2,598 > 4922 | Agency
1.7% 5‘ 6% 5,044
o7 8.5%
Non-Ward
. Probation California
P?:ti'lt;‘ans P eso Youth
—p 87.927 3.3% P Authority
56'.7% 1,009
1.7%
Remanded to
Adult Court
> 404
0.5%
Source: Juvenile Justice in California, 2003

CA Department of Justice
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The types cases studied in this project are “602” delinquent offenses— offenses tdat woul
be considered criminal if committed by persons over age G8nerally, juvenile cases may be
handled either formally or informally, depending on the type of offense, the background of the
offender, and the availability of resources. State law requires the probation tofiieéer serious
cases to the district attorney for review and for determination of the chargeBisTiine Attorney’s
Office determines if the case will proceed through the courts or be turned back tooprédrati
informal supervision. If the district attorney decides that there is enough evidemengtioing to
file a court petition, a 602 Petition to have the case heard in front of a juvenile court jlldge wi
filed.3 If the court finds the facts stated in the petition to be true, the child becomes a Gividnel”
court as a delinquent.

California Welfare and Institutions Code, Section 654, addresses informal supemiion a
diversion programs. Diversion programs, usually for first-time, non-violent offendeysbe run by
county probation offices, county district attorneys’ offices, or community-basedizagans. If the
case is handled through a diversion program or informal supervision, the juvenile may el reequir
pay restitution, participate in counseling and/or educational programs, or pagtinigatnmunity
service or mediation programs. By statute, participation in a diversion programahagteed six
months, and if a juvenile does not participate in an ordered program within 60 days, a petition may
be filed with the juvenile court.

Cases that are handled formally are adjudicated in an Adjudicatory or Jurisdilcéanag

where a judgment is made concerning the juvenile’s guilt. A juvenile record isd;radihough

2 Status offenses such as truancy are referred@6asffenses.
3 The District Attorney’s office may send the refrback to the probation officer if they feel thwgnile would benefit
from informal supervision.
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records can later be seafedn some cases that are handled informally the minor does not admit
guilt and chooses to follow certain conditions of probation. In such cases, a juvenile record is not
generated unless a 602 Petition is later brought forward and found true by the court. Appendix B

provides additional information on the decision points in the California juvenile jusstansy

Santa Clara County is a large urban county (population about 1.7 million), best known for
Silicon Valley with San Jose as the largest city (950,000). In 1999, the Santa Clara Xlweniie
Domestic and Family Violence Court was established in San Jose, Californiarsttbéits kind in
the natiork The District Attorney’s Office, the Public Defender’s Office, and all éaforcement
agencies in the county participated in developing protocols for case referrals as$ingcand
team members hold monthly meetings. The majority of domestic/family violases i Santa
Clara are put on formal probation—93 percent of family violence offenders receive foaiation.
The program features a special intake unit to identify cases involving domestigilyrfiolence.

Key components of the court-based program include the folléwing

Assessment Domestic and family violence cases are identified at the intake process by
specially trained probation officers who conduct a detailed risk assessment.

4 Any person who has a juvenile record and is ait&8 years old and/or five or more years haveguasiice the
termination of juvenile probation, last arrestctirsure may petition the court to have his or leeord sealed. There
are some exceptions based on type of crime andrduronditions.

5  The program was initiated by Judge Eugene HymaheoSanta Clara County Superior Court, with augeten
funding for the specialized domestic/family violenanit provided by the Santa Clara County Boar8ugjervisors.
Additional funding was provided for evaluation aswme of the intervention components in a grant fridwe
Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Branch of CalifarsiOffice of Criminal Justice.

6 See Sagatun-Edwards et al. (2003) for a complege/iew of the processes and procedures of theaSzlata
County Juvenile Domestic and Family Violence Court.

7 California’s domestic violence statute (C.R.S 1B{) is applicable to fully emancipated minorsTprobation
intake unit focuses on violations of section 27243(e), PC 245, and PC 422 of the California P@uoale or any
other criminal acts occurring between persons finatkin section 6211 of the California Family Co@é/hile PC
273.5, the main PC domestic violence code, doesnhide age limitations, it only applies to persevho are
married, co-habitants or have a child together.dvirwho frequently do not fall into those categsrare more
commonly charged with 243(e, 245 or 422.) Sevettaoacts such as terrorism and stalking direcietd an
intimate partner or family member, and vandalisnectied towards property of an intimate partneraonify
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Specialized Prosecution and DefensBoth the District Attorney’s Office and the Public
Defender’s Office have specially trained attorneys to handle juvenile doraedtiamily
violence cases.

Dedicated Docket One afternoon a week is set aside exclusively for domestic and family
violence cases.

Intensive Supervision Batterers are subject to periodic reviews by the court, as well as
intensive probation supervision in a specialized domestic violence/family violerice uni
that stresses accountability and competency skills for healthy relationships.

Offender Programs. The teen group batterers program is a major component of the
court-based intervention, supplemented by substance abuse programs, mental health
programs, or other counseling as needed.

Victim Services Victims are offered direct and confidential victim advocacy, support
groups, legal assistance, court accompaniment, assistance with Victieggv/dlaims,

and resource referrals.

All service providers that come into contact with the domestic violence and faoléynee
cases receive special training in issues related to domestic and fanghceiol his includes
probation department staff, the judge, law enforcement officers, court personnel gjinadiraind
county ranch staff, attorneys, and other service providers. Local law enforcemerd gégyrole in
the creation of the program and all county law enforcement agencies have agreeddoch thiat
requires officers to take juveniles accused of domestic or family violence tolgikatti—the
majority of offenders are detained until they appear in the Juvenile Domestic aiyl\Halance
Court for a detention hearing. If a petition alleging domestic/family violendedsby the District
Attorney’s Office, the case is assigned to the specialized juvenile doff@estig violence court,
which hears such cases every Wednesday. If the petition is sustained at the adjutkeaing,
offenders are typically assigned to the specialized probation unit where trseyppaeted to
intensive supervision. Offenders are ordered into appropriate treatment and irdargesgrams
and must return to the court for review hearings (typically varying from 30 to 60 days, dependi

the seriousness of the case).

member, are included under the domestic/familyerioé rubric. In addition, the intake unit also feesion risk
factors such as a family history of child abusemdstic violence, or criminal background.
8  The typical weekly caseload is twenty to thirtpes.
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The law enforcement protocol that requires all suspected domestic/familycaaéenders
to be brought to the juvenile hall for assessment, and the broad definition of what constitutes
domestic/family violence, result in a rather large volume of cases in Samta @lshould also be
noted that domestic/family violence cases may also include other potentia@s;lgarch as gang-
related, property, or other violence charges related to a domestic/family eioherdent. The
specialized probation unit has a ceiling of 70 active cases; thus some of the cageslids
domestic/family violence cases by the intake unit are assigned to reguleagieoginits while still
heard in the specialized court calen¥lar.

The teen group batterers programs have a curriculum especially directedaatrihdeen
offenders. In Santa Clara County, three to four different providers run the teen growgrdatter
program. All are separated by gender, and most by domestic/family violence cfféviohers
and/or parents are required to pay $15 per session, while the county provides for the rest of the
expenses. During the time of the data collection, the Board of Supervisors had just wodithg f
for the teen batterers program due to overall budget constraints, and the court and probation
department were exploring different avenues of funding.

An important aspect of the Santa Clara County specialized court are the montirigsnee
called by the judge with attendance by all staff and service providers involved in that, proje
including the probation officers and a community worker from the specialized probatiomenit, t
teen group batterers program service providers, representatives from the Bitirney’s and the
Public Defender’s Offices, court staff, juvenile hall and ranch staff, mentsh laegencies, Victim

Witness staff, legal staff, victim advocacy agencies, school represestatnd evaluation

9 The high proportion of family cases with a memtaalth diagnosis also led to the establishmentspegialized
mental health court calendar a few years ago, aam/roases are now assigned to that court. Similsulysequent to
the time period included in this data collectiongedo the high caseload and the different natuteeofamily cases,
family violence cases are no longer included inShata Clara County specialized court and probgtiogram.
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researchers from San Jose State University. An important indirect benb&tmbgram is the
increased communication and cooperation across different agencies.

The Santa Clara model may be described as primarftyrmal probatiori model. The
model looks at any juvenile domestic violence or family violence incident as a seoblenpand
assumes that early formal intervention is the best way to prevent further iacitl@istmodel must
be viewed in the context of the larger community setting. In general, Santa Glarey (3 known to
have a strong law enforcement and prosecution response to crime, and San Jose prarebatag|

the safest large city in the U.S. according to official crime statistics

San Francisco County has a much smaller population than Santa Clara County with a
population of 776,733 in 2000. The city of San Francisco and the County of San Francisco are
contiguous. In September 2001, a new specialized domestic/family violence court poegeam
operating in San Francisco County’s Unified Family Court, first based on the Saraa0olnty
program.

The San Francisco program shares many similarities to the Santa Claearpregr
specialized docket, review hearings, specialized probation unit, designated alistricey and
public defender, intensive supervision, victim services, and offender programs. Yet tlagnprog
varies in philosophy from the Santa Clara County court program , with most cases placed on
informal probation under court supervision (only about 25 percent of family violence offenders in
this study received formal probation). The county also does not have a law enforcement fhratocol
requires all suspected domestic/family violence cases to be brought to the jha#ride
assessment by the specialized probation intake unit. Instead, law enforcemenirajteless

serious cases to the attention of various community agencies for informal intervertus, the
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case load of domestic/family violence cases in San Francisco County is mulehn graalthat of
Santa Clara County.

The Family Violence Court holds hearings once every other Thursday and requires sffender
to appear at review hearings every two weeks, at least initially. The sozaédoad in San
Francisco makes it possible for the judge and the probation department to devote marediche t
case. As in Santa Clara County, all personnel who come in contact with the donneitigitdence
cases are given specialized training in domestic and family violence issugatlyg cases with
domestic/family violence charges are typically referred to the dedicatat, even if other charges
are also involved. However, as the specialized court in San Francisco only meetdhesraneek,
many cases are also referred to the regular delinquency calendars. Teenarietofiered a life-
skills program sponsored by SAGE, and offenders are assigned primarily to individubhteerers
counseling funded by the County Public Health agency. There is no co-payment required for the
offenders and their families.

According to the San Francisco model, juveniles are more likely to conform to the court-
imposed conditions if they know that the petition will be dismissed at the end of sudgessful
completing all programs. Thus, the San Francisco model can be described as paimibibrmal
supervision and deferred entry of judgment (DEJ) progtafgain, as in Santa Clara, other
options, such as formal probation are also exercised, depending on the seriousness offthe case
San Francisco model must be seen in the larger context of San Francisco County,ndkith te
have a much more liberal and less law enforcement-oriented response to crimenta&issa

County.
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Contra Costa County is in the Bay Area and has a population of 948,816 (2000 Census). The
county has several middle sized cities, but not any single large city. Contra0oasts does not
have a law enforcement protocol that requires all domestic/family violenee twalse brought to the
attention of the juvenile hall. The juvenile court and probation department do not screen for
domestic or family violence and do not have any specialized staff to address thidgrgotioblem.

Probation supervision and conditions of probation are determined on a case-by-case basis.
The county favors the use of formal probation—68 percent of family violence offenders included i
this sample received formal probation. In cases that clearly involve domesticceidliee probation
department may refer juveniles to a domestic violence intervention program in timeiciyn
However, the most common response to cases involving domestic or family violendgnsiass
to an anger management program. As Contra Costa County does not have a specialized juvenil
domestic and family violence program, cases that come in with other, perhaps mooed&rges
are therefore less likely to be seen as specific domestic/family viateses.

The Contra Costa probation department has a highly regarded program that assigios probat
officers to schools, where they act as resource officers. The probation depastpreatiive and
supports school-based activities to prevent juvenile delinquency. It also has a probatiathunit w
intensive supervision, but not devoted to domestic/family violence cases. It appetirs toainty
is more similar to Santa Clara County in its use of formal probation and declarmintirea ward

of the court than to San Francisco County.

In 2003, the National Center for State Courts, in partnership with the American Probdtion a

Parole Association and Dr. Inger Sagatun-Edwards of San Jose State Uniemrsied a grant

Juvenile Domestic and Family Violence « 27



from the National Institute of Justice to study the effectiveness of the coed-inésrvention
programs. The study design was based on results from an evaluation of the Santa Elara cour
conducted by Dr. Sagatun-Edwards of San Jose State University and her colleagaes)- Sag
Edwards et al. (2003) found that the Santa Clara progiarafféctive for those completing it, at

least for the follow up period of one to two yea¥s.”

$

The Sagatun-Edwards et al. (2003) study led to three primary research questianareFirs
the backgrounds and descriptors of the domestic/family violence population simildeiardif
jurisdictions? Second, how will the interventions in a specialized domestig/fanignce court
differ from one county to the next? Third, are there any positive long-term recidiessiits from
such interventions? The implementation of the San Francisco program in 2001 proved an ideal
setting to study the effectiveness of different court-based intervention modeiserfmare, the
addition of a comparison county without such a program (Contra Costa County) added to the
explanatory strength of statistical modeling. Thus, a quasi-experimeataesiesign
incorporating two “experimental” groups and a “comparison group” was used to examiraprog
effects on recidivism and offender behavibrs.

The methodology involved two separate phases: contextual analysis and progranoeavaluati
Contextual analysis was necessary to identify variances in court/probatioagimgcand case
treatment and was a prerequisite to the collection of data. The program evaluaiedian

analysis of the background of the minors in the program, the incidents and interventions involved,

10 The evaluation was supported by a three-year gramt the California Office of Criminal Justice Rfing
(#JU98011381).

11 Permission and/or court orders were obtained flterPresiding Judge of the Juvenile Court in atiétcounties to
code juvenile probation and court records for shisly.
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and most importantly, an outcome evaluation focusing on the impact of court, probation, and
treatment on individual levels. The types of questions addressed in the methodology included the
following:

1. What is the sociodemographic background and delinquency record of the juvenile
offenders of domestic and family violence? Are there variances by type of violence
(domestic versus family)?

2. What is the offender’s history of parental family violence, abuse, crimiaaldy
substance abuse? Are there differences based on the type of violence?

3. How were the intervention programs implemented? How do the programs vary across
sites? How are juveniles in the control group treated?

4. What is the relationship between the intervention programs and recidivisnorates/f
domestic and family violence offenses? Have the programs affected other types of
delinquency or adult crimes and probation violations?

5. What is the recidivism rate for the minors in the intervention programs compahnegdo t
in the control group? Is the program linked to other types of positive or negative offender
behaviors (e.g., completion or dropping out of school)?

The contextual analysis was based on site visits to all three sites; @iesitetvisit was
conducted in March 2004, with a follow-up visit in March 2005. In Santa Clara and San Francisco
counties, the research team interviewed agency and community-based staffgtisugi in the
programs, observed court hearings, and collected agency protocols and reports. In Cantra Cost
County, staff interviewed the presiding juvenile judge and probation staff. An internotocoir
guided the interview sessions to ensure that similar types of information wertembhcross all
participating sites. Site visits were used to develop an implementation guide,cahibe found at
the end of this report, and to inform the study.

The program evaluation was designed to primarily to assess the effectivetiess of
intervention programs on recidivism and offender behavior. In this phase, the resear() team

documented the sociodemographic, experiential, and delinquency backgrounds of juvenile

domestic/family violence offenders, (2) explored the intervention programstetia offender

12 A description of the Santa Clara County courcpss is already available. For this reason, tatation of the
Santa Clara County court involved follow-up witafétrather than a full-scale evaluation.
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behavior in general, and (3) determined recidivism rates for domestic/faméyeejuvenile

offenders. The major sources of information were probation files, court records, andiauiél c
records. Recidivism data was collected from juvenile probation files as vegitrasal record

checks. Adult records were checked up to August 31, 2005—allowing a period of six years from the
time in which the Santa Clara program first began operations, and four years fittmetirewhich

the San Francisco court program first started. In Contra Costa County, adult lor@oands were

checked from September, 1999 through August, 2005. The adult criminal records were provided
from the probation department or court personnel in all three counties, using the recordsIftom

the California Criminal Justice Information Control. Each county was asked th skarrecords for

all the cases in our juvenile data files.

A decision was made early on to only code_the clessés in all three jurisdictions, so as to
be able to capture the final outcome of each case. The major challenge in thenseteztses was
drawing a comparable sample of cases across all three counties. In SanGoQidysand San
Francisco County, the probation departments provided a list of all the cases assigeeduweenile

domestic/family violence courts for the following periods:

1. September 1999 to August 2003 for Santa Clara Cddratyd
2. September 2001 to August 2003 for San Francisco County.

Since there was no such list available in Contra Costa, researchers firstdeditp i

domestic/family violence cases from the general caseload. After a revafenders in the Santa

13 In Santa Clara County, such a list was only awé through June 2003; the remainder of the cassigned to the
court were found by going through the specializeekdile Court files.
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Clara Juvenile Domestic and Family Violence Court, the Contra Costa casesitialy selected

by the major domestic/family violence penal codes and other batterer/assasiithaigmtentially
might have involved a teen relationship violence or family violence incident. The Probation
Department technical staff in Contra Costa County searched all their cas#srduring the period
from September 1999 to August 2003 for cases adjudicated with the charges listed below. The
research team also asked the staff to indicate whether the case wasrsbll dpsed. The charges

in the search included:

Penal Code 273.5 — willfully inflicting upon a person who is his or her spouse, former
spouse, cohabitant, former cohabitant, or the mother or father of his or her child,
corporal injury resulting in a traumatic condition.

Penal Code 243(e) — battery committed against a spouse, a person with whom the
defendant is cohabiting, a person who is the parent of the defendant’s child, former
spouse, fiancé, or fiancée, or a person with whom the defendant currently has, or has
previously had, a dating or engagement relationship.

Penal Code 245 — assault upon the person of another with a deadly weapon or
instrument other than a firearm or by any means of force likely to produce great
bodily injury.

Penal Code 422 — any person who willfully threatens to commit a crime which will
result in death or great bodily injury to another person, with the specific intent that the
statement, made verbally, in writing, or by means of an electronic communication
device, is to be taken as a threat.

In Contra Costa County, this search resulted in a list of 381 potential cases. Alvressatant
reviewed all the probation files to determine which cases involved a domestic lgnfahence
relationship between the parties. The number of cases with qualifying offensesran Gasta
totaled 381 active and closed cases; of these 78 closed cases (20.5 percent) were found to involve
domestic or family violence as of September 30, 2005, when we finished our coding.

A number of cases identified as domestic or family violence, primarily in CoostaC
County, were dismissed either before reaching the court or because the courhdeténatithe case

was a dependency case rather than a delinquency case. These cases were exulodeadrialyses
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as they were not comparable to our sample of cases that received the court-basediamten
Santa Clara and San Francisco Counties. There were a total of 304 cases includedire the e
sample—Santa Clara County accounted for 66 percent of all’d¢a$és final number of
domestic/family violence cases included in the study is shown in Exhibit 1.3 (theatinesfare

based on the initiation of the Santa Clara County and San Francisco County court programs).

Exhibit 1.3: Timeframe for Data Collection and Foll ~ ow-up

Sample selection and timeframes Santa Clara San Francisco Contra Costa
Domestic/Family Violence Offenders, In;ig’;rgtriﬁn No Program No Program
September 1999 to August 2001 N=G7 N=0 N=40
Domestic/Family Violence Offenders, In;ig’;rgtriﬁn Inlt:)erglgerr:rir?n No Program
September 2001 to August 2003 N=135 N=40* N=22
TOTAL N=202 N=40 N=62

* Ten of the San Francisco cases occurred priocséptember 2001 but were transferred to the speeilicourt when it
was implemented.

Exhibit 1.3 notes that in San Francisco, ten cases assigned to the specialized famibsti
violence court were initially adjudicated prior to the initiation of the court and tisggnasl to the
court program when it opened. The lower number of cases assigned to the court in SaroFrancisc
compared to Santa Clara County in the period September 2001 to August 2003 is likely due to the
fact that San Francisco is a much smaller county, that it does not have a law esrivfmetocol
requiring all domestic/family violence cases to be delivered to the intake timé jatvenile hall, and
that minor cases are more likely to be handled by other community agencies. In Cotatra Cos

County, cases were included for the same time period as in Santa Clara County.

14 Note that the programming in Santa Clara Couayl (o some degree in San Francisco County) indladditional
charges to those listed above for Contra Costa §@psuch as penal codes related to stalking, tsmyrand
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Permission was first granted by the Presiding Judge of each Delinquency Cousdvo re
juvenile probation and court files in order to code relevant information. An extensive code book was
developed by the research team prior to the data collection and pre-tested on a numesr Bottas
guantitative and qualitative data were collected. Coding sheets were used to glasatifyilected
from probation files, court files, and criminal record checks (see Attachmenh@pctual coding
took place at the probation department or juvenile court file rooms at each site, andhaivexte
Excel spreadsheet was developed to keep track of which cases had been coded and which cases ha
moved from “active” to “closed” status. At each site, several cases assigihedspecialized courts
were still “active” at the end of the coding period (September 2005) or were missmthe file
rooms. Such missing cases were most often due to a change in jurisdiction to another ctatgty or
The coding sheet included a section to write in textual information from probatiothéikes

addressed three issues:

1. Offender’s family background (especially in terms of child abuse/neglect and
victimization).

2. Description of actual incident.

3. Description of success/failure and reasons for such.

Quantitative data were entered into a SPSS database and analyzed using andriate
multivariate statistical tests, with survival analysis used to addregsviem rates. Textual
information was entered into a NVivo database where it was subjected to contesiaridig
combination of quantitative and qualitative data provided a rich description of the natureoteiol

and increased the explanatory power of the study.

vandalism of partners’ or family members’ propektye did not ask probation staff in Contra Costadarch for
these additional codes due to the additional tinteeffort it would have entailed.
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The study is limited in a number of ways. First, the samples are not entirely ebiepar
because not all cases come to the attention of the probation department or courts. € the thr
counties, Santa Clara has a law enforcement protocol that requires officengtpibeniles
involved in domestic or family violence cases to juvenile hall. The San Francisconpreogsa
developed with little to no law enforcement input, and local staff was uncertain wtrethpsiice
department was following any protocols that would mandate juvenile hall in these typseof
Nor does law enforcement in Contra Costa follow a protocol in juvenile cases involvingtidames
family relationships. Consequently, police officer discretion and informal peactary across sites
and affect both the number and type of cases that come to the attention of the court.

Second, the final number of cases included in the study varies from county to county. While
the Santa Clara County court study size is over 200, there were only 40 cases documented in Sa
Francisco County and 62 cases in Contra Costa County that could be identified as juvdgita fam
domestic violence during the study period. The small number of cases in both San Francisco and
Contra Costa counties has implications for statistical analyses. HoweJertivelsie small number
of cases was less than ideal, it afforded interesting descriptive data andnatéianalyses.

Third, the juvenile population is markedly different in the counties. In particular, theaContr
Costa County juvenile offender population is more likely to have prior juvenile records tharnthos
either Santa Clara or San Francisco County. The law enforcement approach of &anGo@hty
draws a “wider net” of juveniles into the system. While this approach aims atsiddriee
problem before it escalates, the end result is that the juvenile offender populatf@nsonrities

under study differ on key background factors. Future studies that have larger numbers of case
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should consider matching the offenders on several variables to increase compaiéigiimethod
was not available for the small sample sizes available in this study.

Fourth, the project relies on probation and court files to assess program effestivenes
Although these files included qualitative information based on probation officers/iewsrwith
both offenders and victims, this study did not include separate interviews with offendetistans
and therefore lacks a first hand qualitative component based on their perspectivegh&Vhile
proposal called for focus groups, they could not be conducted due to logistics and ongoing concerns
about confidentiality® It is our hope that future studies can collect first-hand information from both
offenders and victim%

Fifth, the quality of the information collected is only as good as the information docaimente
in official reports. In many cases, information was simply missing. In particafarmation about a
family history of child abuse and family violence was only coded if it was included prabation
and/or court files. Some probation officers were more likely to probe for this typekgrband
information than others and run parental criminal and dependency records for the cases. iflve
some extent, probation files were more likely to include background information than thélesur
Research assistants in Santa Clara County had to use court files to code aas¢iamféor the last
three months of the data collection (as the specialized probation unit no longer had #ishaste

available of all the cases assigned to those months and no staff to retrieve arciaé@drpfiles),

15 The institutional review board had serious conséhnat confidentiality could be maintained in adegroup setting.

16 The relative lack of information about victimsdar study is mostly due to the fact that victims aot required to talk
to or to provide information to the probation deépant. Also, identifying victim information coulcbhroutinely be
released to victim services or victim advocacy agndue to confidentiality concerns, thus maktrigds likely that
victims would in fact take advantage of the infotima offered to them about available victim sergice
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after originally relying on probation files as the primary source of informétidrhe court files
were not as complete as probation files in terms of family background and probatiars’office
interview notes. Consequently, some of the data in Santa Clara County may be a riésatwdl e
the change in the source of the data.

In spite of these limitations, the study methodology produced rich data that can bedcanalyze
using statistical tools as well as content analysis. Yet some caution makébént drawing
conclusions across sites. The three sites differ in population size and ethnic makerugntion
programs, scope of definitions of domestic/family violence, law enforcement pratot@ractices,
juvenile offender backgrounds, and political climates. The results should thereforerpeetet as
shedding light on how different counties deal with similar issues, rather thanras dgfinite
answers as to which approach is most effective in preventing future domestic dpdifalence.
Many more variables are involved than simply the particular response to domestiméyd fa
violence in the juvenile justice system. Nevertheless, much can be learned aboutrthefnat

domestic and family violence, and how different jurisdictions respond to this serioes iss

I # ) 9

An experimental design that randomly assigns juvenile offenders of domestic allyd fam
violence to varying doses of intervention is a challenging proposition in the real world mfguve
justice. The court operates under the dictategofal treatment under the laand does not lend
itself to random assignments to different experimental treatment conditvarsifisuch an
experimental design could be implemented and produce a respectable number of lsages wit

violating ethical and human subjects standards, a quantitative focus may overlook inmmaiteets

17 The probation department suffered budget cutsvpaytthrough the study that made access to prabfilis
extremely time-consuming and tedious. Researdhtasts had to rely on court files to complete¢bding process.
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of the program that have an impact on the subjects. A triangulated approach that incobpotinate
guantitative and qualitative methodologies is warranted in future studies of juvengstanand
family violence. In particular, the methodology should incorporate voices from the jwvenile
impacted by the program. Researchers may also choose to concentrate on eitherdsén dom
violence or family violence. Finally, it is critical that any intervention pnogrée established with
evaluation in mind, if at all possible. Studies such as this one that occur aftectilaedimited by
the data and information that already exist. If an evaluation could be built into the design of
specialized court program, the research and project team could have the opportunityofo devel

measures and record information that can be used to scientifically demonstrameesutc
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In the Santa Clara and San Francisco County court programs, domestic violencerveass defi
as violence between intimates, including spouses, boyfriend/girlfriend, and datimgygaduvenile
family violence was defined as violence between family members, includingwtbersngage in
violence toward their siblings, parents, grandparents, aunts and uncles, and cousins. n¢hile Sa
Clara County initially had separate domestic violence and family violence molodficers, both
Santa Clara and San Francisco court-based intervention programs generally dolthestic and
family violence in a similar fashion. But this study finds that domestic violenceaanily fviolence
are very different phenomena, with offenders sharing little in common. Key findingdertbe

following:

" #

The vast majority of cases that involve domestic or family violence in the thisdigtions
in this study fall under the category of family violence. The types of casesdhabaght to the
attention of the probation department and courts are greatly affected by law reweiutrpeotocols.
In Santa Clara County, the protocol required officers to bring juvenile domestic ahg\iaeince
offenders to juvenile hall for intake. In San Francisco and Contra Costa counties, tiveferisal
protocol that guides law enforcement in their response to these juvenile offendetst Zktshows

the proportion of family violence and domestic violence cases in each of the three counties

Exhibit 2.1: Proportion of Domestic and Family Violence Cases in Three Courds

Percentage of Cases

Number of Cases Domestic Violence Family Violence
Contra Costa 62 21.0 79.0
San Francisco 40 15.0 85.0
Santa Clara 202 36.1 63.9
TOTAL 304 30.3 69.7
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The cases that come to the attention of the probation department and courts are probably just
a fraction of all domestic and family violence cases. Exhibit 2.2 provides data on the nfimber
cases per 100,000 population, using the 2000 Census age group that most closely corresponds to our
population (ages 15 to 19). The numbers of cases entering the system in one calendar year (2002)

were used to ensure consistency across counties.

Exhibit 2.2: Number of Juvenile Court Cases per 100,000 Population

Santa Clara San Francisco Contra Costa

Number of 15 to 19 year olds, Census 2000 108,026 33,334 63,124
Number of Domestic Violence Cases, 2002 19 2 2

Per 100,000 population 17.6 6.0 3.2
Number of Family Violence Cases, 2002 59 12 6

Per 100,000 population 54.6 36.0 9.5
Total Domestic & Family Violence Cases, 2002 78 14 8

Per 100,000 population 72.2 42.0 12.7

The data show that the Santa Clara program, which includes a law enforcement protocol,
casts the widest net—72 teens per 100,000 enter the program, compared to 13 teens per 100,000 in
Contra Costa who can be identified through probation records as domestic or family violence
offenders. The San Francisco program, which also includes a specialized intake grpoemile
hall, handled 42 cases per 100,000 population in 2002. In each county, family violence cases were at
least three times more prevalent than domestic violence cases. These data jungtice system

responses—they should not be interpreted as incidence rates.

( )

Domestic violence and family violence cases are very different phenomena. uvindet
the characteristics vary somewhat by jurisdiction, the following data streaggiest that domestic
violence offenders (1) tend to be older, (2) are more likely to be male, (3) are mgréolikale a

previous delinquency record, and (4) are less likely to have a history of mental himesarily
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violence offenders. Variables that showed statistically significantnaasaand for which there was
consistency across sites are shown in Exhibit 2.3. Significant variances in ofiankigrounds
warrant separate discussions of domestic violence and family violence. Theeswallected

from the probation files also indicate contextual differences between donmestemaily violence.

Exhibit 2.3: Key Variables Distinguishing Domestic Violence and Family Vi@nce Offenders

Domestic Violence Family Violence

n Percentage n Percentage
Gender
Male 83 90.2 133 62.7
Female 9 9.8 79 37.3
Age
Mean Age 16.4 151
Median Age 17.0 15.0
Offender Has a Record of Prior Juvenile Delinquency
Yes 55 59.8 97 46.0
Not Indicated 37 40.2 114 54.0
Offender Diagnosed with Mental lliness
Yes 27 34.2 125 64.1
Not Indicated 52 65.8 70 35.9

The vast majority of domestic violence offenders are young men—90 percent of offeeders ar
male and the average age is 16.4. Victims are overwhelmingly female (90 peviérit)e average
age of 16.8. About one-third of victims have children in common with the offender, and 23 percent

of the incidents occurred while the victim was pregnant.

The number of domestic violence offenders identified in the three counties is small. In
addition, the differential ways in which the populations were selected neeets#tatse of caution

in the interpretation of offender statistics. Some of the data, such as raceyesimoischool
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attendance, are an artifact of local demographics, juvenile justice procesksaaling
procedures. Yet there is remarkable consistency across sites in the follozaisg a

Domestic violence offenders who enter the juvenile justice system are ovemgigimale.

Most offenders have a prior juvenile record—those with records had an average of 4.7 prior
referrals.

About one-third of the probation reports indicated that the offender had a mental iliness.

About one-third of the probation files reported a history of domestic violence among the
parents.

Probation files indicated larger problems within the family, such as parehta Wistory of
domestic violence, parental criminal records, and parental substance abuse problems.

Exhibit 2.4 provides background data for domestic violence offenders.

Exhibit 2.4: Backgrounds of Domestic Violence Offenders in Three Courds

Contra
Total Santa Clara  San Francisco Costa
Number of Cases 92 73 6 13
Offender Characteristics
Male Offenders 90.2% 89.0% 100.0% 92.3%
Race/Ethnicity

-- African American 8.7% 2.7% 33.3% 30.8%

-- Asian or Pacific Islander 8.7% 9.6% 0.0% 7.7%

-- Caucasian 22.8% 21.9% 0.0% 38.5%

-- Hispanic 58.7% 64.4% 66.7% 23.1%

-- Other 1.1% 1.4% 0.0% 0.0%
Language other than English spoken at home 39.7% 42.9% 66.7% 0.0%
Mean age at time of incident 16.4 16.4 16.3 16.4
Prior juvenile delinquency 59.8% 56.2% 66.7% 76.9%

-- Mean number of prior referrals 4.7 5.0 2.0 4.6
Minor attending school at time of incident 70.5% 74.3% 83.3% 41.7%
Offender living at home 87.9% 91.7% 66.7% 76.9%
Offender living with both parents 35.9% 34.2% 33.3% 46.2%
Offender has a mental iliness 34.2% 37.5% 33.3% 16.7%
Family History
Offender abused as a child 21.0% 21.2% 0.0% 30.0%
Parents have history of domestic violence 27.8% 26.9% 20.0% 42.9%
Parents have a criminal justice record 37.8% 36.5% 25.0% 57.1%
Parents have substance abuse problem 38.8% 37.3% 20.0% 62.5%

Narratives from the probation files provide details into the lives of domestic wolenc

offenders who have entered the juvenile justice system. Of the 92 narratives of deinkestce
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offenders, as recorded from probation files, only a few did not suggest a history of chdd abus
domestic violence, family violence, substance abuse, or a combination of these cbtitaciehe
difference between the quantitative information coded above from standardized probation/c
forms and the narrative information reported through probation officers interviewmefiey the
fact that the latter is more likely to reveal this type of information.

Most of the probation reports in all three counties detailed histories of violence thighi
family and criminal activity among family members. The narratives provideavis male

offenders are typical.

Offender lived with mother and stepfather and according to reports referred to by the
probation officer in his report, the family home had both domestic violence and family
violence. One Child Protective Services (CPS) report lists seveidgmoes of abuse
perpetrated by his mother as well as a history of sexual abuse by an aunt when the
offender was young.

The biological mother reported being physically abused by her ex-husband and stated
that the minor witnessed some of the abuse, and that none of the incidents were reported
to police. However, as a direct result of one of the assaults, the mother lost her unborn
child.

Mother now has live-in boyfriend (and both have criminal records and histories of
substance abuse) and offender claims domestic violence in the home, but albaegati
could not be confirmed. Offender has been in the system since age 11 with 21 referrals
to police/probation. These offenses have ranged from trespassing to car thedryo batt

to threats. A probation officer report mentioned that most of these offenses were
against females.

A sampling of the narratives of male offenders in which a troubled background was not

indicated follow below.

Mom and dad still together and teacher character references report them to beecbnce
and involved parents who are taking appropriate actions to ensure he learns his lesson.
Both teachers attributed the behavior to “immaturity” and “lack of forethought.”

The offender reports no history of domestic violence in his family’s background. The
offender’s parents have no criminal record or any history of drug or alcohol abuse. The
offender’s parents are strongly supportive of their son getting the proper help he needs
to stay out of trouble.
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Previous juvenile delinquency was not uncommon—over half of the offenders in the system
had prior juvenile records. Santa Clara County, which draws the largest net of offetaliss
domestic/family violence program, had the lowest percentage of juveniles witloffenses (56
percent) while Contra Costa had the highest (77 percent). For most of the male gftarsdess
their first offense related to domestic violence. Their past records of juvelmiguiacy are varied,
from auto theft to truancy to shoplifting to substance abuse.

Minor has been caught by police with marijuana and “meth” and has been arrested for
driving without a license, vehicle theft, and tampering months prior to the domestic
violence incident.

Minor has been on and off probation since eleven years of age and known to hang out
with gang members.

Minor’s first referral was for shoplifting a cap at age 11. Second referagkat2 was
for residential burglary and by age 14 the minor was expecting a child and arrested for
auto theft.

Mental health issues were reported in about one-third of cases. According to probation
records, the offenders in the Santa Clara County intervention program were mgr lhale been
diagnosed with a mental iliness than those in the Contra Costa County juvenile populatioan The S
Francisco County group, at only six domestic violence cases, was too small to maksivencl
statements. Depression was by far the most commonly reported mental healthgl{@gnos
percent), followed by attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (8 percent), teadisability (7
percent), and substance abuse disorder (7 percent). The diagnoses are the resulaticpsychi

evaluations and a review of medical records.

The offender, himself, is extremely depressed. There have been numerous instances in
which the offender reported having ideas of committing suicide, the latest irsstance
being after the current altercation with the victim.

Minor was taking 40 milligrams of Prozac for 1-1/2 years to control his depression. He

also has been attending weekly therapy for 3-1/2 years. Four years ago, minor had two
hospital stays. Both times he tried to kill himself by cutting his wrists.
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Although the parents did not indicate any mental illness in the family, the minor was
diagnosed with serious mental health issues: Conduct Disorder, Alcohol Abuse, and
Adjustment Disorder.

Only 9 of the 92 domestic violence cases involved a female offender. The small number of
female offenders precludes statistical analyses comparing male and ¢éf@aders. However, a
review of the narratives from probation reports suggests similarly troubledrbanklg. In addition,

a number of the probation reports indicated that offenders had been previous victims oftaesaial a
Mental health issues were also indicated in a number of cases.

Father is incarcerated in state prison for sexually abusing minor and her brother.
According to minor’s social worker, minor's main goal for the past two yearsovas
become pregnant. Minor was diagnosed with depression at age 15 and was prescribed
Prozac and Praxil. Minor was hospitalized for four suicide attempts.

There were three separate reports reported to CPS all referring to the roffietihee
current offense as the victim in the report. No investigations took place; however
offender’s boyfriend is currently in county jail waiting for his trial for statytrape of
his girlfriend (the current offender).

The domestic violence offenders in all three samples across counties disphay fam
backgrounds themed with child abuse, domestic violence, substance abuse, and crimigal activi
While some of the offenders appeared to come from non-violent law-abiding households, they
represent a small fraction of the population. Yet the domestic violence offendesspophlation
cannot be generalized to the larger population, as many offenders will never réesitrerafrom
the authorities. The quantitative and qualitative data strongly support the clachoriestic
violence offenders who enter the juvenile justice system involuntarily are likegve extremely

challenging family situations that will affect future success.

In general, probation and court files contain very little information about the victitres. T
guality and quantity of victim information collected appear to vary considerably frormoomgy to

the next. Despite a number of differences, some generalities can be made aboit dmieeste
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victims who have had their cases addressed in the juvenile justice system. Duinlesice
victims are overwhelmingly female (90 percent). The average age of the sidt68. About one-
third of the victims have children in common with the offender. Exhibit 2.5 provides basic

information on domestic violence victims.

Exhibit 2.5: Backgrounds of Domestic Violence Victims in Three Counties

Santa San Contra
Total Clara Francisco Costa
Number of Cases 92 73 6 13
Female Victims 90.2% 89.0% 100.0% 92.3%
Race/Ethnicity

-- African American 6.3% 3.3% 33.3% 7.7%

-- Asian or Pacific Islander 3.8% 5.0% 0.0% 0.0%

-- Caucasian 27.8% 25.0% 0.0% 53.8%

-- Hispanic 58.2% 65.0% 66.7% 23.1%

-- Other 2.5% 1.7% 0.0% 7.7%
Have children in common with offender 34.1% 33.3% 16.7% 46.2%
Have children not in common with offender 1.3% 1.5% 0.0% 0.0%
Mean age at time of incident 16.8 16.7 16.5 17.4
Was previous victim with current offender 20.9% 15.1% 16.7% 58.3%

More than 20 percent of the domestic violence incidents occurred while the victim was
pregnant. The primary method of violence was bodily force—guns and knives were seldom used.
About one half of the domestic violence incidents were considered “mild,” and another 42 pkrcent
incidents classified as “moderate.” The determination of the degree of plegsieaty of the
incident was a subjective assessment of the information provided in the probationided,lyy the
following definitions. An incident was considered “mild” if it did not leave any marks adiaal
attention was not needed. A “moderate” incident was one in which the victim receivezhphysi
marks but did not require medical attention. An incident was labeled as “severetifiited

medical attention. Exhibit 2.6 provides an overview of the incidents.
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Exhibit 2.6: Overview of Domestic Violence Incidents

Santa San Contra
Total Clara Francisco Costa
Number of Cases 92 73 6 13
Incident involved multiple victims 12.0% 5.5% 16.7% 46.2%
Offender under influence of alcohol during incident 10.7% 7.4% 0.0% 40.0%
Offender under influence of drugs during incident 7.4% 8.8% 0.0% 0.0%
Offender and victim lived together at time of incident  23.6% 21.1% 33.3% 33.3%
Incident occurred while victim was pregnant 23.3% 22.8% 16.7% 30.0%
Degree of severity of offense
-- Mild 53.3% 55.8% 67.6% 61.5%
-- Moderate 41.3% 34.1% 26.5% 38.5%
-- Severe 5.4% 10.1% 5.9% 0.0%
Primary weapon of violence
--Gun 1.1% 1.4% 0.0% 0.0%
-- Knife 7.9% 8.6% 0.0% 7.7%
-- Other object 11.2% 12.9% 0.0% 7.7%
-- Physical, no weapons or objects 77.5% 75.7% 100.0% 76.9%
Felony offenses 34.4% 34.7% 80.0% 15.4%

Nearly all incidents involved a male offender and a female victim. A snapshot of a mfmber

incidents is provided below.

Victim was pregnant by minor. When victim discussed the issue with minor, he first

told her that she wasn't really pregnant and that he didn’t want to talk about it. He also

said “get rid of it” then keep it, then that she was going to hell if she had an abortion and

that the baby was not even his. At one point, minor threatened to kick victim in the
stomach to kill the fetus. Finally, victim had an abortion because she was unable to
raise it herself, and did not want to raise a child with minor.

Witness called police to report fight between a “man” and a woman where the man was

“throwing her to the ground” repeatedly. Police arrived on scene and woman “cozied
up” to the “man.” But police could see four separate areas of her body actively
bleeding. Both said they had fought but that it was over and the woman refused to
cooperate, give information, or receive medical attention. Based on the visiiiesn]
the offender was arrested for public intoxication and domestic violence.

The offender and the victim had been living together because they had gotten pregnant.
In the morning of the date the incident was reported, the offender and the victim began
arguing as the offender believed the victim was cheating on him. When the victim

denied the accusations, the offender pushed her onto the bed and began punching her on
the legs. The victim then slapped the offender out of self-defense, which angered the
offender. The offender again struck her, this time punching her on her arms.
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There were only nine instances in the entire study in which young women were brought into
the probation unit for a domestic violence incident. The narratives of some of these snardent
included below.

The victim grabbed offender and put her in his car while they argued for about five
minutes. Police reported that victim and minor were involved in an argument, during
which she tore his shirt and slapped him in the face, causing him to bleed. According to
offender, she was shoved in victim’s car and he was “in her face.” Offender was two
months pregnant with victim’s child at the time of the incident.

The offender supposedly started the entire incident by walking up to the victim and
pouring water over his head. She walked away from the victim, the victim chased her
down and pulled her hair and the two fell to the ground. The two became entangled in a
physical altercation. The school security guard pulled the two apart, and before he was
able to fully separate the two, offender lunged over the shoulder of the guard and
punched the victim in the eye, causing a burst blood vessel and visible scratches.

The offender and the victim were both reportedly high on methamphetamine at the time

of the incident. When the victim attempted to get out of the car, the offender grabbed
his shirt, ripping it off, and scratching the victim’s chest area and right arm.

Family violence offenders are more likely to be male, but a sizeable proportionrafeyffe
in our sample are female—37 percent. Family violence offenders are young; the agerag 15.
Victims are most likely to be females (73 percent). More than half of the viaterthe mothers or

stepmothers of the juveniles.

Similar to the data on domestic violence, the data on family violence vary somewasat ac
jurisdictions. In particular, the data suggest that the sample in Contra Costa, @dnicttydid not
have a specialized intervention program, consists of juveniles who are more likehg @ tegcord
of previous delinquency—67 percent of family violence offenders had prior juvenile records
compared to 37 percent in Santa Clara and 50 percent in San Francisco. Offenders wigh juvenil

records averaged 2.5 prior referrals. The prior juvenile delinquency rate betweeurttiesowith
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intervention programs and the county without such a program is consistent with egpsetati
screening at intake and the availability of a specialized program incredieliheod that cases
will be properly identified and triaged into the courts.

Despite these differences across counties, there are a number of strikiagt&sin the
population of family violence offenders who have been processed in the juvenile justoe. siyst
particular, the offenders share the following backgrounds.

Family violence offenders are young. The average age of offenders is 15 years of age
The majority of offenders (63 percent) are male.
Most offenders (64 percent) have been diagnosed with a mental illness.

A significant proportion of offenders have a prior juvenile record, although this varies by
county.

A high percentage of offenders’ parents have a history of domestic violence, alcrimina
justice record, or a substance abuse problem.

Exhibit 2.7 provides background data for family violence offenders.
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Exhibit 2.7: Backgrounds of Family Violence Offenders in Three Counties

Santa San Contra
Total Clara Francisco Costa
Number of Cases 212 129 34 49
Offender Characteristics
Male Offenders 62.7% 61.2% 61.8% 67.3%
Race/Ethnicity

-- African American 16.6% 3.1% 32.4% 40.8%

-- Asian or Pacific Islander 8.1% 8.6% 11.8% 4.1%

-- Caucasian 32.2% 35.9% 11.8% 36.7%

-- Hispanic 34.6% 43.8% 23.5% 18.4%

-- Other 8.5% 8.6% 20.6% 0.0%
Language other than English spoken at home  23.7% 26.1% 29.0% 9.7%
Mean age at time of incident 15.1 15.1 15.3 15.0
Prior juvenile delinquency 46.0% 36.7% 50.0% 67.3%

-- Mean number of prior referrals 2.5 2.2 2.4 2.8
Minor attending school at time of incident 81.6% 81.4% 97.1% 71.4%
Offender living at home 98.1% 100.0% 100.0% 91.8%
Offender living with both parents 41.5% 41.9% 38.2% 42.9%
Offender has a mental illness 64.1% 62.6% 72.7% 61.7%
Family History
Offender abused as a child 40.1% 28.2% 54.8% 64.1%
Parents have history of domestic violence 37.0% 30.1% 68.8% 30.8%
Parents have a criminal justice record 41.4% 36.1% 46.4% 59.3%
Parents have substance abuse problem 43.0% 36.7% 46.4% 64.5%

The sizeable population of female family violence offenders affords the opportunigwo dr
comparisons between male and female offenders. A review of narratives from ttiopridlea
shows that almost all of the male offenders come from families with histdratsld abuse,
domestic violence, family violence, or substance abuse. The following excerpthié@nobation
files of male family violence offenders are typical.

...the father was jailed after it was found that he abused the minor physically. Minor
was approximately four years old at the time. Primary father figure watefifather

who has been with the minor until recently. Reportedly, the stepfather regularlg abuse
mother, which minor withessed on a humber of occasions and the police report that they
were called out to the home “almost every day.” Minor's grades have been F’s for the
most part and school attendance has been an ongoing problem.
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There was a child protective services (CPS) report alleging the fathérthhis

offender, but the allegation was unsubstantiated. Another CPS report concerned
possible sexual fondling by a maternal uncle, but the uncle returned to North Carolina,
so nothing further. A third CPS report concerned strangulation marks on the offender’s
younger brother subsequent to a fight between the boys (offender and younger brother).
Mother has been referred to CPS for general neglect and possible physical abuse of hal
brother, but no actions taken. Offender has juvenile records including severalrights a
vandalism.

Biological father was investigated by CPS three times for physical abtisis of

offender. Two cases were substantiated and the last was investigated and closed
because report was only “fear of abuse.” Mother denies domestic violence irgmarria
but police reports say otherwise and her father is in prison for killing her mother.

Mother and father both have drug/alcohol problems and relationship was characterized
by domestic violence and child abuse. Older sibling institutionalized for murder.
Offender previously on probation and court ordered anger management, but no proof of
completion and case was vacated successfully one month prior to incident.

Almost two-thirds of male family violence offenders had some form of mentatgline
diagnosed (64 percent). The most common diagnoses were attention deficit hypechstikder
(20 percent), depression (19 percent), substance abuse disorder (15 percent), learrityg(8isabi
percent), and conduct disorder (7 percent).

Offender has been in therapy since age six and has been diagnosed with ADHD,
depression, and opposition/defiant disorder and was thought to be progressing to
borderline personality disorder.

He was diagnosed ADHD at age six and has been on medication and receiving
psychological services intermittently since.

Unlike the domestic violence offender population, a large proportion of family violence
offenders are female. The female offenders have very similar backgrounds tfferaders. On
average, both male and female offenders are age 15 at the time of the incident. elpepantion
of female family violence offenders have a prior juvenile record as male faimiiyce offenders,
although male offenders have a higher number of prior referrals than female offdncidition,

rates of mental illness are similar. The only variance between male arld &dfeaders is that
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female offenders are slightly more likely to come from families where ikea history of child
abuse, domestic violence, criminal activity, and substance abuse. However, theadiffdretween
genders do not reach statistical significance. Exhibit 2.8 provides data on the backgraonalds of

and female family violence offenders.

Exhibit 2.8: Backgrounds of Male and Female Family Violence Offenders

Total Male Female
Number of cases 212 133 79
Mean age at time of incident 15.1 15.1 15.1
Prior juvenile delinquency 46.0% 45.5% 46.8%

-- Mean number of prior referrals 2.5 2.8 1.9
Offender has a mental iliness 64.1% 63.7% 64.8%
Offender abused as a child 40.1% 37.9% 43.7%
Parents have history of domestic violence 37.0% 34.8% 40.6%
Parents have a criminal justice record 41.4% 38.4% 46.8%
Parents have substance abuse problem 43.0% 38.4% 50.7%

Narratives from the probation files of female family violence offenders provigienase into their

family backgrounds.

CPS removed the children from the mother after a history of reports of neglect and
abuse. The mother was later arrested and jailed for child abuse. The offender had been
drifting between friends’ houses, her older sister’s house, and her mother’s van and not
attending school regularly.

Dysfunctional childhood with both parents using drugs and alcohol, having numerous
law violations, domestic violence and suspected neglect, physical and sexual abuse of
children. Offender is a middle child and diagnosed with ADD and bipolar disorder.
Offender ran away from home on several occasions and was sexually molested during
one absence.

The family has moved around a lot due to the mother’s inability to sustain a job because
of drug use and time in jail; thus, the minor and her siblings have not experienced a
stable environment the majority of their lives. The minor’s father has sénmvedn

several occasions for offenses such as: carrying a loaded firearm, carcgngealed
weapon, robbery, assault with a deadly weapon, possession of marijuana for sale,
...totaling about 40 arrests. The minor’'s mother has been arrested on 10 different
occasions.

Female offenders were as likely to have a diagnosis of mental iliness asfimatkers—64

percent of both male and female offenders had a mental health diagnosis. The most common
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diagnoses for female family violence offenders were depression (23 percentjpatteficit

hyperactivity disorder (11 percent), substance abuse disorder (11 percent), ancidgr &

percent), and learning disability (8 percent). The combination of family backgrounds @aiadl me

health issues creates numerous challenges in developing a program that can gp@egiiass the

myriad problems and issues faced by these teens.

The victims of family violence are overwhelmingly female (73 percent). Morethhb of

the victims are mothers of the offenders (54 percent). Many of the victims wereustgwidentified

as a family violence victim of the offender. Exhibit 2.9 provides additional details.

Exhibit 2.9: Backgrounds of Family Violence Primary Victims in Three Countes

Santa San Contra
Total Clara Francisco Costa
Number of Cases 212 129 34 49
Female Victims 72.6% 75.2% 79.4% 61.2%
Race/Ethnicity
-- African American 17.0% 4.0% 35.3% 38.3%
-- Asian or Pacific Islander 8.7% 9.6% 14.7% 2.1%
-- Caucasian 34.5% 36.0% 14.7% 44.7%
-- Hispanic 34.5% 44.8% 26.5% 12.8%
-- Other 5.3% 5.6% 8.8% 2.1%
Relationship to Offender
-- Mother/stepmother 54.2% 59.0% 52.9% 42.9%
-- Father/stepfather 17.0% 14.8% 11.8% 26.5%
-- Parent's cohabiting partner 2.4% 1.6% 0.0% 6.1%
-- Brother 7.1% 7.0% 8.8% 6.1%
-- Sister 13.2% 12.4% 20.6% 10.2%
-- Other 6.1% 5.4% 5.9% 8.2%
Mean age at time of incident 36.7 36.1 36.7 38.3
Was previous victim with current offender 25.1% 18.1% 21.9% 47.7%

About one-fourth of all family violence cases involved more than one victim. The majority

of cases did not result in medical attention and were considered “mild” from an iodpsint.

Juvenile Domestic and Family Violence ¢ 52



The percentage of felony offenses varied considerably by county. Exhibit 2.10 provides amovervie

of the incidents.

Exhibit 2.10: Overview of Family Violence Incidents

Santa San Contra
Total Clara Francisco Costa
Number of Cases 212 129 34 49
Incident involved multiple victims 24.1% 22.5% 23.5% 28.6%
Offender under influence of alcohol during incident  10.1% 11.0% 0.0% 16.7%
Offender under influence of drugs during incident 8.7% 8.3% 0.0% 18.2%
Degree of severity of offense
-- Mild 59.0% 55.8% 67.6% 61.2%
-- Moderate 32.5% 34.1% 26.5% 32.7%
-- Severe 8.5% 10.1% 5.9% 6.1%
Primary weapon of violence
--Gun 2.4% 1.6% 6.3% 2.1%
-- Knife 11.7% 7.2% 15.6% 20.8%
-- Other object 25.4% 24.8% 25.0% 27.1%
-- Physical, no weapons or objects 59.0% 65.6% 53.1% 45.8%
Felony offenses 25.6% 27.3% 52.9% 2.0%

The narratives of family violence incidents involving male offenders demongteatgpies of
events that led to an incident in which law enforcement was called to the scene.

Father refused offender permission to go to the movies with friends. Offender went on
bike anyway. Parents retrieved him from movie theatre and verbal argumaed ens

until he and his twin brother left in family vehicle. Once home, offender went to garage
and grabbed a bat to do damage to father’s vehicle but dad chased him into the house
and cornered him. Offender swung and struck father’s hand with bat, so father wrestled
him to the ground and took bat.

Minor came home angry and was arguing with his brother over a video game. The
victim (stepmother) tried to separate the minor and his brother. Then the offender
punched her in the mouth with a closed fist. The victim’s tooth was broken at the root
and she received medical attention.

The offender began yelling at his mother to take him to the store. Instead of taking him
to the store, the mother gave the offender a couple dollars to try and appease the
offender. At this time, the offender’s sister came into the room and told the mother that
the offender should not be rewarded for negative behavior. The offender began shoving
his sister. The mother stuck out her arm and blocked the swing of the bat. The bat
struck the mother’s arm causing severe pain. The mother’'s roommate who wlitnesse
the event called 911 and the offender ran out of the residence.

The offender wanted to watch a particular television program, but mother would not
unlock the channel. She suggested instead they watch an educational tape together. He
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began throwing objects at her, such as a pillow and pencil. When he threw an aluminum
can at her, she walked out. She returned moments later to try to watch the tape with
him. He argued against it, then fetched the metal wheel assembly from higakate

and struck her in the left arm, cutting her badly. He said, “I hit you. 1 kill you.”

Family violence incidents involving female offenders were similar conframstio the
authority of parents.

Offender would come and go from home as she pleased and upon return the day of this
incident, an argument broke out between the offender, the mother and a younger sister.
The sisters began pushing and wrestling and the mother split them up. The offender
then retrieved a knife from the kitchen, held it over her head, said “I'm going to kill

you” and approached her sister sitting on the couch while bringing the knife down in a
stabbing motion. The mother grabbed her wrist and wrestled her to the ground.

The victim (mother) stated that her daughter was grounded and that she returned home
late in the afternoon and became engaged in a verbal confrontation with her mother.
The minor was upset over her grounding and attempted to leave the residence. The
victim attempted to keep her daughter inside the house, but the minor pushed the victim
and she fell to the ground.

The physical altercation began between the offender (daughter) and victim) (fathe

when the father told his daughter she was forbidden to associate with a friend who was
at the house to take the offender out. The offender became very upset and ran out of the
house toward her friend’s car. The offender’s father grabbed her and tried to restrain

the offender. At this point, the two fell over a small picket fence in the front yard

breaking three boards off the fence. The father let go of his daughter. The offender
picked up a fence board and hit her father across the left shoulder then ran inside the
house and locked the door. The offender came to the door with a butcher knife and

chased the victim to the front yard. The offender threw the knife at her father but
missed.

)

Domestic violence is violence between intimates (e.g., boyfriends/girlfridatiag partners,
spouses), while family violence is violence between family members (e.gqigsibbiarents,
grandparents, cousins). Juvenile family violence is much more common than juvenile domesti
violence across each of the three counties included in this study. Of all dome#yic/ialence
cases, the Santa Clara County court program had the largest proportion of domeatie viole
offenders (36 percent) when compared to the San Francisco County court program (15 melcent) a

Contra Costa County (21 percent).
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Domestic violence offenders differed from family violence offenders in a numbeayst w
Generally, domestic violence offenders (1) tend to be older, (2) are more likely tdehé3Inare
more likely to have a previous delinquency record, and (4) are less likely to have a lnestal i
than family violence offenders. The vast majority of domestic violence offendeyswang men—

90 percent of offenders are male and the average age is 16.4. Victims are overihémizle

(90 percent), with the average age of 16.8. About one-third of victims have children in common
with the offender, and 23 percent of the incidents occurred while the victim was pregnant. Thus
many of these cases are involved in relationships that are beyond the “teen datingt. cBaoely
violence offenders are more likely to be male, but a sizeable proportion of offendersameple s
are female—37 percent. Family violence offenders are young; the average age idtihfs are

most likely to be females (73 percent). More than half of the victims are the matiséepmothers
of the juveniles. The female family violence offenders have very similar backgrmuntse
offenders.

There are very few differences in the nature of juvenile domestic and familgcecheross
counties. However, the data show a major variance across counties in the population of juvenile
offenders that reach the courts. Juvenile offenders in Contra Costa County, which did not have a
specialized intervention program, are more likely to have a prior record than juvemiles
participated in the Santa Clara and San Francisco programs. For example, 67 péxoaht of
violence offenders in Contra Costa County had prior juvenile records compared to 37 percent in
Santa Clara County and 50 percent in San Francisco County. This variance in the backgrounds of
juvenile domestic/family violence offenders and severity across countikslistb impact

intervention strategies, program completion rates, and outcomes.
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In general, there are two approaches to addressing juvenile domestic and familyevidla
the one hand, the Santa Clara County program is the epitome of a “zero tolerance” gnaggram
introduces formal intervention in most domestic and family violence incidentsdieggof severity.
On the other hand, the Contra Costa County juvenile justice system does not speeifgpetly
domestic and family violence and does not have a specialized intervention for such bases. T
difference of philosophy was demonstrated by the fact that 72 teens per 100,000 enter the Santa
Clara County specialized juvenile domestic/violence program, compared to 13 te206,060 in
Contra Costa County who can be identified through probation records as domestic or faemigeviol
offenders.

A law enforcement protocol that mandates the arrest of juveniles who commit sffense
categorized as domestic or family violence, such as the case in Santa Claya @aws a wider
net of juveniles into the system. A major outcome of this approach is that a largentagecof
juvenile domestic/family violence offenders will be first-time offendergamparison to counties
that do not have a preferred or mandatory arrest policy. There are advantages and aljsasdicant
the “zero tolerance” approach. For instance, juveniles who enter the system edoeaton and
skills aimed to halt a pattern of abuse and violence. Yet first-time offenderfsnohdlyemselves
trapped in the juvenile system when they cannot successfully complete probation canditiens
advantages and disadvantages and the implications on juveniles must be carefullyezbpsioieto
implementation of specialized programs. Furthermore, programs that offertgchdaactions may
be most appropriate to addressing the needs of both first-time and multiple offenders.

Finally, the troubled backgrounds of juveniles who enter the system as domestyc/famil

violence offenders have policy implications. Many of the teens have mental healshaisdue
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histories that include parental domestic violence and abuse as a child. Progralostiaddress
early victimization and dysfunctional family life are unlikely to have a longr-teffect on teens.

Any intervention program, no matter how well-implemented, will be hard-pressed tothmeeeds

of juveniles with such serious problems.
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Intervention includes a host of options and can range from minor sanctions to
institutionalization. This chapter explores detention in juvenile hall prior to thetietdearing,
the use of formal probation, probation supervision and conditions, and institutionalization of
offenders. Compliance with probation is then assessed by examining probation violations and
program completion. The chapter concludes with a review of probation officers’rasaéss the

juveniles’ social adjustment to the demands of the program.

! Hit
The intervention programs in Santa Clara and San Francisco counties include a¥ariety
programs, in addition to intensive supervision and court reviews. For example, a sample of
probation conditions and programs offered in Santa Clara County follows:

Protective or “stay away” orders;
Attendance at 26-week batterer intervention programs;
Frequent court review of the probationer for compliance with probation;

Detention in a county facility, as well as placement services, long-terifor@e Youth
Authority alternative placement, or the California Youth Authority, to ensureysafelt
accountability;

Parenting Without Violence classes if the youth has a child;
Restitution to the victim for any losses related to the offense;

Prohibition against weapons possession or the presence of weapons in the offender’s
home;

Search of the person or place of residence or business of the minor and seizure of any
items prohibited by conditions of probation or the law by law enforcement, probation, or
the offender’s school teachers at any time of the day or night, with or without probable
cause, and with or without warrant;

Counseling and education if substance abuse issues are present and special education
accommodations when necessary;,

Drug and alcohol testing of the offender at the request of any police officer or probation
officer with or without probable cause, and with or without a warrant;
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Strict curfew, compliance with protective orders, and school attendance to prevent new
law violations;

Mandatory school, employment, or vocational training attendance;
Fines and fees to hold the offender accountable;
Gang orders (if applicable) to help prevent new criminal offenses; and

Psychological or family counseling.

A particular challenge for courts and probation departments in addressing teen dating,
domestic, and family violence is the lack of established teen-oriented bagptegtams.
Furthermore, there is no literature on the effectiveness of teen batteringysagnaarticular, as so
few of them exist. For the most part, the teen batterer programs rely on the Duluthwhazdeis
based on the feminist theory that patriarchal ideology, which encourages men to heirtrol t
partners, causes domestic violence. The appropriateness of this model for teers betsenot been
shown. In addition, counselors in both Santa Clara and San Francisco have had to develop programs
to address teen family violence. While intensive supervision and court reviewsigreeantified,
the impact of intervention programs that are in their infancy are difficult to@eal

The level of intervention in the three counties varies on four levels. First, juveniletslomes
and family violence offenders in Santa Clara and San Francisco counties areedubjéeiquent
court reviews. Second, the Santa Clara and San Francisco counties are under intemgis@supe
carried out by a specially trained unit. Third, the Santa Clara and San Franciscescoawvgi
incorporated intervention programs, specifically batterer intervention group ordndiviounseling,
into their programs. Contra Costa County also offers batterer intervention prdagresess, but the
decision to require participation is made on a case-by-case basis, and mindesrack teeadult
programs. Offenders in Santa Clara County are required to co-pay for each session{848iqm®
of a 26-week program, whereas the offenders in San Francisco County are not requiredrto pay f

sessions. Fourth, San Francisco County is more reliant on informal probation than theather tw
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counties. Exhibit 3.1 outlines major differences in intervention strategies espoubkedbynties

under study.

Exhibit 3.1: Overview of Intervention Strategies

Santa Clara  San Francisco Contra Costa

Frequent court reviews yes Yes No
Intensive supervision by specialized officers yes Yes No
Assignment to batterer intervention programs routinely routinely casadsy/-
Formal probation yes No Yes
1 #

This study focuses on the effects of a special intervention program that inclugemass
to a specialized court with regular reviews and a specialized probation unit thaepraviigh level
of supervision. The intervention program existed in both Santa Clara and San Francises,counti
while it was absent in Contra Costa County. This section of the report presentstiofoiona
supervision in detention hall, the use of formal and informal probation, supervision levels, court

reviews, conditions of probation, and institutionalization of offenders.

# ( -
The probation department has supervision over juvenile halls. Data in Exhibit 3.2 show a
statistically significant difference across counties in detention in juesbail practices. San
Francisco County is more likely to detain juveniles in juvenile hall prior to the dmtdrearing;
whereas Contra Costa County has the lowest#alde data reflect local practices and may also be

an outcome of the location and availability of space in juvenile hall.

18 Missing data are excluded from all analyses.
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Exhibit 3.2: Detention in Juvenile Hall Prior to Detention Hearing

Santa San Contra
Total Clara Francisco Costa
Number of Cases 303 201 40 62
Percentage Detained 74.6 74.6 87.5 66.1

*significance=.05

Detention is affected by whether the incident involves domestic or family violemee. |
family violence incident, probation authorities are more likely to detain the juy&8ileercent) than
in a domestic violence incident (64 percent). As the juvenile in a family violencescasee likely
to live with the victim than a domestic violence offender, this variance suggesditsitita

arrangements may be a factor that influences whether a juvenile will be detajaeenile hall.

The use of informal probation—a diversionary tool in which the juvenile “voluntarily”
participates in an intervention program under court supervision to avoid an officialreedietts
the culture of the local legal system, rather than the nature of the crime. Bx®iflitows that the
vast majority of cases are subjected to formal probation (85 percent). Howeverasasder
County is much more likely to use informal probation (68 percent of the time) than eitit@r Sa
Clara or Contra Costa County (5 and 13 percent, respectively). Nearly all of theainfooimation

cases were used in family violence cases.

Exhibit 3.3: Informal and Formal Probation by County

Santa San Contra
Total Clara Francisco Costa
Number of Cases 304 202 40 62
Informal Probation 14.8% 5.0% 67.5% 12.9%
Formal Probation 85.2% 95.0% 32.5% 87.1%

*significance=.001
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Exhibit 3.4 shows the percentage of offenders assigned to the specialized court anoihprobati
unit. The Santa Clara sample includes some cases that did not receive both interwgnisonas
due to the fact that some cases had to be assigned to the geographic probation units when the
specialized unit was at full capacity, and some cases handled by the specialtidpunit were
handled by a court other than the specialized domestic/family violence court (e.@l, meafth

court).

Exhibit 3.4: Specialized Court and Probation Supervision

Santa San Contra

Clara Francisco Costa
Number of cases 202 40 62
Percentage assigned to DV/FV court 91.6 100.0 0.0
Percentage assigned to DV/FV probation unit 92.0 100.0 0.0
Percentage assigned to both DV/FV court and probation unit 89.1 100.0 0.0

' #

The level of probation supervision can include intensive supervision by a specialized unit,
electronic monitoring, and placement outside of the home. Exhibit 3.5 provides data on those cases
assigned to formal probation, by county and prior juvenile delinquency. There is a aligtistic
significant difference between probation supervisions among the counties, with Baat@dlinty

relying on electronic monitoring in over 70 percent of its formal probation caseload. C3ansta

also uses placement outside of the home in 46 percent of its cases, compared to 25 and 30 percent in

San Francisco and Contra Costa counties, respectively. Differences betweenmpfobdbmestic
violence offenders and family violence offenders were negligible. Instead, priailguve
delinquency was strongly linked to levels of probation supervision—offenders with a paad rec

were placed outside the home in 46 percent of the cases compared with 35 percent of ithe cases
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which a prior juvenile record was not established. The relationship between juvenigieiety
status and probation supervision was compounded by the high usage of electronic monitoring in

Santa Clara.

Exhibit 3.5: Probation Supervision for Those on Formal Probation

Santa San Contra

Total Clara Francisco Costa
Number on formal probation 265 189 20 56
Probation only 17.4% 5.3% 70.0% 39.3%
Probation and electronic monitoring 41.5% 48.7% 5.0% 30.4%
Probation and placement outside of home 22.3% 21.2% 25.0% 25.0%
Probation, placements outside home, and
electronic monitoring 18.5% 24.3% 0.0% 5.4%

*significance=.001

$

The Santa Clara and San Francisco programs feature multiple court revievegsather
Contra Costa courts do not typically bring offenders back to the court for periodic re&awbit
3.6 shows the mean and median number of court reviews in Santa Clara and San Francisco counties
The average number of court reviews is 6.2 reviews per case, with San Franciscg afsightly
higher number of court reviews. The data include only those cases assigned to theespeoiait
and omit missing data. There were no differences in the number of court reviews bagedadn ty

violence (domestic versus family violence).

Exhibit 3.6: Average Number of Court Reviews in San  ta Clara and San Francisco

Counties
Santa San
Total Clara Francisco
Number of cases assigned to specialized court 209 174 35
Mean number of reviews 6.2 6.1 6.8
Median number of reviews 5.0 5.0 5.0
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The conditions of probation vary by county. Exhibit 3.7 shows the conditions of probation
by county, in descending order. Multiple conditions of probation are placed on offenders. Most
commonly, probation conditions include:

Attend school regularly,

Submit to warrantless search and seizure,
Comply with curfews,

Abstain from alcohol or drugs, and
Participate in individual counseling.

A number of the conditions that are especially relevant to domestic and family eioléecders
ranked lower on the list. In particular, the condition to attend, participate in, andcsatilyfa
complete a domestic violence program was ordered in 55 percent of the cases overaller Hovg
condition varied considerably by the type of violence—74 percent of domestic violence offenders
received this probation condition, compared to 46 percent of the family violence offenders. In
addition, coding for this variable may not be reliable as the specific terms of theaontiy have
changed as new judges transitioned into the specialized courts. Among the codingehalieng
substantial variation in how the teen batterers’ programs were assigned andtadeainiFor
example, San Francisco County used individual teen batterers counseling, whilel&an@oGnty
used different service providers with different program conditions. In both countiehwith t
specialized court, the protocol calls for all minors to participate in some foeembatterer

intervention, unless they are subsequently moved to a mental health court.

When examining only domestic violence cases, Santa Clara was most likelyrttherde
probationer to attend, participate in and satisfactorily complete a domesticeiahtervention
program (77 percent), followed by Contra Costa (69 percent, with no special programspatek

San Francisco (50 percent). While the Santa Clara County statistics fonassigo a domestic
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violence intervention program are higher than the other counties, they are less than theel@0 pe
indicated by the protocol—this is likely a result of the assignment of some probatmnsrse
appropriate mental health or individualized treatment plans, rather than the damnodstice
intervention programs. San Francisco’s low rate of assignment to a domesticeviatengention
program is a result of the county’s preferred use of individual DV/FV counseling. ©osditi no
contact with victim or victim’s family were also more relevant to domestiemtce. In domestic
violence cases, 63 percent of probationers were ordered no contact with the victinmos victi

family, compared with 5 percent of family violence probationers.

Exhibit 3.7: Conditions of Probation for Juvenile Offenders under Informal or Formal

Probation
Santa San Contra
Total Clara Francisco Costa
Number on formal or informal probation 304 202 40 62
Attend school regularly 81.3% 83.7% 80.0% 74.2%
Submit to warrantless search and seizure 80.6% 83.2% 62.5% 83.9%
Comply with curfews 78.0% 81.7% 80.0% 64.5%
Abstain from alcohol or other drugs 77.6% 78.7% 65.0% 82.3%
Individual counseling 73.4% 69.8% 72.5% 85.5%
Submit to unannounced home visits 72.0% 79.7% 45.0% 64.5%
Pay fines as directed 68.4% 83.7% 22.5% 48.4%
Submit to drug testing 68.4% 68.3% 52.5% 79.0%
Pay restitution as directed 67.1% 80.7% 25.0% 50.0%
Do not possess or use firearms 65.8% 77.2% 57.5% 33.9%
Attend, participate in, and satisfactorily
complete a DV program 54.6% 62.9% 17.5% 51.6%
Undergo substance abuse assessment and
treatment as directed 45.1% 58.4% 15.0% 21.0%
Stay away from gangs 44.4% 60.4% 5.0% 17.7%
Comply with electronic monitoring, if ordered 41.4% 56.4% 0.0% 19.4%
Perform community service 35.5% 38.1% 27.5% 32.3%
Comply with stay away orders 23.4% 30.7% 10.0% 8.1%
No contact with victim or victim's family 22.7% 26.7% 10.0% 17.7%
Restricted contact 18.4% 24.8% 7.5% 4.8%
Pay fees for batterer's intervention program 8.9% 11.9% 2.5% 3.2%
Attend, participate in, and satisfactorily
complete parenting program 8.6% 11.4% 2.5% 3.2%
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The conditions of probation across counties suggest that the Santa Clara County csurt plac
more conditions on its probationers than those in other counties. For example, there were 14
conditions placed on at least 50 percent of the juvenile domestic/family violence gmebatn
Santa Clara County. In contrast, the San Francisco and Contra Costa County courts pld&d 7 a
conditions, respectively, on at least half of its probationers. This suggests tpianoein Santa
Clara County may be more likely to be compromised as the average probationer s multi

probation conditions.

Of those sentenced to either formal or informal probation, 61 percent were instiizdidna
This percentage is similar across sites, although the Santa Clara groupoésffeceived, on
average, a much longer stay in a facility than the San Francisco or Contra Coptaget the
differences between counties do not reach a level of statistical significsliocevere the differences
between the types of violence (domestic versus family) statisticatlifisaqt. Instead, the greatest
predictor of institutionalization was prior juvenile delinquency. The strong relatphstween
prior juvenile delinquency and institutionalization also accounts for the higher pgeenta
institutionalization in Contra Costa County, which had a larger percentage of jsweitiieorior
records in its sample than the other two counties. Exhibit 3.8 shows the percentage afsoffande

were institutionalized, and the median days served, by county and prior juvenile delinquency.

Exhibit 3.8: Institutionalization of Juvenile Domestic and Family Violence Gfenders

Santa San Contra
Total Clara Francisco Costa
Number of cases 303 201 40 62
Percentage institutionalized 61.4 58.7 65.0 67.7
Median days institutionalized 30.0 59.0 20.5 10.0
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Prior Juvenile Delinquency

Yes No
Number of cases 152 151
Percentage institutionalized 68.4 53.6
Median days institutionalized 60.0 26.0

*significance=.01

Placement outside the home varies across counties and is partly determined bijathiétava
of local resources. Santa Clara and Contra Costa counties tend to rely on juvenileileaBaw
Francisco is more likely to use group homes for placement of offenders. Exhibit 3.9 progides t

percentages of offenders placed outside the home, by type of placement and by county.

Exhibit 3.9: Placement outside the Home

Santa San Contra
Total Clara Francisco Costa
Number placed outside of home 124 89 16 19
Juvenile Hall 38.7% 44.9% 12.5% 31.6%
County ranch 31.5% 39.3% 0.0% 21.1%
Other family/relatives 12.9% 7.9% 25.0% 26.3%
Group Home 7.3% 2.2% 37.5% 5.3%

More than half of all probationers violated the terms and conditions of probation. This figure
ranged from 71 percent in Contra Costa County to 52 percent in Santa Clara County. Exhibit 3.10
shows the percentage of violations and the average number of violations for those who vidlated. T
data include only those cases in Santa Clara and San Francisco that were handled by both the
specialized probation unit and the domestic/family violence court. The mean numberta@nsaia
high for Contra Costa County (3.3 violations), but this is accounted for by a case that involved 15
violations. The median number of violations shows no difference between the counties f terms

the number of violations for those offenders.
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Exhibit 3.10: Probation Violations by County

Santa San Contra
Total Clara Francisco Costa
Number of cases 282 180 40 62
Percentage with violations 57.4 52.2 60.0 71.0
Mean violations, for those who violated 2.4 2.0 1.9 3.3
Median violations, for those who violated 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

The type of violence was not a factor in the violation of probation, but prior juvenile
delinquency affected the likelihood of violating probation. Exhibit 3.11 shows the percentage of
probation violators and average violations by prior juvenile delinquency. Offenders with prior
juvenile delinquency were more likely to violate probation than those without prior reé@rds (

percent versus 48 percent). The number of violations did not vary significantly by priat. recor

Exhibit 3.11: Probation Violations by Prior Juvenile Delinquency

Prior Juvenile Delinquency

Total Yes No
Percentage with violations 57.4 66.7 47.9
Mean violations, for those who violated 2.4 2.1 2.0
Median violations, for those who violated 2.0 1.9 2.0

There were three probation conditions that were violated most often: (1) attend school
regularly, (2) comply with curfews, and (3) abstain from alcohol or other drugs. Exhibit 3.12
provides data on the violations of probation conditions by county and includes only those offenders
with probation violations. The data are influenced by the types of probation conditionginitiall
ordered and suggest that all three counties require juveniles to attend school, comg@lyfesvs,
and abstain from alcohol or drugs. These conditions are common in all juvenile delinquesicy case

and do not reflect the specific nature of domestic and family violence.
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Exhibit 3.12: Violations of Specific Probation Cond itions by County

Santa San Contra

Total Clara Francisco Costa
Number of violators 162 94 24 44
Attend school regularly 48.1% 47.9% 45.8% 50.0%
Comply with curfews 43.2% 40.4% 33.3% 54.5%
Abstain from alcohol or other drugs 41.4% 38.3% 25.0% 56.8%
Attend, participate in, and satisfactorily complete
a domestic violence program 21.6% 27.7% 8.3% 15.9%
Comply with electronic monitoring, if ordered 14.8% 9.6% 0.0% 34.1%
Individual counseling 14.8% 13.8% 20.8% 13.6%
No harassing or stalking 9.9% 17.0% 0.0% 0.0%
No contact with victim or victim's family 7.4% 9.6% 4.2% 4.5%
Perform community service 7.4% 8.5% 4.2% 6.8%
Comply with stay away orders 7.4% 10.6% 4.2% 2.3%
Stay away from gangs 6.8% 8.5% 0.0% 6.8%
Undergo substance abuse assessment and
treatment as directed by probation 6.8% 8.5% 0.0% 6.8%
Pay restitution as directed 6.2% 0.0% 12.5% 15.9%
Pay fines as directed 5.6% 1.1% 8.3% 13.6%

Probation is typically assigned for one year. Yet the probation period typicafiyare
than a year as the probationer is unable to complete all the conditions of probation and ofesn viola
probation. The average amount of time between incident date and the closure date was @14 days (
median was 579 days). This figure includes all cases, even those that were clpdetaase of
recidivism or because the minor “aged out” of the juvenile system. Generally, prabatcould

expect to spend at least 18 months on probation.

" ! #

Program completion is dependent on probation conditions, program requirements, and
probation officer assessment. The data collected in this study include textuarsesrohthe
offender’s performance while on probation—data that was entered into NVivo, a quaditalysis
software The research team reviewed each summary and created a vdleabtercgram

completion,” with the following labels: (1) successful completion, (2) unsuccessfylletion, and
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(3) other. Successful completiorof the probation/program period included (a) cases that were
closed because the probationers had successfully completed the requirements ohpestzh(b)

cases in which probationers had made progress in the program before they “aged outivehile |
system. Unsuccessful completiorof the program included cases in which (a) juveniles committed a
new incident, (b) probationers “aged out” of the juvenile system without making progreégs) a
probationers could no longer be located. Finally, the “other” category includes casesh&he
probation files did not contain enough information to deem the case successful or unsyecessful
cases in which the juvenile’s case was transferred out of a domestic/fastelyca program (e.g.,
juveniles were sent to a mental health program).

Exhibit 3.13 shows program/probation completion rates by county. Almost one-fourth of the
case files from Santa Clara and San Francisco counties were coded as “o#ensiaftprogram
completion, compared to less than ten percent in Contra Costa County. The presence of a menta
health court in Santa Clara County and considerable mental health resources im8aod-ra
County may explain some of this difference, as 50 percent of the cases classifiged involved

juveniles who had a diagnosis of a mental health iliness.

Exhibit 3.13: Program/Probation Completion by Count vy

Santa San Contra

Total Clara Francisco Costa

Number of juveniles 304 94 24 44
Successful completion 46.7% 43.6% 55.0% 51.6%
Unsuccessful completion 33.2% 33.7% 22.5% 38.7%
Other — missing/unknown/transferred 20.0% 22.8% 22.5% 9.7%

Exhibit 3.14 includes only those cases in which program completion could be documented as
“successful” or “unsuccessful.” Arguably, excluding the “other” categorfycatly increases the

“success” rates in each county. Successful program completion rates variéb fpemcent in Santa
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Clara County to 71 percent in San Francisco County. The difference between counties dichnot re
the level of statistical significance. Exhibit 3.14 also examines theorethip between prior

juvenile delinquency and program completion. About 70 percent of probationers who did not have
prior records successfully completed the program, compared with 47 percent of thaseowit

records. This variance was statistically significant at the .001 level. @Gthables, such as the type

of violence (family versus domestic violence) were not statisticallyfsignt.

Exhibit 3.14: Successful Completion of Program/Prob ation, by County and Prior

Delinquency
Santa San Contra

Total Clara Francisco Costa
Number of cases with valid data 240 156 31 53
Percentage of those who successfully
completed programs 59.2% 56.4% 71.0% 60.4%

Prior Juvenile Delinquency*
Yes No

Number of cases with valid data 120 123
Percentage of those who successfully
completed programs 46.7% 69.9%

*significance=.001

Exhibit 3.15 explores this relationship further by measuring program completionsucces
rates while controlling for prior juvenile delinquency. The cross-tabulation showd }I&dnta
Clara County has the lowest rate of successful program completion, and (2) offeittd@rsow
delinquency records are less likely to successfully complete probation and pregtarements
than those without prior records. Statistical tests did not show significance omtp&exg
relationship between county, prior juvenile delinquency, and successful program complégon. T
lower rates of successful program completion in Santa Clara County are Irksiylteof the high
levels of intensive supervision afforded to juveniles who commit family or domestenemla legal
culture that stresses law enforcement, a large number of terms of conditi@tsqulgarobationers,

and a challenging batterer intervention program for teens.
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Exhibit 3.15: Successful Completion of Program/Prob ation, Controlling for Prior
Delinquency within County

Santa San Contra
Total Clara Francisco Costa
Number of juveniles with prior delinquency records 120 65 15 40
--Percentage of those who successfully completed
programs 46.7% 43.1% 53.3% 50.0%
Number of juveniles without prior delinquency records 123 91 16 16
--Percentage of those who successfully completed
programs 69.9% 65.9% 87.5% 75.0%

Finally, the determinants of successful program completion were exploredagsti|
regression analysis. Exhibit 3.16 lists the factors that were expected tocefline success of

program completion.

Exhibit 3.16: Factors Expected to Influence Program Completion

Background Variables

1. Site 1 = Santa Clara; 2 = San Francisco; 3 = Contra Costa

Intervention 1=yes (SC & SF); 2=no (CC)

Type (domestic violence vs. family violence)

Offender gender 1 = male; 2 = female

Victim gender 1=male 2 = female

Offender Age

N|o| g W

Race/ethnicity (1= African American, 2=Caucasian, 3=Hispanic, 4=Othard@sAsian, Pacific Islander,
multi-racial, other)

8. Number of prior referrals (prior juvenile delinquency)

9. Mental iliness (1=yes; 2=not indicated)

10. Victim-Offender Relationship (1=domestic partner; 2=parent/stepparemtgarohabitating partner;
3=sibling; 4=other)

11. Parental violence (child abuse, domestic violence) (yes/not indicated) -offexrsdabused as child
AND/OR parents have history of domestic/family violence)

12. Substance abuse (yes/not indicated) -offender diagnosed with Substance Abuse ANHEMQO& incident
occurred when offender was under influence of drugs or alcohol AND/OR offender violatedgomrobat
condition of abstaining from using alcohol or other drugs

Incident Data

13. Severity of incident (mild, moderate, severe)

14. Youth admitted to charges (yes, no)

Intervention Data

15. Number of days institutionalized

16. Number of court reviews

17. Disposition (1=informal probation; 2=formal probation)

18. Number of probation violations

19. Probation supervision (1=no probation; 2= probation only; 3=probation + elec. monitoring; 4=probati
placement outside home (with or without electronic monitoring))

n &

Juvenile Domestic and Family Violence ¢ 72



Factors were input into a logistic regression analysis, with results showhilmtEx171°

Exhibit 3.17: Logistic Regression Parameters for Probability of Sumessful Program

Completion
Variable B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
Is offender from Santa Clara?* -1.067 0535 3969 1 0.046 0.344
Is offender from San Francisco? -0.761 0.786 0.938 1 0.333 0.467
Type of Violence 0.167 0.447 0.140 1 0.708 1.182
Offender’s Gender 0.176 0.422 0.173 1 0.678 1.192
Victim’'s Gender 0.166 0.413 0.161 1 0.688 1.180
Offender’'s Age* -0.410 0.150 7.418 1 0.006 0.664
Is offender Hispanic? 0.102 0.290 0.124 1 0.724 1.108
Is offender African American? -0.448 0.404 1228 1 0.268 0.639
Is offender of an “other” race? 0.575 0.391 2161 1 0.142 1.777
Number of Prior Referrals to Juvenile Court  -0.168 0.104 2616 1 0.106 0.846
Has the offender been diagnosed with a men
illness? 0.101 0.387 0.068 1 0.794 1.106
Was the victim a sibling of the offender? -0.277 0524 0280 1 0.597 0.758
Was the victim an “other” family member? -0.326 0.859 0.144 1 0.704 0.722
Was the offender abused as a child and/or di
parents have a history of domestic/family
violence? -0.413 0.360 1316 1 0.251 0.662
Has the offender been diagnosed with a
substance abuse disorder? -0.180 0.423 0.182 1 0.670 0.835
Was the incident of moderate severity? 0.368 0.372 0975 1 0.323 1.444
Was the incident of severe severity? -0.060 0.617 0.009 1 0.923 0.942
Did the offender admit to the charges? 0451 0.377 1435 1 0.231 1.570
Number of Days Institutionalized -0.001 0.002 0.101 1 0.751 0.999
Number of Court Reviews 0.008 0.043 0.032 1 0.858 1.008
Type of Disposition -1.109 0.791 1967 1 0.161 0.330
Number of Probation Violations* -0.714 0.149 23.068 1 0.000 0.490
Was the offender sentenced to probationonl 1594 0.971 2.698 1 0.100 4.925
Was the offender sentenced to probation anc
electronic monitoring?* 1925 0.954 4074 1 0.044 6.852
Was the offender sentenced to probation anc
placed outside of his or her home? 1.347 0932 2090 1 0.148 3.848
Constant 7.722 2546 9.201 1 0.002 2258.48i

* Statistically significant at the .05 level or gter.

Results of the analysis showed the following statistically significanitse

1. Offenders who violated probation, controlling for all other factors, leeelikelyto
successfully complete the probation program than those who did not violate probation.

19 Unless otherwise noted, all non-continuous vaeglare coded as dichotomies, with “1” indicatings®yand “0”
indicating “no.” For both the offender and thetirits gender, “1” indicates female and “0” indicataale. For
Type of Violence, “1” indicates domestic violenchil® “0” indicates family violence. For Type of &iosition, “1”
indicates Formal Probation while “0” indicates Infal Probation.

Juvenile Domestic and Family Violence ¢ 73



2. Controlling for all other factors, offenders who were subjected to electronicomiogiivhile
on probation werenore likelyto successfully complete the program, when compared to those
not on electronic monitoring.

3. All things being equal, offenders in Santa Clara County lesselikelyto successfully
complete the probation program.

4. Younger offenders, when controlling for all other factors, wavee likelyto successfully
completing the probation program when compared to older offenders.

Unlike the bivariate analysis that showed a significant relationship betweenpuwenile
delinquency and successful program completion, the multivariate analysis showstbthjavenile
delinquency wasot a significant factor in predicting program success, at least when all attasfa
were controlled. Instead, the factors that best predicted successful programticonpre
probation violations, electronic monitoring, county, and age of offender.

The strong relationship between probation violations and successful program complstion wa
expected. However, the relationships between county, electronic monitoring, and agadsroff
call for further exploration. In particular, the significance of the use of etectmonitoring, which
was used in Santa Clara and Contra Costa counties, to successful program compesian off
strategy that could make a positive impact on program completion. Additionally, theangmoof
age to successful program completion suggests that program success could teel inygawgrams
that were designed to meet the needs of varying age groups. Finally, the high numberiohsondit
placed on probationers and the intensive supervision of offenders in Santa Clara Countypappear t

decrease the likelihood that teens can successfully complete the prograng@esddesi

)

Probation practices vary across counties. Santa Clara County uses primalypiabation
consistently and uses electronic monitoring and/or out of home placement in the naaggs.

San Francisco County probation practices tend to rely more on informal probation and do not include
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the use of electronic monitoring. Contra Costa County probation practices fall h&amta Clara
County’s “law enforcement” approach and San Francisco County’s “therapeutic apprGactita
Costa County typically uses formal probation in domestic/family violence,casgsnakes some
use of electronic monitoring and out of home placement.

The majority of domestic violence offenders in all three counties were orderéeno, at
participate in, and satisfactorily complete a domestic violence interventioraprodn addition,
juvenile domestic/family violence offenders received conditions of probation simiflhose
expected in the general juvenile caseload. The most common conditions ordered, for botlc domesti
and family violence offenders, include (1) attend school regularly, (2) submit towlessasearch
and seizure, (3) comply with curfews, (4) abstain from alcohol or drugs, and (5) paticipat
individual counseling. About six of every ten offenders were institutionalized in edoh thiree
counties. Offenders with a prior juvenile delinquency record were significantly likely to be
institutionalized than those without a prior record. Additionally, offenders with pgords served
substantially longer durations in an institution (median of 60 days) than those withouégoiaisr
(median of 26 days). About six of every ten offenders were institutionalized in eacltluietne
counties. Offenders with a prior juvenile delinquency record were significantly likely to be
institutionalized than those without a prior record. Additionally, offenders with pgords served
substantially longer durations in an institution (median of 60 days) than those withouégoiaisr
(median of 26 days).

More than half of all probationers violated the terms and conditions of probation at least
once. Among those who committed probation violations, the median number of violations was
two—a figure that was consistent across counties. Probationers with prior jueeorigsrwere
more likely to violate probation than those without records. The three most common violations

across counties were failure to (1) attend school regularly, (2) comply withveuegad (3) abstain
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from alcohol or other drugs. Cases were closed, on average, 611 days after the incidedi&he

was 579 days). While probation was typically assigned for one year, probationers coatdexpe

spend at least 18 months on probation. The additional time is accounted for by the high percentage
of probation violators.

The majority of probationers successfully completed the probation program. Saata Cla
County had a lower rate of successful completion (56 percent) when compared to Sand-rancis
County (71 percent) and Contra Costa County (60 percent). At the bivariate level, the most
significant factor in determining successful program completion was prior jexaalinquency.
Juveniles with prior records were much less likely to successfully complegteciyram than those
without prior records (47 percent versus 70 percent).

Logistic regression showed that four variables significantly influenced thelplitbaf
successful program completion: (1) violation of probation, (2) electronic monitoringyuBdyc and
(4) age of the offender. All things being equal, the likelihood of successfully comgleting
probation program increased if the offender did not violate probation, the offender was placed on
electronic monitoring, the offender was not in Santa Clara County, and the offender was young
Results suggest real-world strategies, such as electronic monitoringeasplesfic programming,
which could positively impact successful program completion. Furthermore, theelglidwer
rates of successful program completion in Santa Clara County are likelyetd th#@ high levels of

intensive supervision and legal culture, rather than offender performance.

1 ! #
Juvenile offenders of domestic/family violence are a diverse group. While thatynajor
offenders have prior records, there is a sizeable minority of offenders who acgetfacjuvenile

justice system for the first time. Programs that treat all offendéhnsting same intensity of sanctions
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may be counterproductive. Graduated sanctions that take into account the severity afghe inc
and extenuating circumstances may offer a more balanced approach that recbfjeizeses in the
needs and experiences of the juvenile population. The ability and willingness of juv@niles t
successfully complete a probation program varies significantly betweetrfiesoffenders and
repeat offenders. Juveniles with prior records are least likely to successfulblete probation.
Further studies should be conducted on how juveniles respond to each facet of an intervention
program and strategies that can be taken to improve successful completion rates.

Batterer intervention programs that have been developed for adult batterersrapéagited
by the one-size-fits all assumption. Batterers are presumed to suffer freamthaenalady, thus
requiring the same treatment. Studies testing the effectiveness of adulhfatitervention
programs have been inconclusive. Yet these same programs are being modeled and orodified f
teens. There is a dire need for an empirically-based design of intervention prggeaetstoward
teens who commit domestic violence offenses. Additionally, the involvement of famaynilys in
the course of family violence crimes calls for the design of intervention proggaeugic to family
violence.

The teen batterer intervention programs also need to be more comparable acress diffe
service providers, with consistent expectations for what constitutes failurempieton. Studies
of whether teen group programs are more effective than individual counseling should be donducte
Also, in California, 52 weeks of adult batterers programs are mandated and funded. No such
provisions or funding exist for teen batterers programs. The curriculum for the tesersat
program in Santa Clara County has been modified for a teen population and typicalbyr [26ts
weeks. Funding is a perpetual problem. Future studies should also look at the effectiveness of

shorter programs versus longer programs, and which type of curriculum is best suntietefor
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versus females, and different cultural groups. Better funding for these intervestitoand also be
explored.

Finally, a sizeable proportion of juvenile domestic/family violence offendess lbeen
diagnosed with mental health issues. In these cases, mental health programsa speltiatized
mental health court that can offer additional services may be more suitable thaquzedey
juvenile domestic/family violence court-based intervention program. At minimurengahhealth
component should complement justice system remedies. The intersection of médihtalriess
and juvenile delinquency, including teen domestic and family violence, will have an imphet on t

design and effectiveness of intervention programs.
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This chapter explores recidivism, measured as the re-arrest of the juvesmigeoff Arrest
data includes official juvenile and adult arrest records. Advanced statisttsaitere used to

examine the effects of the intervention programs in Santa Clara and San Braoaistes.

$ *

Data collected on recidivism came from two sources. First, juvenile recaaviie used to
document information on arrests and convictions subsequent to the domestic/family violence
incident studied here. Second, staff from each county provided the research team widtaudigt
for each subject, using the records from CJIC, the California Criminal Justcenation Control.
Subsequent arrests for domestic or family violence-related offenses werkddeseparately from
other arrests. Information on arrests was much more reliable than conviction dataqueatig,
recidivism is measured here as a subsequent arrest.

Exhibit 4.1 shows the general recidivism rates for each county. Data is provide@$ts arr

for any offense and for offenses that fall under the category of domestic or famelyod.

Exhibit 4.1: Percentage of Offenders who Recidivate , by County

Santa San Contra
Total Clara Francisco Costa
Number of juveniles 302 200 40 62
Percent re-arrested on any offense 48.3 47.5 52.5 48.4
Percent re-arrested on domestic or family violence
offense 32.3 33.3 27.5 32.3

The data indicate a general recidivism rate of 48 percent and a domesticYiataitge recidivism

rate of 32 percent. A second level of analysis incorporates program completion intdyhie &ma
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better understand how participation in and successful completion of probation and program
requirements affect recidivism. Exhibit 4.2 shows recidivism data by county andrprogra
completion. The analysis does not include cases in which the success of the progratocomple
could not be determined. Juveniles who successfully completed probation and corresponding
requirements were re-arrested at a rate of 37 percent, compared to 58 percerg fehthdisl not
successfully complete the program. The Santa Clara County juveniles who sulycessfpleted
the program had the lowest general re-arrest rate (33 percent); howevemthgreap had a rate of
re-arrest for domestic/family violence offenses (27 percent) that waarsiontheir counterparts in

San Francisco and Contra Costa counties. Variances were not statistjrefigasit.

Exhibit 4.2: Percentage of Offenders who Recidivate , by Program Completion and

County
Santa San Contra

Total Clara Francisco Costa
Juvenile Successfully Completed the Program
Number of juveniles 142 88 22 32
Percent re-arrested on any offense 37.3 33.0 50.0 40.6
Percent re-arrested on domestic/family violence offense 26.1 27.3 22.7 25.0
Juvenile Did Not Successfully Complete the Program
Number of juveniles 160 112 18 30
Percent re-arrested on any offense 58.1 58.9 55.6 56.7
Percent re-arrested on domestic/family violence offense 37.9 38.1 33.3 40.0

The differences within counties suggest a large effect of successfudiprogmpletion on
general recidivism in Santa Clara County when compared to the other two counties.al@I8&ant
County, 59 percent of juveniles who did not successfully complete the program recidivated,
compared to 33 percent of those who completed the program—a difference of 26 percentage points.
Similar differences in San Francisco County and Contra Costa County were 6 and 1&gercent
points, respectively. However, this relationship did not hold when examining recidivesiaa

domestic and family violence offenses only.
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A third tier of inquiry is to gauge the importance of prior juvenile delinquency, a taetior
influenced many aspects of this study. Exhibit 4.3 presents the percentage of offéraders w
recidivate, by prior juvenile delinquency and county. The analysis shows that 56 percent tdguveni
with prior records were arrested for a subsequent offense, compared with 40 perceet wittioog

prior records. There was no discernible variance between counties.

Exhibit 4.3: Percentage of Offenders who Recidivate , by Prior Juvenile
Delinquency and County

Santa San Contra

Total Clara Francisco Costa
Juveniles with Prior Records
Number of juveniles 151 87 21 43
Percent re-arrested on any offense 56.3 56.3 66.7 51.2
Percent re-arrested on domestic/family violence offense 36.4 40.2 33.3 30.2
Juvenile without Prior Records
Number of juveniles 151 113 19 19
Percent re-arrested on any offense 40.4 40.7 36.8 42.1
Percent re-arrested on domestic/family violence offense 28.3 28.1 21.1 36.8

$

Time to general recidivism was examined to explore any time-sensitiveprogitic
effects. There were two factors that affected the analysis. Firstictireeidivate on a domestic or
family violence offence could not be calculated as dates particular to each tyfeneéafere not
collected. Second, there were 35 cases in which an offender was re-arrested betvas dat
provided. The cases with missing dates were primarily from Santa Clara Codntgee for arrests
made when the offender reached adulthood. Consequently, the time to recidivism data may be
affected by the number of cases in which the date of re-arrest was unknown—thess®ublisbs

counted in the overall recidivism figures but would not show up in the six-month incremmietal ti
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series results. Fortunately, the fact that all of the re-arrests wesd frolin adult records make
increase the probability that most of these cases occurred after a twor@ar pe

Exhibit 4.4 shows the percentage of offenders that recidivated at each site by tedndic
time, measured from the date of the incident that brought them to the attention of the ddbg unt
recidivistic event. Data is provided for six month periods, up to two years following thefdae
incident20 Results show that when the analysis is run by the date of re-arrest, offenderaritam S
Clara County took longer to recidivate than offenders from any other site. Further, ffieade
Contra Costa County recidivated at a faster rate than offenders from any eth&ngther approach
to examining recidivism over time is a survival analysis using the Kaplan-keienique was
conducted. The Kaplan-Meier analysis compared the probability of recidivatingroeesrtiong
the three sites, but did not control for the influence of other independent variables on thisifgrobabil
The average survival times for offenders from Contra Costa, San Francisco, and|&anteere

1,395, 1,239 and 1,409 days, respectively.

Exhibit 4.4: Percent of Recidivism by the Amount of Time Since the Incieht, by County

Number of Months Since Incident

6 12 18 24 Overall
Contra Costa 14.5 25.8 29 37.1 48.3
San Francisco 12.5 20 25 30 52.5
Santa Clara 8.5 18.5 22.5 24 47.5

The effects of prior juvenile delinquency, in conjunction with county, were then analyzed to
determine if the time to recidivism was an artifact of differences in thaijeveopulation. Results

are shown in Exhibit 4.5. Two conclusions can be drawn from this analysis:

20 The majority of offenders could not be trackeddqueriod longer than 24 months as their dateaiflént was too
recent to provide this analysis.

Juvenile Domestic and Family Violence « 82



1. The specialized intervention programs in both Santa Clara and San Francisco
counties have a deterrent effect on first-time offendersThe deterrent effect,
which lasted up to two years (the time period included in this study), was especially
apparent in Santa Clara County, where just 3 percent of first-time offenders
recidivated within six months after the incident, compared to 16 percent in Contra
Costa County.

2. Recidivism rates for offenders with prior records are remarkably consigent
across sites.One year after the incident, 28 to 30 percent of offenders with prior
delinquency had recidivated, regardless of any specialized intervention. This data
suggests that the court-based intervention programs are more effectivesitimt
offenders than repeat offenders.

Exhibit 4.5: Percent of Recidivism by the Amount of Time Since the Inceht, by County and
Prior Delinquency

No Prior Juvenile Delinquency

Number of Months Since Incident
6 12 18 24 Overall
Contra Costa 15.8 21.1 26.3 31.5 42.1
San Francisco 10.5 10.5 10.5 10.5 36.8
Santa Clara 2.7 9.7 13.3 15 40.7

Prior Juvenile Delinquency

Number of Months Since Incident
6 12 18 24 Overall
Contra Costa 14 27.9 30.2 41.9 51.2
San Francisco 14.3 28.6 38.1 42.8 66.6
Santa Clara 16.1 29.9 34.5 35.6 56.3

) $

General recidivism rates, or re-arrests for any offense, were used to stgchnpnatic
effects. The relatively low number of re-arrests specifically for doofeshily violence offenses
resulted in small cell sizes for which sophisticated analysis was inappeop@inilarly, due to the
difficulties in coding participation/completion of the teen batterers’ groupiablelindicator of the

batterer intervention programs was not available for inclusion in the logistesssgn. Exhibit 4.6
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shows the variables that were expected to influence the probability of re-elassified into three

categories: (1) background variables, (2) incident data, and (3) intervention data.

Exhibit 4.3: Factors Expected to Influence the Prob  ability of Re-arrest

Background Variables

Site 1 = Santa Clara; 2 = San Francisco; 3 = Contra Costa

Intervention 1=yes (SC & SF); 2=no (CC)

Type (domestic violence vs. family violence)

Offender gender 1 = male; 2 = female

Victim gender 1=male 2 = female

Offender Age

N g~ wINE

Race/ethnicity (1= African American, 2=Caucasian, 3=Hispanic, 4=OthardescAsian,
Pacific Islander, multi-racial, other)

8. Number of prior referrals (prior juvenile delinquency)

9. Mental illness (1=yes; 2=not indicated)

10. Victim-Offender Relationship (1=domestic partner; 2=parent/stepparemitiarohabitating
partner; 3=sibling; 4=other)

11. Parental violence (child abuse, domestic violence) (yes/not indicated) -offesd@bwsed as
child AND/OR parents have history of domestic/family violence)

12. Substance abuse (yes/not indicated) -offender diagnosed with Substance Abuse Disordé
AND/OR incident occurred when offender was under influence of drugs or alcohol AND/OR
offender violated probation condition of abstaining from using alcohol or other drugs

\1%4

Incident Data

13. Severity of incident (mild, moderate, severe)

14. Youth admitted to charges (yes, no)

Intervention Data

15. Number of days institutionalized

16. Number of court reviews

17. Disposition (1=informal probation; 2=formal probation)

18. Number of probation violations

19. Probation supervision (1=no probation; 2= probation only; 3=probation + elec. monitoring;
4=probation & placement outside home (with or without electronic monitoring))

20. Program completion (O=successful; 1=unsuccessful)

To test the impact of the intervention program in relationship to independent variables,
logistic regression was used to sort through the factors that may contributielitosi®c The
inclusion of program completion in the logistic regression eliminated thoseicagekh the
success of program completion could not be determined, and those cases that weredransfef

the specialized program. For instance, offenders with serious mental health profagiave been

Juvenile Domestic and Family Violence « 84



transferred out of a domestic or family violence program to receive mentdd treatment.
Therefore, the logistic regression analysis uses a subset of cases. Exhimivé4he estimates for

the parameters of the logistic regressibn.

Exhibit 4.4: Logistic Regression Parameters for Probability of Re-arrest

Variable B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
Is offender from Santa Clara? 0.900 0533 2855 1 0.091 2.459
Is offender from San Francisco? 0.991 0.785 159 1 0.206 2.695
Type of Violence* -1.144 0.473 5856 1 0.016 0.318
Offender’'s Gender -0.700 0.404 3.007 1 0.083 0.497
Victim's Gender* 0.912 0.422 4667 1 0.031 2.489
Offender’s Age -0.006 0.127 0.002 1 0.965 0.994
Is offender Hispanic? -0.458 0.326 1967 1 0.161 0.633
Is offender African American? 0.313 0.463 0456 1 0.500 1.367
Is offender of an “other” race? -0.122 0.421 0.083 1 0.773 0.886
Number of Prior Referrals to Juvenile Court* 0.420 0.123 11.631 1 0.001 1.522
Has the offender been diagnosed with a men

illness? -0.647 0.370 3.052 1 0.081 0.524
Was the victim a sibling of the offender? 0.396 0.478 0.687 1 0.407 1.486

Was the victim an “other” family member? 0.113 0.859 0.017 1 0.895 1.120
Was the offender abused as a child and/or di
parents have a history of domestic/family

violence?* 0.742 0.347 4578 1 0.032 2.100
Has the offender been diagnosed with a

substance abuse disorder? 0.469 0.420 1246 1 0.264 1.599
Was the incident of moderate severity? 0.145 0.350 0.172 1 0.678 1.156
Was the incident of severe severity? -0.275 0589 0.218 1 0.641 0.760
Did the offender admit to the charges? -0.444 0370 1441 1 0.230 0.641
Number of Days Institutionalized -0.002 0.002 1853 1 0.173 0.998
Number of Court Reviews -0.018 0.045 0.153 1 0.696 0.983
Type of Disposition -0.358 0.727 0.242 1 0.623 0.699
Number of Probation Violations* 0.390 0.141 7.716 1 0.005 1.478
Was the offender sentenced to probation onl 0.114 0.902 0.016 1 0.900 1.120
Was the offender sentenced to probation anc

electronic monitoring? 0.252 0.891 0.080 1 0.777 1.287
Was the offender sentenced to probation anc

placed outside of his or her home? 0.332 0.876 0.143 1 0.705 1.393
Did the offender successfully complete the

program?* 0.808 0.365 4911 1 0.027 2.245
Constant -1.531 2164 0501 1 0.479 0.216

* Statistically significant at the .05 level or gter.

21 Unless otherwise noted, all non-continuous vaeslare coded as dichotomies, with “1” indicatings®yand “0”
indicating “no.” For both the offender and thetirits gender, “1” indicates female and “0” indicataale. For
Type of Violence, “1” indicates domestic violenchil® “0” indicates family violence. For Type of &osition, “1”
indicates Formal Probation while “0” indicates Infal Probation.
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One way to assess the validity of the regression model (i.e., to test its “goodiEssdb
examine how accurately predictions of recidivism based on the results of thie legjstssion
correspond to actual (observed) recidivism. If the predicted probability of recidiersthe basis of
the logistic regression) was .5 or greater, the offender was predicted to lwkvastedExhibit 4.5
provides relevant data. The regression model is able to predict recidivism muclcounatedy
than could be predicted on the basis of the null hypothesis, according to which the regression model
will predict with no more accuracy than the observed probabilities. On the basis of the null
hypothesis alone, 50 percent of the offenders (121/243) will be correctly classifiply, lsym
predicting that every one in the study will be classified into the most frequentigringcalternative
(i.e., non-recidivism). However, the regression model actually correctlyfidassl.2 percent of

offenders.

Exhibit 4.5: Comparison of Predicted with Observed Recidivism

Predicted Category
% of
Observed % of Percentage
Category Observed of Observed
Classified as Category Category
Observed Non- Non- Classified as Correctly
Category Recidivists  Recidivists Recidivists Recidivists Total Classified
Non-Recidivists 89 73.6% 32 26.4% 121 73.6%
Recidivists 38 31.1% 84 68.9% 122 68.9%
Total 127 52.3% 116 47.7% 243 71.2%

The results provide strong evidence that the model is capable of explaining much ofatanviari
the probability of recidivism. We next turn to the substantiative implications oésléts generated

by the logit model.
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Because the estimated coefficients in Exhibit 4.4 (listed in the column labé€lealréB
difficult to interpret in and of themsel#stheodds ratiogshown in the column labeled “Exp(B)”
in Exhibit 4.4) are typically used to interpret the results of the regression. Wheddsheatio is
greater than 1.00, it shows the change in the odds of recidivating when the independent variable
increases by one unit. Alternatively, when the odds ratio is less than one, the inverseld§the
ratio represents the change in the odds of not recidivating when the independent varizduesray
one unit.

Exhibit 4.4 shows that six variables significantly influenced the probability afivating:

The type of violence,

The victim’s gender,

The number of prior referrals of the offender to juvenile court,

Whether the offender was abused as a child and/or the parents have a history of

domestic/family violence,

The number of probation violations, and

Whether the offender successfully completed the program.
If the incident was a family violence incident, the odds of recidivism was incrégs& when
compared to domestic violence incidents. Having a female victim increased the aelddiosm
by 2.5 times compared to the odds when the victim was a male. Each prior referral te jcmentil
increased the odds of recidivism by 1.5 times. Having been abused as a child and/or having parents
with a history of domestic/family violence doubled (2.1) the odds of recidivism, all theigg
equal. Each probation violation occurring while the offender was either participatimg program
or on probation increased the odds of recidivating by 1.5 times. Finally, failure to sultgessf

complete the program increased the odds of recidivating by 2.2 when compared to those who

successfully completed the program.

22 The estimated coefficients in Exhibit 4.4 meagheechange in the log of the odds that a juverifiender will
recidivate when the independent variable in quastioreases by one unit.
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In short, the explanatory model that emerges from the logistic regression abbabipty of
re-arrest largely reflects characteristics of the offender, and, in daadesof the victim. Offenders
with a female victim, prior referrals to juvenile court, having been abused as andhibd lbaving
parents with a history of domestic/family violence, and accumulating probatiornomslathile
participating in the intervention program or probation have higher odds of recidivism thacheoséfe
without these characteristics. Also, the type of violence had a significactt &ffn family violence
offenders more likely to recidivate than domestic violence offenders.

There is evidence from the logistic regression that the successful completienpobbation
program, regardless of the nature of the program, has a powerful effect on recidivisla county
and program-specific intervention variables (including probation supervision and coemsedid
not have a significant effect when all other factors were controlled, the sagnué of program
completion should not be overlooked. Strategies that increase successful completiqomazfrdra,

without compromising the program, are worth exploring.

)

The general recidivism rate, measured as re-arrests, ranged from 48 peSaentiClara
and Contra Costa counties to 53 percent in San Francisco County. Recidivism for a domestic or
family violence offense showed little variance between counties (28 to 33 percentfaclors had
a strong effect on recidivism rates. First, offenders who successfully cethfiietprobation
program were least likely to recidivate. This was true across all courti@sdiess of the nature of
the probation program. Second, offenders with prior records were much more likely teatecidi
than first-time offenders. This relationship was also consistent across sountie

At first glance, it would appear that the court-based intervention programs in $auatadzi

San Francisco counties did not affect recidivism rates. However, time-tivig@i showed that
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offenders from Santa Clara County took longer to recidivate. This suggests timéhenition
implemented in Santa Clara County especially, had an effect on recidiviamy l#stio two years
following the incident. The statistical tests then added an element of control tpu#t®e—prior
juvenile delinquency. Here findings showed that the specialized intervention progriaatls Santa
Clara and San Francisco counties had a deterrent effect on first-time offénadéasted up to two
years following the incident. The effect was especially apparent in Sanga@lanty, where just
three percent of first-time offenders recidivated within six months aftent¢ident, compared to
sixteen percent in Contra Costa County. The data also showed that recidivisior ratiesniflers
with prior records were remarkably consistent across sites over time. In eamcthe court-based
intervention programs appear to have a substantial deterrent effect on frsiHemders, but have
little to no effect on offenders with prior records.

The time series analysis was complemented by multivariate logistessegn analysis to
determine factors that affected recidivism. Logistic regression showtesiXhvariables significantly
influenced the probability of recidivating: (1) the type of violence, (2) the victierslgr, (3) the
number of prior referrals of the offender to juvenile court, (4) whether the offendebusedaas a
child and/or the parents have a history of domestic/family violence, (5) the number ofgorobat
violations, and (6) successful program completion. While most of these variabldsasikegeound
factors that could not be influenced by the justice system, the significardmstap between
program completion and recidivism must be underscored.

Finally, the analysis in this chapter uses a very narrow definition of recidivierarrests as
identified through official reports. It is possible that there are other bemhefii@eats of the
specialized programs, such as greater victim safety or attitudinal cithagase more difficult to
observe and measure. The fact that the short-term survival analysis (as dgasugh a 24

month period) shows a deterrent effect on recidivism, especially for firstetifanders, is an
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encouraging result. This study also demonstrates however, that the personal background
characteristics of the offender, such as a family history of abuse and domesticej@nd his/her

prior delinquency, make it very difficult to effect change in this population.

R

The fact that the survival analysis (as measured through a 24 month period) showeat deterr
effect on recidivism, especially for first-time offenders, is an encouragsgt for the specialized
juvenile domestic/family violence court programs. Results also indicatedtityatréervention has a
deterrent effect. This study suggests that a court-based intervention progpawetides who
commit crimes of domestic or family violence is especially effectivéifetrtime offenders who
have not yet “hardened” into a destructive behavior pattern. This study also demortsitdles t
personal background characteristics of the offender, such as a family history chadbukemestic
violence, and prior delinquency, make it very difficult to effect change in this population. A
graduated sanctions approach may be the best way to deal with this diverse group of emdersyff
with more serious sanctions reserved for the most serious cases.

A persistent debate in the juvenile justice system is the balance betweevensmattions as
consequences for behavior and therapeutic approaches. It is instructive to note that the only
significant program intervention variable included in the logistic regressidysanaas successful
completion of the program (which included completion of all court ordered programs). Number of
days institutionalized, number of court reviews, types of probation and disposition did not have a
significant effect on the probability of re-arrest. While individual sanctions didawa a direct
impact on recidivism, other factors of the program that could not be analyzed independenths s
counseling and educational components of the program, may attribute to the signifatiamtstep

between successful program completion and lower recidivism rates. The polimatrapl
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therefore is that juvenile domestic/family violence courts should focus on improving@erttéeng
treatment and intervention part of their programs. In sum, strategies designedotceim
probation/program success rates, without compromising the program, should have it ddtecte

on juvenile offenders of domestic and family violence.
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Attachment A: Coding Sheet



IMPORTANT DATES [: If applicable (unless in bold) DD-MM-YY

|COD|NG INFORMATION __ - - 6. currentincidentincident)

Coder Initials:___ (coder) _ - - _ 7. arrest(arestdat) .

1.ID# ___ _ (id) ___ - - _ 8. casereferred to probation for assessrfrefridate)
2.County: S.C.(1) S.F.(2) C.C. (3 - 9. petition was filedfiledate)

(county) __ _ - _ - _10.detention hearingdetndate)

3. Coding Date: - - ___ - - _ 11 jurisdictional/adjudicatory hearin@djudate)
(codedate) | - _ - 12 assigned to Probation Unit for servi@signda
4. Petition #: ___ - _ - 13.orderto Batterer Intervention Progrgorderbip)
(petitrum) | - _ - _ 14 startin batterer prografstartbip)

5. Probation File #: _ _ - _ - _ 15.completion of batterer progra(finbip)

(probfiey | - - _ 16 first court review(firstrev)

BACKGROUND INFORMATION | | ———

Offender - - ?20.first probation violation(frstviol)

27.Date ofbirth: - - (birthday) __ - = 21.first probation revocatiofsecviol)

28. Gender: Male (1) Female (2) (gender) - =  22ase closure in juvenile probation/colthirviol)
29. Ethnicity: African American(1) American | _ - - 23.first 602 recidivist arrestrecidarr)

Indian (2) Asian (3) Caucasian(4) - = 24 first 602 recidivist dispositiofreciddis)

Hispanic (5) Pacific Islander(6) Multi-
racial (7) Other (8) (ethnic)

Specify: (ethnic2)

Yes No Don't Know | Not Applicable
Offender’s living situation at time of incident (1) (2) 3 (-8)

30. There is no information (noinfo)

31. Living at home (athome)

32. Living with both mother and fath@vothmf)

33.If yes to #32, is mother a stepmothé&tepmom)

34.1f yes to #32, is father a stepfathds?epdad)

35. Living with mother only?onlymom)

36. If yes to #35, does mother live with a cohabifiagtner?(mompart)

37.1f yes to #36, is the partner male or femajgfmpart2)
Male (1) Female (2) Don'tKnow (3) N/A (-8)

Y(1) N(2) DK(3) NA(-8)
38. Living with father onlyTonlydad)
39.If yes to #38, does the father live with a cohabjifpartner?(dadpart)
40.1f yes to #39, is the partner male or femafd@dpart2)
Male(1) Female (2) Don't Know (3) N/A (-8)
Y(1) N(2) DK(3)

41. Are there other primary caretake¢sthercar)

42.1f yes to #41, are the caretakersGrandparents(1)  Older brother or sistel(2)  Other relative (3)
Shelter or group home(4) Other (5) Not applicable (-8) (othrcar2) Explain Other: (othrcar3)

Y1) | No@) | DK(@3) | NA (-8)

43. Is a language other than English spoken imtimeenglhomé

44.If yes to #43, do the caretakers speak Engligmglcare

45.If yes to #43, does the minor speak Engliéhihoreng)

46. Was an interpreter used in any proceed{ig@rp)

47.1f yes to #46, who needed an interpretéd®fender (1) Victim (2) Caretaker(3) Person other than victin{4)
Not applicable (-8) (interwho)

48. Which language, other than English, is spol&énish (1) Vietnamese(2) Khmer (Cambodian)(3) Chinese
(Cantonese, Mandarin, other Chinese diale¢t) Tagalog (Phillippines)(5) Russian (6) Korean (7) Other (8)
Not applicable/none(-8) (language) Specify Other: (language?2)
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49. Offender has a mental ilinegs®ental) Yes (1) No (2) DontKnow (3)

Y(1) Y(1)
50. bipolardbipolar) 57. post traumatic stress disord@rtad)
51. schizophrenic{achizo) 58. eating disorder(®at)
52. borderline personality disorddisdrder) 59. learning disability@learn)
53. conduct disorder®onduct) 60. mental retardatior(Petard)
54. ADHD?(adhd) 61. substance abuse disord@tibst)
55. depression@®@lepress) 62. paranoid personality disordepafanoi)
56. anxiety disorder@nxiety) 63. multiple personality disorde(ulti)
64. Ever been diagnosed with another mental dis@rde
(other) Specify Other: (other2)
65. Prior juvenile delinquencypriorjuv) Yes (1) No (2) Don'tKnow (3)
66. Number of priorreferrals: __~ or NA8) (priorref)
67. Age at first 602 offense: ___ (firstage)

| Y@ | No(@ | DK@

68. Is this the offender’s first DV/FV offenséitstdfv)
69.1f no to #68, the offender’s age at first DV/FVeoffe .~ or NA (-8) (agedfv)

70. How many children do the victim and offendevéhan common? If FV,n/a 0 1 2 3+ DK (4

NA (-8) (commkids)

71. Number of offender’s children, not in commorthathe victim 0 1 2 3+ DK (4 NA (-8) (othrkids)
71.b Are any of offender’s children living withfehder? Yes (1) No (2) DontKnow (3) NA  (-8) (livkids)
72. If minor and victim had a child/children togethhas that child ever been
referred as a 300 casgkidabuse)

73. Was the offender an abused chii@®nabus)

74.1f yes to #73, was the offender ever a dependaéiat chthe court (300
referral)? (cortteen)

75. Did offender’s parents have a history of Dgarentdv)

76. Did offender’s parents have a criminal jusbéfcial record(parcjrec)

77. Did the offender mention parental criminal @tg? (parcrim)

78. Did the offender’s parents have substance gimaddems?{parsubs)

[79. Age of offender at current DV/FV offense:;  (ageteen)
80. Does the offender have a health problem otteger mental illnessthealth)
81. Specify: (health2)

82. Does the responsible adult caretaker(s) hayédealth problems, including
mental illness and alcohol/substance abusgarhelth)

Specify: (carhelth2)
VICTIM
83. Age of victim at time of incident: __ (agevictm)
84. Race/ethnicity of victim: African Americar{l) American Indian (2) Asian (3) Caucasian(4) Hispanic (5)
Pacific Islander (6) Multi-racial (7) Other (8) (racevict) Specify Other: (racevict2)

Y1) | N@ [ DK(3) | NA(-8)

85. Was the victim an offendér previous DV/FV incidents not involving the
offender?(vicoffen)

86. Was the victim a victirm previous DV/FV incidents not involving this
offender?(victvict)

87. Does victim have prior 602 criminal offenség@tcrim)

88. Does the victim have children, not with theeofier?vickids)

89. Was the victim an abused chilgcabuse)

90. If yes to #89, was the victim ever a dependend diithe court (300
referral)? (cortvic)

91. Did victim’s parents have a history of D{{cpardv)

92. Did victim's parents have a criminal recofdizparcj)

93. Did victim’s parents have a substance abugerli(vicpasub)
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CURRENT INCIDENT DATA

Yes (1) Yes (1)

94. 243¢offensel) 104. 602(offens11)
95. 273.5offense?) 105. 647(offens12)
96. 422(offense3) 106. 236(offens13)
97. 417(offensed) 107. 148(offens14)
98. 664(offenseb) 108. 646-9offens15)
99. 245(offenseb) 109. 166(offens16)
100. 240(offense7) 110. 289 offens17)
101. 242(offense8 111. 777(offens18)
102. 261(offense9 112. 1202Qoffens19)
103. 594(offens10 113. otheroffens20)

114. Type of offense: Domestic Violenc€l) Family Violence (2) (type)

115.1f family violencewho was the primary victimMother (01) Stepmother(02) Father (03) Stepfather(04)
Mother’s male cohabiting partnef05)  Mother’s female cohabiting partnd6) Father’'s female cohabitating partnéd7)
Father’'s male cohabiting partnef08)  Brother(s) (9) Sister(s) (10) Grandmother(11) Grandfather(12)

Offender’s own child (13) Other family (14) Not Applicable (-8) (primvict)

Specify Other: (primvict2)

116. What gender was the primary victim? Ma{é) Female (2) Don't know (3) (vicgendr)

117.1f DV, was the violence again®pposite sex (1) Same sex(2) Don't know (3) Not applicable (if FV) (-8) (violwho)

Y1) | No2 | DK(3)| NA(-8)

118. Is the current victim a repeat victim for tbffender?Arepetvic)

119. Was previous incident against a differentiniet(diffvic)

120. Did offender have multiple victims in currémtident?(manyvicl)

121. Did offender have multiple victims in priocidentsAmanyvic2)

122. Was the offender under the influence of altahthe time of the current
incident?(alcohol)

123. Was the offender under the influence of daigbe time of the current
incident?(drugs)

124. Was minor attending school at the time ofitisedent?(attschol)

125. Did minor and victim attend the same sch¢séPnschol)

126. Did offender and victim live together at the of the incidentfcohab)

127. Did violence happen when victim was pregn&itipreg)

128. Was the victim also initially charged in tHéease?(viccharg)

129. Was there a pattern of interactive violendgveen the victim and
offender in their relationship®iolpatt) QUOTE FROM FILE

130. What is the degree of severity in the current offense? Niild Moderate (2) Severe (3) (degree)
QUOTE FROM FILE
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131. What was the primary method of violence fer phimary offender? Choose one:
Gun (1) Knife (2) Other objects(3) Physical with no weapons or objec{d) (method)

What acts of violence were committed?  Y{1) | Y1)
132. Verbalverbal) 142. Financial abuse/thgtheft)
133. Struck with open har{and) 143. Stalking/harassment, including electrggtalk)
134. Struck with closed figfist) 144, Sexuafsexual)
135. Kicked(kicked) 145. Shoving into obje¢bbject)
136. Pushe@pushed) 146. Animal crueltyfanimal)
137. Choked/strangle@hoke) 147. Vandalism against personal belongings dfnai¢vandal)
138. Physically restraingdestrain) 148. Gunshofgunshot)
139. Biting(bite) 149. Stabbe(stabbed)
140. Scratchingscratch) 150. Othefotheract)
141. Smotheringsmother)
151. Was the current offense a: Misdemear{@) Felony (2) (misfel)
| Y (@) I No (2) | DK (3)

152. Did the offender have accomplic€a8sist) |

INTERVENTION DATA

Y1) ]| No(2) | DK (@3)

153.Was youth detained in juvenile hall prior téesftion/jurisdictional hearing@letained)

154. Was case assigned to DV/FV coyessign)
155. If no to #154, which court handled the caskgntal Health Court (1) Drug Court (2) Other regular calendar (3)
NA (-8) (assign2) Specify (if other) (assign3)

156. Number of court reviews: | (cortrev)

157. Assigned to specialized DV/FV probation unit¥es (1) No (2) DK (3) NA (-8) (special)

158.1f yes to #157, which section?DV (1) FV (2) Other (3) NA (-8) (unit)

159.1f answered “other,” what type of unit@ang (1) Drugs (2) Mental Health (3) Geographic unit(4) Assigned to
school probation (5) NA (-8) (othrunit)

Y1) | No@ | DK(@3) | NA(-8)

160. Was there a detention heariid@hear)

161.1f yes to #160, was youth detained in JH after ke
and before jurisdictional?dethear2)

162. Disposition: Informal probation(1) Formal probation(2) (disposit)

163.1f formal probation Probation only (1) Probation and electronic monitorin¢?) Probation and placement outside hor{®)
Probation, placement outside home, and electropititoring (4) Other (5) NA (-8) (dispos?2)

Specify Other: (dispos3)

164.1f placement outside home, wher&toup home (1) Juvenile hall (2) County ranch (3) CYA camp (4)
CYAinstitution (5) Foster care(6) Other (7) NA if placement not outside homé8)

Explain Other: (outhom?2)

Y@ | No(2) | DK (3)

165. Did youth admit/agree with chargdeRteen)

166. Did offendehave a restraining order against vicifrovic)

167. Was there a prior stayaway/protective ordetHe offender regarding the victinfovic)

168. Did victimhave a restraining order against the offertigooffend)

169. Was there a prior stayaway/protective ordetHe victim regarding the offendeffooffend)
170.1f youth was institutionalized, for how many dayswninorincustody ~~  or NA (-8) (custody)

171. If ordered to batterers program, which progta@hris Hickley — SC (1)  Center for Human Development — S@)  Anger
Management (3)  Jeffrey Proctor’'s Progranf4) Kid's Turn (5) MOVE (Men Overcoming Violence)6) Other (7)

Not applicable because not orderdeB) (battprog) Explain Other: (battprog?2)

172. For how many weeks was the program ordered: or NA (-8) (weeks)

173.1f ordered, was there a delay in starting the pamgf?Yes (1) No (2) DK (3) NA (-8) (delay)

174.1f there was a delay, what was the reashpt available in primary languaggl) Mental health treatment needd@)
Substance abuse treatme(@) Youth did not contact the prograrfd) No space available in the progra(b)

Youth could not pay cost of progranie) Other (7)  Not applicable if not ordered or no delgy8) (delay?2)

Specify Other: (delay3)
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If formal condition was ordered, what were the probation conditions? Y

(1)

175.

No contact with victim or victim’s familfcondil)

176.

Restricted contaftondi2)

177.

No harassing or stalkirigondi3)

178.

Comply with stay away ordgicondi4)

179.

Do not possess or use fireafemndi5)

180.

Abstain from using alcohol or other drigsndi6)

181.

Submit to drug testinigondi7)

182.

Undergo substance abuse assessment and treatment as directed by probaticomdiger

183.

Submit to unannounced home vigiisndi9)

184.

Submit to warrantless search and sei@aedil0)

185.

Comply with electronic monitoring, if ordergmbndill)

186.

Cooperate with child protective services, if invol{@ehdil?2)

187.

Pay ordered child suppécbndil3)

188.

Pay restitution as direct@mbndil4)

189.

Pay fees for group batterers’ intervention prodgi@ndil5)

190.

Pay fines as directécbndil6)

191.

Attend, participate in, and satisfactorily complete a domestic violence mnttervprogram

(condil?)

192.

Comply with curfewgcondil8)

193.

Perform community servi¢eondil9)

194.

Stay away from gan@sondi20)

195.

Attend, participate in, and satisfactorily complete a parenting program (estifa\Without

Violence)(condi21)

196.

Individual counselinfcondi2?2)

197.

Attend school regularfgondi23)

YQ) | N@) | DK (3)| NA (-
8)

198.
(viccont)

Were parents of victims contacted (n/a if victim not a minor)?

199.

Was victim assistance providgdizassis)

200.

Was victim referred to LACY(Pacy)

201.

Was victim referred to support/advocacy groypspport)

202.
etc.)?(satsen)

Were the victims satisfied with services (n/a if victim is parent,
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OUTCOME VARIABLES
!

Y@ | No@) | DK@)| NA(-8)

203. Was minor attending school when the case lgasd?(teenatt)

204. Was minor working when the case was clogehwork)

205. If a stay away order was issued, did youthpig?(comply)
206. Batterer’s Intervention Program completed? Y@3 No (2) Partially (3) Don't Know (4) Not applicable (-8)
(bipfin)
Y(1) | No(2) | DK(3) | NA(-8)

207. Did minor have to start BIP program more tbhace?

(bipagain)
208. Number of probation violations: _ ~ &fA (-8)  (proviol)
If probation was violated, which conditions werelaied? Y (1)

209. No contact with victim or victim’'s familfproviol)

210. No harassing or stalkifigrovio?2)

211. Comply with stay away ordg(jmrovio3)

212. Do not possess or use fireafp®vio4)

213. Abstain from using alcohol or other drigsovio5)

214. Submit to drug testin@rovio6)

215. Undergo substance abuse assessment and tmeasmirected by
probation officer(provio7)

216. Submit to unannounced home VigiiOvio8)

217. Submit to warrantless search and sei@unvio9)

218. Comply with electronic monitoring, if ordergarovio10)

219. Cooperate with child protective servicesnvfalved(provioll)

220. Pay ordered child supp@proviol2)

221. Pay restitution as directguroviol3)

222. Pay fees for group batterers’ interventiorgpam(proviol4)

223. Pay fines as direct¢proviol5)

224, Attend, participate in, and satisfactorily giete a domestic violence
intervention progranfprovio16)

225. Comply with curfewgproviol7)

226. Perform community servi¢provio18)

227. Stay away from gangsrovio19)

228. Attend, participate in, and satisfactorily giate a parenting program
(ex. Parenting Without Violencéprovio20)

229. Individual counselin{provio21)

230b. Attend school regular{provio22)

231. Did youth complete all programs? Yé§) No (2) DK (3) NA (-8) (allfin)
232. Was youth’s adjustment a success? Y&s No (2) Partial (3) (success)
233. Did offender and victim live together wheneass closed? Yegl) No (2) DK (3) (postlive)

234. Reason for closure: Successful completid) Minor disappeared/moved2) Now in adult system(3)  Other (4)
(closure) Explain Other : closure?2)
Y (1) | No(2) | DK(3)

235. Did victim report more safety after intervent? (vicsafe)

236. Did victim(s) give a different story than thiéender?(diffvic)
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JUVENILE RECIDIVISM OUTCOMES

Y (@)

237. Was minor ever arrested for any new 602 offePmewarest)

238. Was minor ever “convicted” for any new 602e08e{newconv)

241. Number of new referrals: __ _ _ (newrefer)
242. What type of new arrests: DV273.8) Other DV/IFV (2) Property crimes(3) Other personal crimeg4)
Vehicular offenses(5) Other (6) Not applicable or no new arres{s8) (newtype)

243. Number of new juvenile DV/FV violations: __  (newdvfv)
Arrests Yes (1) Yes (1)
244, 243e (arrestl) 254. 602 (arrestll)
245. 273.5(arrest2) 255.647  (arrestl2)
246. 422 (arrest3) 256.236  (arrestl3)
247. 417 (arrest4) 257.148 (arrestl4)
248. 664 (arrestb) 258. 646-9 (arrestl15)
249. 245 (arrest6) 259. 166 (arrest16)
250. 240 (arrest7) 260.289 (arrestl?7)
251. 242 (arrest8) 261.777 (arrestl8)
252. 261 (arrest9) 262. 12020 (arrest19)
253. 594 (arrest10) 263. other (arrest20)
Convictions Yes (1) Yes (1)
264.243e (convctl) 274. 602 (convctll)
265.273.5 (convct2) 275. 647 (convctl?2)
266. 422 (convct3) 276. 236 (convctl3)
267.417 (convct4) 277.148 (convctl4)
268. 664 (convctb) 278.646-9 (convctlb)
269. 245 (convct6) 279. 166 (convctl16)
270. 240 (convct7) 280.289  (convctl?)
271.242 (convct8) 281. 777 (convct18)
272.261 (convct9) 282. 12020 (convct19)
273.594 (convct10) 283. other (convct20)

284. Was first new juvenile DV/FV a: Misdemeandfi) Felony (2) NA (-8) (newdvifv2)
Sentencing Outcomes | Y (1)

285. Probatiorprob)

286. Juvenile Hall (juvhall)

287. Prisor(prison)

288. Finegfines)

289. Restitutior{restitute)

290. Electronic monitorin¢electmon)

291. Batterer’s interventioftip)
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Descriptive Text
1. Offender’s family background (especially in terof child abuse/neglect victimization)

2. Description of actual incident

3. Description of success/failure and reasonsuoh s
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| ADULT RECIDIVISM OUTCOMES

Coder Initials:____ (coder)
LID# ___ _ (id)

2. County: S.C. (1)

S.F. (2)

C.C. (3) (county)

3.NewCodingDate: - - (ncodeda)

4, Petiton#: __ (petitnum)

5. ProbationFile#: _ (probfile)
Y (@)

300. Was minor ever arrested for any new adultioahoffenses?hewadarr)

301. Was minor ever convicted for any new adulnharal offenses?Phewadcon)

302. Number of new adult criminal referrals:
303. What type of new arrests: DV273.8)

(newarefe)

Other DV/FV (2)

Property crimes(3)  Other personal crimeg4)

Vehicular offenses(5) Other (6) Not applicable or no new arres{s8) (hewatype)
304. Number of new DV/FV referrals: ___ (newadvfv) arrests; ____ (newadfva)convictions: __ _ (newadfvc)
Arrests Yes (1) Yes (1)

305. 243e (aarestl) 315.602 (aarestll)

306. 273.5(aarest?) 316.647  (aarestl?)

307. 422 (aarest3) 317.236  (aarestl3)

308. 417 (aarest4) 318.148  (aarestl4)

309. 664 (aarestb) 319. 646-9 (aarestl5)

310. 245 (aarest6) 320.166  (aarestl6)

311. 240 (aarest7) 321.289 (aarestl?)

312. 242 (aarest8) 322. 777 (aarestl8)

313. 261 (aarest9) 323. 12020 (aarest19)

314. 594 (aarestl0) 324. other (aarest20)

Convictions Yes (1) Yes (1)
325.243e (aconvcl) 335. 602 (aconvcll)

326.273.5 (aconvc?2) 336. 647 (aconvcl?2)

327. 422 (aconvc3) 337. 236 (aconvcl3)

328. 417 (aconvcd4) 338. 148 (aconvcl4)

329. 664 (aconvch) 339. 646-9 (aconvclb)

330. 245 (aconvc6) 340. 166 (aconvcl6)

331. 240 (aconvc?) 341. 289 (aconvcl?)

332. 242 (aconvc8) 342. 777 (aconvcl8)

333. 261 (aconvc9) 343. 12020 (aconvcl9)

334.594 (aconvcl0) 344. other (aconvc20)

345. Was first new adult DV/FV a: Misdemeandl) Felony (2) NA (-8) (newdvfv3)
Sentencing Outcomes Y (1)

346. Probatiorfproba)

347. County jailjaila)

348. Prisor(prisona)

349. Finegfinesa)

350. Restitutior{restitua)

351. Electronic monitorin¢electmoa)

352. Batterer’s interventiofbipa)

353. Age at first adult criminal offense (if avdile): ___ or NA (-8) (adultage)
354. Is this case now in the adult probation DViRit? Yes (1) No (2) DK (3) NA (-8) (adultpro)
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Attachment B: Decision Points



Options for law enforcement: (W&I 625 et seq)
1. Do nothing
2. Warn
3. lIssue citation to report to probation officer
4. Arrest and deliver to probation officer

Options for Probation Officer

1. At citation hearing
A. Warn
B. Informal supervision (W & | section 654; note that sections 654 and 654.2 can not be

used if certain serious crimes are charged — see 654.3 for eligibilityacjiteri

C. Take the case to DA for consideration of filing a petition.

2. At juvenile hall intake
A. Warn and release
B. Informal supervision (W&I section 654; see 654.3 for eligibility criteria)
C. Release and take the case to the D.A. for filing
D. Detain and take the case to the D.A. for filing

Options for the District Attorney
1. Decline to file a petition
2. Decline to file and agree to informal supervuision (654)
3. File a petition

Options for the juvenile court after a petition has been filed
1. Dismiss case
2. Order the minor to comlete serv ices within 6 months and dismiss petition if searece
completed (654.2)
3. After hearing evidence, without finding the minor a ward of the court, place the minor
on
probation for six months. If the minor successfully completes the court ordered program
in the sixth month period, the petition can be dismissed (W&l 725).
4. Declare the minor a ward of the court and place him/her on probation (W&l 725).
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Attachment C: Implementation Guide for Juvenile Jugice Agencies



National Center for State Courts
300 Newport Avenue

Williamsburg, VA 23185
800-616-6109

www.ncsconline.org

Brenda K. Uekert, Ph.D., National Center for StateCourts
Inger Sagatun-Edwards, Ph.D., San Jose State Unisty
Ann Crowe, Ed.D., American Probation and Parole Assciation
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It's everyone—police, judges, probation, the community—giving the
perpetrator the same message so he knows there’s no way out for him. That
we as a community, won'’t tolerate domestic violence.

—Judge Eugene Hyman, Santa Clara County Superior&ourt

In the last decade, specialization has become the norm in larger jurisdictionadulthe
justice system—particularly in the area of domestic violence. Many metaypaliéas now have
special teams of domestic violence law enforcement officers, prosecutorsiqralters,
victim advocates, and even courts. For the most part, this trend has not impacted the nation’s
juvenile justice system, where domestic and family violence often goes undetedtantreated.

In California, two court-based programs have led the effort to reform the traditional
juvenile court response to domestic and family violence. In 1999, the Santa Clara County
Juvenile Domestic and Family Violence Court was established in San Jose nizatbre first
of its kind in the natiod4 In September 2001, a similar program began operating in San
Francisco County’s Unified Family Court. The courts address both the problem of juvenile
“domestic violence” (violence perpetrated by a youth against an intimate, suchase, s
girlfriend/boyfriend, or a date) and “family violence” (physical abuse perpetiat a youth
against a parent, sibling, or family membér).

The Santa Clara County and San Francisco County juvenile domestic/family violence

court programs share several features. First, the courts have a designatedhqudgersees a

23 Quoted from Michelle Guido, “County tries to bkezycle of domestic violence early, Pioneeringifgessystem
gives special attention to juveniles who batt&ah Jose Mercury Newslarch 25, 2000.

24 The program was partly funded by the Juvenilgridelency Prevention Branch of California’s Office o
Criminal Justice.

25 Santa Clara County has a population of aboutrllion people—San Jose is the largest city. Theypation of
San Francisco County is 776,733, based on datatirerB000 census.
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specialized calendar that features periodic review hearings. Second, the prolparonetds
have specialized units with intensive supervision of domestic and family violenod@afe
Third, the programs are highly collaborative, with participation from local laaresinent,
probation, courts, district attorneys, public defenders, victim assistance, and peoviders.
Fourth, community service providers play a critical role in the intervention programs

Despite their similarities, the Santa Clara County and San Francisco Courity cour
programs differ in their philosophy, with the Santa Clara County court program havimg a la
enforcement protocol requiring all juvenile domestic and family violence caseslaivered to
the Juvenile Hall, and the court favoring declaring the minors a ward of the court witl form
probation. The San Francisco County court program does not have a law enforcement protocol
and favors ordering the minor to complete services within six months and dismissintitibve pe
if services are completed, or placing the minor on probation for six months with petitions
dismissed if the minor completes all court-ordered conditions in a six month periedrddef
Entry Judgment). Both counties include a number of intervention/treatment prograsdsafim
preventing further juvenile and domestic violence.

The purpose of this implementation guide is to outline the general steps required to set up
a similar approach in communities across the country. The content of the guide is based on
interviews conducted in 2004 and 2005 by staff from the National Center for State Courts, the
American Probation and Parole Association, and San Jose State University. W&datdne
Clara County and San Francisco County programs have different orientations, thiaseties
in how programs can be adapted to “fit” the legal culture of the larger justicewutym

The Santa Clara County and San Francisco County specialized court programs were

initiated by juvenile court judges. These types of specialized programs can be dbueldge
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the leadership of other agencies, such as the prosecutor’s office or probation/community
corrections, but will need the approval of the juvenile court judge(s) if cases under court
supervision are involved. Ultimately, the courts and all key agencies must cobatioodatelop
a program that provides a consistent message to juvenile offenders and their \&tioosss of
a program is more likely with the leadership of judges as all parties areikedyed attend
meetings when called by a judge.

Seven steps can be followed to implement a similar type of program in your juoisdicti
(1) identify the problem, (2) build the team, (3) draft a response protocol, (4) provideservice

(5) communicate regularly, (6) train staff, and (7) evaluate the program.

# %2 ! !

The first step in the development of any new program is to recognize the extent of
juvenile domestic and family violence and how it impacts the justice system. &&estdo not
come into the system pre-labeled as domestic violence (e.g., intimate parterece)end
family violence (e.qg., sibling and parental violence). Rather, they are brought inystéma sis
violations of specific juvenile codes, such as assault, battery, and threats of vidiefaz, a
number of states define domestic violence as a crime between adults, therelbyg igiotence
among intimates and family members at the juvenile level. Other statexchayeeminors
based on cohabitation relationship and children in common restrié¢iorse underlying basis

of the problem may never be addressed by anyone in the juvenile justice 8ystem.

26 Many states, such as California, now includendgatiolence in their domestic violence penal codes.

27 However, to some extent, domestic and familyanck is addressed in family courts and dependemaysc In
these cases, the juvenile is most often considéeedictim, not the offender. Some in-take juvenistice
assessment protocols now also include questions abfamily violence or child abuse history.
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Most courts and justice agencies are responsive by nature, not proactive. Consequently,
very often it is a particular incident or event that catapults action. In SantaQdanty,
findings from the Domestic Violence Council’'s Death Review Committee helpadhahe
specialized program in the juvenile court. The Committee, which has periodivadiyed all
domestic violence-related deaths in the county since 1993, found that many of the totacdomesti
violence-related deaths occurred in relationships that started when the vistumdexage.

These findings, coupled with a judge who was strongly committed to combating domestic
violence among adolescents, initiated communication across agencies and the dexelbpme
court-based intervention program. Two years later, a similarly inspired judgg thsi
protocols already established in Santa Clara County, launched a comparable progeaSaim t
Francisco County Superior Court.

The Santa Clara County and San Francisco County courts address both domestic violence
and family violence cases that involve adolescent offenders. When the Santa ClayecQantint
began operations, staff were surprised by the relatively small number of doviwstice cases
compared to the family violence cases—about two-thirds of cases involve familyc@oln
addition, the dynamics and background of domestic violence offenders are much different than
family violence offenders. For instance, domestic violence offenders tend to be older
adolescents, whereas family violence offenders are younger and often have a histemyabf
illness and/or abuse as a child. In order to develop a plan, the extent of the problem should first
be documented. This can be done by selecting certain types of case files, documenting the
number of cases that involve a domestic or family relationship, and reviewing sasgse c
This information can then be used to determine the area of focus (domestic and/or family

violence).
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[ Determine the Extent of the Problem ]

A review of case files is an excellent tool to determine the extent of doraedtiamily
violence in the community. The review will involve the following:

1. Determine which code violations are likely to include an incident involving a
domestic or family violence relationship.

Pull case files from a specific period of time.
Identify incidents that involved a domestic or family relationship.

A small jurisdiction might have the capacity to review all juvenile case®iitat the
justice system over a specific period of time. But larger jurisdictions shautdgtselecting
specific code violations that may involve a case of domestic or family violencenskamae, the

California codes most relevant to juvenile domestic/family violence are:

Penal Code 273.5 — willfully inflicting upon a person who is his or her spouse,
former spouse, cohabitant, former cohabitant, or the mother or father of his or her
child, corporal injury resulting in a traumatic condition.

Penal Code 243(e) — battery committed against a spouse, a person with whom the
defendant is cohabiting, a person who is the parent of the defendant’s child,
former spouse, fiancé, or fiancée, or a person with whom the defendant currently
has, or has previously had, a dating or engagement relationship.

Penal Code 245 — assault upon the person of another with a deadly weapon or
instrument other than a firearm or by any means of force likely to produce great
bodily injury.

Penal Code 422 — any person who willfully threatens to commit a crime which
will result in death or great bodily injury to another person, with the specific intent
that the statement, made verbally, in writing, or by means of an electronic
communication device, is to be taken as a threat.

Additional penal code offenses, such as terrorist threats, stalking, and vandalism f paope
also often included as qualifying offenses for the specialized juvenile and domelsticei
courts if the offense is related to a girlfriend/boyfriend or a family mxahip.

Once the relevant codes have been selected, begin pulling case files. Generatlgnproba

department files are more likely to have background information that law enforcenoernirt
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files often lack. Use the files that contain the best information. Then selewt pdriod.
Smaller jurisdictions might pull cases from the last six months; largedictions might draw
on a one month sample. Once the cases are pulled, the following information should be

documented:

How many cases were pulled? Percent of
Total Cases

Over what time period?

How many incidents involved a domestic
offender-victim relationship (intimate o

e . , 0
partner, spouse, girlfriend/boyfriend, date)?

How many incidents involved a family
offender-victim relationship (parent, sibling, %
or family member)?

Upon completing this exercise, you will have a very good sense of the extent of the
problem in your jurisdiction and how many cases pass through your agency without intervention
geared toward domestic or family violence. You will also learn what proportion & asse

domestic violence versus family violence.

[ Review Sample Cases ]

If you have staff who can review case files and record information from those that
involved a domestic or family violence incident, you may want to document some key variables
(e.g., age, relationship, nature of incident, case outcomes, provision of services, sgniuice
if you are short-staffed and stretched for time—typical of most justice agetheise days—pull
out a few of the recent cases that involved a domestic or family relationship. Rleeieases
and document the following:

What was the nature of the incident?

2. What were the backgrounds of the offender and victim? Pay particular attention to
previous encounters with the justice system, family background, school status, mental
health, and substance abuse issues.
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3. What was the outcome of the case? In cases where the offender was adjudicated,
what dispositions and services were ordered?

The review of sample cases will accomplish two things. First, the reviewesiilt in
greater awareness of the nature of the violence and backgrounds of the parties involved, Sec
the review will show how the current justice system responds to domestic andviateihce
cases, and whether current interventions take into account the relationship dynamics. The
immediate job is to make a convincing case of the seriousness of the problem and theé potentia

role of a specialized court-based program.

[ Determine Area of Focus ]

Domestic violence does not involve the same dynamics as family violence. Domestic
violence among juveniles seems to mirror adult domestic violence—power and contbigsue
prevalent. Family violence cases are, in some ways, more complex. Although both juvenile
violence and family violence juveniles may have a family history of parental veoérechild
abuse, it is even more common for family violence offenders to have been, at one time a victi
of child abuse or neglect as reported to social service agencies. Mental seakhaie also
more common in family violence than in domestic violence. Consequently, interventions should
be modeled to meet the specific needs of the offenders and victims.

The Santa Clara County court program offers an example of how the area of focus may
evolve over time. Originally, juvenile domestic violence, or teen dating violenceatonship
violence, was the social issue of most concern to the court. But when the program wesidesig
family violence was folded into the mix. A single protocol was designed to address both

domestic and family violence. The interventions were based on the Duluth batteveniner
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model—domestic and family violence offenders participated in group progfaBig in 2005
the high volume of cases, combined with a budget crisis and recognition of the diffeneihees |
two types of violence, led to family violence cases no longer being included in theizgpdcial
probation unit.

While at least some elements of an intervention program can address both domestic and
family violence cases—careful consideration should be given to the uniqueness of eath type
case. Several questions may guide you in determining the area of focus.

Which of the two types of violence is most prevalent in the jurisdiction?
What resources are available to address each problem?

What is the political climate? Is there greater incentive/motivatiotdieess
domestic violence or family violence?

4. What types of local services are available in the areas of domestic arydviataiice
for juveniles?

Success is critical to the endurance of any program. To increase the chancessf succe
use the strengths of the community to develop an intervention program. On the one hand, if you
have excellent service providers in the domestic violence area, then you may waiallp ini
concentrate on domestic violence cases. The advantage of this approach is thdbtuk case
should be manageable, as the volume of cases is small compared to family violesceras
the other hand, it may make more sense for you to address family violence casssiraiiddis.
Perhaps your community mental health and social services agencies havprsiglians that
can be incorporated into the design of your program. Write down the advantages and

disadvantages of each option to determine the approach that best fits your community.

28 The Duluth model is based on the feminist thebay patriarchal ideology, which encourages metoturol
their partners, causes domestic violence.
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The second step is to build your team. The courts and probation/community corrections
are logical starting points in most communities. Team-building will requitecipation from
key players, which will require an understanding of local legal culture. The goalmfiram
should be consistency, and to establish that consistency, you'll need a number of agencies

operating from the same playbook to achieve necessary buy-in.

[ Recruit Key Players ]

Most jurisdictions are now familiar with problem-solving or specialized courts.
Certainly, with the widespread use of drug courts nationwide, justice agencies siveudima
familiarity with specialized courts. However, agencies may be lesg avauch courts offered
at the juvenile level and may have little knowledge of the extent of domestic ang yartghce
in the youth population. Furthermore, in many jurisdictions, the juvenile courts have been
treated as little more than a training ground for inexperienced justice skefée Tactors present
challenges to building a team that can implement innovative programming at theg usegiil

Key players—with decision-making powers—must be recruited to support the concept of
a specialized program for juvenile domestic and/or family violence. Additiortadiyeaim will
need to include line staff who will “champion” the implementation of the program and provide
logistical support. In nearly every jurisdiction, judges have a great deal of audratican
recruit local leaders quite easily. In both Santa Clara County and San Francisesg@unti
juvenile court judge led the charge to develop a specialized court program. But theraburts a
judges are not always proactive, so leadership may come from a different cornieistdrare,
the prosecutor’s office may be particularly proactive in some jurisdictionshénsptit might be

community corrections that has welcomed innovation. The identity of the leadership(eggnc
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is less important than their ability to recruit key players. While line stajf embrace a new
approach, it is key decision-makers who must lend their support, and quite often officeasourc
to the implementation of a new program. Judges can play a pivotal role in such efforts. Judge
must be involved if cases are referred to the court system and placed on formal pabation
informal probation with court supervision (as in San Francisco County).

The goal of any intervention program should be consistency. The juvenile offender must
receive a consistent message from each agency that his or her behavior is alolaccépe
victim/survivor should be offered and provided services from all relevant agenciescidgye
that must participate in developing a consistent program include law enforcemestupors
public defenders, court, probation/community corrections, victim assistance, and offender
services—it is important to have the involvement of both policy-making and line staftties®
agencies. But these programs require input from the community as well. In addititimtp ge
agencies on board, outreach to social service providers, batterer intervention progratak

health agencies, and schools can go a long way toward developing an effective intervention.

[ Consider Local Legal Culture ]

There may be pockets of resistance to the development of a domestic or family violence
intervention program for juveniles. Some agencies have a history of resistancedeasand
may oppose the development of a specialized court program for any number of reasons (e.g.,
budgetary impact, the insignificance of the problem, lack of support of specializedrpsypgr
But the primary challenge to the development of problem-solving programs is thietiadit
adversarial legal culture that pits prosecutors against defense attorneys.

The Santa Clara County and San Francisco County experiments offer a rich contrast i

how similar programs can be developed in very different legal cultures. The issbatef ide

Juvenile Domestic and Family Violence 13



the creation of a specialized program at the juvenile level is one of adjudicationraatitjoin
general, although there are exceptions, the Santa Clara County court program baletala
post-adjudicatiormodel. There is a coherent law enforcement protocol that requires bringing
domestic/family violence suspects to Juvenile Hall, the case is typicallgltrto the district
attorney to issue a petition, and the minors tend to be made a ward of the court with formal
probation. The court views juvenile domestic and family violence as a very seriouthetsue
needs a strong justice system reaction. In San Francisco, the court fareadgudication

model in which the offender “volunteers” to participate in a program without finding the minor a
ward of the court. If the juvenile fulfills the conditions of the court, the petition is skadiwith

the minor having no delinquent record for this offense.

Each approach has advantages and disadvantages. There are two aspects that should be
seriously considered. First, in thest-adjudicatiormodel, offenders are required to admit their
guilt and take responsibility for their actions—often considered a first stepaptagghelp in a
batterer intervention program. In contrast, phe-adjudicationmodel does not require, and even
forbids, such an admission in a court of law. Secondydbeadjudicatiormodel is more
punitive in nature; it is a law enforcement approach that results in an offioad tbat can
impact a juvenile’s career opportuniti@sThe other alternative—thgre-adjudicationmodel—
is more therapeutic in nature, although in both models treatment and intervention aa¢ integ
parts of the court programs. There is no single “right” or “wrong” approach. Each of the
programs involves periodic court reviews, high levels of supervision, and treatmevehtitn

services and is a reflection of the larger justice system context. Inlg&saria Clara County

29 Juvenile records in California may later be sealedestroyed upon application.
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has long had a tradition of a strong law enforcement and active prosecution 8%,aismilar

strong law enforcement model simply would not fit into San Francisco’s much moed ldu=l
culture. A careful consideration of the local legal culture, and identifying the agesrand
disadvantages of multiple approaches, should help agencies develop a program that mds “buy-i

from all key agencies.

[ Draft a Plan ]

Finally, gather the team and all the information you’ve just collected to drafha Btart
by drafting a mission statement. Then write down all the local agencies ane geoviclers
that would contribute to the court program in an ideal world. Provide the data you collected on
the anticipated caseload. Describe the types of cases and the current respoase wExjpl
specialized program is needed and how people will benefit. The “how to” part of the program

(staffing, resources, protocol) should be a collaborative effort.

#2( $# "

The third step in the process is to draft a response protocol. But before a protocol is
drafted, the team must agree on a specific goal. For example, the Santa ClayaQaotint
program’s priority is to protect victims and the community, to hold offenders accouftable
their actions, and to prevent further violence. The specific goals of the programidelithe
response protocols, which should address (1) referral and assessment, (2) specialize
investigative and judicial procedures, (3) probation conditions and offender programs,ir#) vict

services and advocacy, and (5) probation supervision procedures.

30 santa Clara County’s largest city, San Josecisgrized as the safest large city in the U.S.rimseof crime
statistics.
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[ Establish Procedures to Identify Cases]

Local law enforcement agencies are likely to have a protocol that guides speinse to
adult cases of domestic or family violence. But few agencies explicitlyssldoenestic and
family violence that involves a juvenile offender. For an intervention program to work
effectively, law enforcement officers must physically transport juveniendérs to Juvenile
Hall or a similar intake center. Informal responses, such as warnings andisghaeaparties,
will be counterproductive to creating a consistent response.

The Santa Clara response protocol for law enforcement requires officers tarake m
into custody, not to cite and release them. At Juvenile Hall, the intake officensceses by
first looking at the relationship between the parties—the parent-child relapaorstiie dating or
prior dating relationship. If the case involves a domestic violence or family vialesident,
the intake officer also does an extensive family history assessment irofguarental family
violence or child abuse. If the case qualifies as an act of domestic or family giataasent to
the specialized domestic/family violence probation unit for further risk assessnd to the
District Attorney’s Office for review. The San Francisco County court progvarks similarly;
however, the program does not have a law enforcement protocol that requires officerg to bri
domestic/family violence offenders to Juvenile Hall. As a result, the San $aar@ounty court
has far fewer cases than the Santa Clara County court, and those cases thatheateetdion
of the court may be more serious.

The risk assessment tools used in the two counties also vary. In Santa Clara County, the
specialized court program has developed an extensive risk assessment protdmtspeei
domestic and family violence cases, and all such suspected cases are sent tatlzedpe

probation unit for further assessment. In San Francisco County the probation department uses
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one-page assessment form that focuses on public safety issues and whether theifdapeo
appear in court. Rather than relying on a formal instrument, the probation intake sffresns
cases by examining the relationship between the parties and the nature of the Tharge
screening officer may also use instruments that gauge mental health probledasEification
of a case as domestic or family violence is somewhat subjective and can be overrithden by
courts or specialized staff. Additionally, there are no specialized and validaessment

instruments for juvenile domestic or family violence at this time.

[ Designate Specialized Staff ]

Specialized court programs require designated staff to provide consistencyi@adosff
A response protocol must outline specialized procedures for each agency. Speaiditizely
to involve the following agencies: courts, probation/community corrections, prose@ffmes
and the public defender’s office. Both Santa Clara County and San Francisco County have
specialized probation units and designated prosecutors, defense attorneys, and judges to handl
domestic/family violence cases. A standing court order permits informatibarege among all
agencies collaborating in the court program.

The specialized courts use a dedicated docket to hear the cases. In Santa Clara County
review, jurisdictional, and dispositional hearings occur at a special court seddiom¢eevery
week, with detention hearings held every day. The frequency of hearings will be detebyi
both the volume of cases and the availability of the judge and courtroom. Timing is alstolikel
be a factor as juveniles who have been detained must have a detention hearing within two
business days. In San Francisco County, the dedicated docket takes place once evelkstwo wee

Consequently, detention hearings occur on a generalized docket, and some cases may not be
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assigned to the specialized court. While some jurisdictions may not have thedccaseloa
resources to warrant specialized court programs, a number of these speciatizddnas can be
used to address domestic/family violence cases.

Dedicated and specialized staff introduce a cautionary aspect to the progrim. Sta
turnover can have a huge impact on the programs. Most justice agencies use a rofstigonal s
in which staff typically spend a relatively short time in one unit before traimgf¢o another.
This rotational system can result in an ever-changing team and presents ekdtleng
maintaining the enthusiasm, consistency, and effectiveness of a program. Foejrsitdhc
changes, in combination with budget problems, have led to a noticeable change in the momentum
of the Santa Clara County and San Francisco County programs—the Santa Clara County court
program has been downsized to exclude family violence offenders from the spegeadization

caseload, while the San Francisco County program continues to include both.

[ Establish Probation Conditions and Offender Programs ]

The protocol should outline typical probation conditions and offender programs that will
be used for this population. A sample of typical probation conditions and programs offered in
Santa Clara County follow&:

Protective or “stay away” orders;
Attendance at 26-week batterer intervention programs;
Frequent court review of the probationer for compliance with probation;

Detention in a county facility, as well as placement services, long-teriforGel
Youth Authority alternative placement, or the California Youth Authority, to ensure
safety and accountability;

Parenting Without Violence classes if the youth has a child;

Restitution to the victim for any losses related to the offense;

31 The probation conditions reflect California codémsy may not be options in all states.
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Prohibition against weapons possession or the presence of weapons in the offender’s
home;

Search of the person or place of residence or business of the minor and seizure of any
items prohibited by conditions of probation or the law by law enforcement, probation,
or the offender’s school teachers at any time of the day or night, with or without
probable cause, and with or without warrant;

Counseling and education if substance abuse issues are present and special education
accommodations when necessary;,

Drug and alcohol testing of the offender at the request of any police officer or
probation officer with or without probable cause, and with or without a warrant;

Strict curfew, compliance with protective orders, and school attendance to prevent
new law violations;

Mandatory school, employment, or vocational training attendance;
Fines and fees to hold the offender accountable;
Gang orders (if applicable) to help prevent new criminal offenses; and

Psychological or family counseling.

Graduated responses are common in specialized programs, with the intensityiohsanct
or positive responses increasing with levels of compliance or noncompliance. The program
emphasize treatment and therapeutic programs. A key factor in developing protoeol is t
availability of programs in the community to serve domestic and/or family viotefeeders
and payment for services. In particular, there are very few teen-orientethggitegrams, and
the literature on the effectiveness of programs is sparse. Domestic violdecerband family
violence offenders were typically placed in the same program, even though the ndtare of t
problem and offender backgrounds are quite different. Santa Clara County began to address thi
issue in 2005—0by no longer assigning family cases to the juvenile domestic violence court
program. Instead, family violence cases with a mental health problem aredssighe mental
health court calendar, while those without are assigned to regular court calendagudar
probation units. The problem with this approach is that these family violence offengems ma

longer get the interventions specifically geared towards their familyngelessues. In terms of
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implementing a new program, the team should assess the strengths and weaknesses of
community programs before determining the types of programs that can be offered in an
appropriate and effective fashion.

Offender programs must take into consideration gender issues. The vast majority of
domestic violence offenders are male. However, in both counties, between 11 and 14 percent of
the domestic violence offenders were female. Family violence is more oftentteanoy both
male and female juveniles. In San Francisco County and Santa Clara counties, almastrt0 pe
of family violence offenders were female. The offender programs, all of whiakdangroup
therapy, must consider whether young men and women have similar issues that can bsdaddress
in either a single group or separate groups. In both counties, male and female offenders ar
assigned to different batterer’s intervention groups. The family violence offeadealso more
likely to demonstrate mental illnesses and have a history of abuse as a childtesdlta
consider when providing intervention programs to accommodate specific needs.

Payment for services must be addressed in a protocol and can be a major stumbling block.
The Santa Clara County and San Francisco County experiences highlight the issue. San
Francisco County has a considerable number of resources—many of those resourceslate provi
through county public health funds. Through public health programs, the San Francisco County
intervention program has been able to offer batterer intervention counseling &b Iitd charge
to either the justice agencies or the offender. In Santa Clara County, public heahbtdoeser
the teen batterers’ intervention program and only pays for referrals for meadthlibsues.

Offenders were required to co-pay for each session ($15 per session) of a 26-week pitlgram
the probation department paying for remaining costs of the program. The positive afipsct of

arrangement is that minors and their families may be more committed to thenptogrause
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they have to bear a financial burden; the negative aspect is that minors may be droppleel from
program or drop out because of inability or unwillingness to pay. In 2005 county budget
problems in Santa Clara County resulted in a crisis in the probation departmentywice se
providers being compensated at minimal levels or incurring delays in payment.

There are advantages and disadvantages to requiring teens to pay for treatment and
intervention services. In Santa Clara County, payment is seen as a way to gaitneamsni
from offenders and for offenders to take responsibility for their actions. Yet theiproofs
interventions should not hinge on the ability to pay. In addition, parents or dating partners who
have been victimized by a juvenile may end up paying on behalf of the youth. The protocol must
take into consideration payment of services and how to accommodate those who cannot afford

the fee.

[ Determine How to Serve Victims ]

Victim services and advocacy must be addressed in the protocol. In Santa Clara County
and San Francisco counties, victims are offered direct and confidential victim egwedarrals
to support groups and other community resources, legal assistance, a support personrad court, a
assistance with restitution claims. Specialized probation officers providepantant link to
victims. Officers explain the value of protection orders and can help victimsviidéias-of-
crime claim. Probation officers can also contact the adolescent victimlg farexplain the
probation conditions and refer the parents to free advocacy services. But similat to adul
domestic and family violence, few victims take advantage of such services.

Victim assistance notifies the victims, as required by law in Californideobtfender’s

custody status, the charges, and pending court hearings and refers victims to doohestie vi
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advocacy agencies. In Santa Clara County, Legal Assistance to Children and Youtpr@ihon
organization run by the Santa Clara County Bar Association) offers fre@assish victims
with children with a variety of legal matters, such as paternity, custodytiisjtand support
orders. In San Francisco County, adolescent girls are referred to the SAGE prolgicim
assists women and girls who have experienced sexual exploitation, assault, aad traum

Family violence cases require additional consideration when drafting resiguti
protocols. When a case is adjudicated, the offender may be ordered to pay restitution.t But wha
happens when the victim is the teen’s sibling or parent? Do the parents end up payutigmestit
on behalf of their child? While restitution and victims-of-crime claims werated to enhance
victims’ rights, parents who are victims of violence committed by their childegnuttimately

be footing their own bill.

[ Develop Probation Supervision Procedures ]

The protocol should address the level of probation supervision afforded juvenile domestic
and family violence offenders. In the Santa Clara County and San Francisco County grogram
intensive supervision is used in these types of cases. Specialized officers priotective
orders, review monthly reports from the batterer intervention program, providelseferr
rehabilitative, educational, and vocational services, and may make frequent unannourscat visit
the offender’'s home, school, and work. The officers have the authority to make random searches
for weapons and illegal drugs and can order drug testing.

Intensive supervision raises staffing issues, as it requires a lightkrach&® probation
officers. For instance, in San Francisco County the caseload for the juvenile dmnéstice

probation unit is capped at 26 teens; in Santa Clara County, it is capped at 35 per probation
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officer. Specialized caseloads may prove difficult to maintain during lean busigst yin 2005,
Santa Clara County faced a budget crisis that led to a major staffing shortiaggrobation
department. In response, the probation department eliminated specialized probatos toffic
monitor family violence offenders, choosing instead to mix these cases into thal gaseload

handled by the geographic units.

[ Review Protocols Annually ]

The response protocols should be reviewed annually. Political climate, lawagstaffi
and budgets change on an annual basis, and the protocols should be reviewed and modified as
appropriate. All of the agencies should come together to review current operationgsitidge
each aspect of the protocol. An annual review should also head off unilateral actions taken by a
single agency that can disrupt or halt the entire program. While the annual regiewbenseen
as a rather tedious task, it provides the opportunity for “cross-pollination” amongezyandi
community groups, especially those that rarely work together. Perspectivediffierant
disciplines strengthen policies, procedures, and protocols and provide opportunities for team-

building and an awareness of practices of other groups and disciplines.

#/2 "

The fourth step in the implementation of an intervention program is to provide services.
Services can be provided by an assortment of agencies, such as probation, victintesarsia
community-based service providers. The important factor here is that sereiessd@nce-
based—they are based on treatment/intervention literature, led by competeniqraliesand

appropriate to the clients they serve. In addition, there has to be funding to provide services.
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[ Examine the Content of Programs ]

The intervention programs should distinguish domestic violence from family violence.
There are very few programs designed for juveniles, which limits the abilitg of t
implementation team to set standards but not to specify desired outcomes. Howeyes aher
abundance of information available on adult-based batterer intervention programse Servic
providers that address power and control themes and modify the batterer interventom platf
for teenagers are appropriate to domestic violence. In Santa Clara County, tiee batte
intervention program was originally based on the Duluth model. In San Francisco County, the
program derives from the MOVE (Men Overcoming Violence) curriculum, which is ah adul
domestic violence program. In addition, the San Francisco County program works with SAGE t
provide a life skills class for girls. Generally, the court-based progranheavéy oriented
toward treatment/intervention services for offenders. Different providensspigeial services,
such as Spanish-language programs for domestic violence offenders only.

The greatest challenge may be to develop meaningful programs that address the proble
of family violence. A particular concern is that family violence is often a fongaif the family
unit—intervention should include family members, not just the juvenile. In fact, about four of
every ten family violence offenders have a history of being abused as a child. In addition, about
two of every three family violence offenders have a history of mental illness. {Lemdly, the
provision of services in family violence cases could involve an array of programddneg¢sathe
larger family unit and provide mental health counseling.

Finally, the ability to provide meaningful services may be compounded by the language
and cultural heterogeneity of the community served. English may not be the native éapiguag

either victims or offenders; and the larger family unit may have limited gnghoficiency. In

Juvenile Domestic and Family Violence 24



addition, there may be cultural gender stereotyping that may impact theveffiess of a

program that is designed without the diversity of the community in mind.

[ Secure Funding ]

Services cannot take place without some level of funding. The budgetary impact on
justice agencies, as well as cost-benefits ratios, have not been measureerbijeeBanta Clara
County or San Francisco County programs. In Santa Clara County, the Board of Supervisors
originally funded additional probation officers for the specialized domestidyfarolence unit,
the Superior Court agreed to a weekly domestic/family violence calendar, amd fxayrathe
state through San Jose State University funded some of the interventions and program
evaluations. Subsequent loss of additional county and state grant funds, combined with a budget
crisis, has led to difficulties in sustaining the full original program. In Samciseo County,
internal funds were used to shift resources to the specialized court and caseloddgioim a
San Francisco County has been particularly innovative working with the public heatthtsect
assist with the provision of services, especially in family violence cases.

It is reasonable to expect offenders to pay for some level of services. Few juvenile
offenders and their families can afford to pay the entire cost of a program. Whédes@hof
offender co-pay may be required, a sliding scale must be used to ensure that allofaneer
access to the services. The bulk of the program will have to be paid for through local funds or
grants. Grants work very well in the short term, especially with start-up ddstsnost grants
are limited to a short amount of time, with the requirement that local agenttibawei to

develop a sustainability plan for the program to continue beyond the life of the grant.
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Regular communication between participating organizations is necessarytaimthe
integrity and consistency of the program. As staff rotate in and out of the prografarlyeg
scheduled meetings and events among staff provide a training ground as well as an opfortunity
refine operations. In Santa Clara County, monthly meetings are convened by the judge, with
regular attendance expectdAttendance at the meetings has declined with staff changes but
has recently experienced rejuvenation. In San Francisco County, court conferehedd pirer
to the biweekly court sessions to discuss each case. The court conferences indlutig thieg
district attorney, public defender, and probation officer. San Francisco County also has a
tradition of an annual “retreat” to discuss the program.

Communication can occur at the programmatic or individual case level. Key agencies
and service providers must be represented at meetings that discuss prograonsepevegetings
that focus on individual cases are best conducted in court conferences between those sdividual
serving on each case. The advantage of the specialized team is that court canéarebeeheld
efficiently because all of the cases on the specialized docket are handled byalpesple.

The important factor is that the program offers a regular means to communicatiglition, the
meetings must include key members from the participating agency. The prodrdecine
and staff will lose enthusiasm when an agency drops out of regular meetings oraémdthst
little knowledge of the program to represent the agency. Those with decision-matkiogta

need to be involved. The meetings must have an agenda and work to build a collaborative team.

32 Participation includes all probation officersigasd to the specialized unit, representatives fiwerdistrict
attorneys and public defenders offices handlingditraestic/family violence cases, court personrkseavice
providers, Victim Witness staff, juvenile hall, mnand camp counselors, school officials, victimadcy
service groups, and researchers from San Josel8tatersity.
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The final step is to train staff. There are a number of national, state, anddocagtr
programs that address domestic and/or family violence, but few address violdrecpiathile
level. The Santa Clara County and San Francisco County programs primarily depenchah inter
agency training to maintain the quality of the program. The implementation of a neamnprog
requires a core of dedicated staff who have participated in highly regarded tpogngms.
But training levels are very difficult to maintain as new staff rotate intoi@lmed positions.
Therefore, a mentorship program may be the most effective way to train stafiteAral
mentorship program takes advantage of the skills and experiences of seasonedpatsfesi
is a cost-effective way to train staff in the midst of deficient training ledde addition, staff

should develop benchbooks and guides to retain program consistency.

# 52 !

Evaluation is an important tool. A properly conducted independent evaluation of the
court program serves three essential purposes. First, the evaluation is antméthat can be
used to refine and improve program operations. Second, the evaluation adds a level of
accountability and allows staff to measure performance over time. Third, thetevessaves
as a valuable funding tool that can be used to justify the existence of a program and secure
external funding.

The Santa Clara County program was established with an evaluation component—the
evaluation was carried out by researchers from San Jose State UniversitanThargisco
program has only recently been evaluated by a research team led by the NatiaraoC Sthite

Courts. Program staff should work with independent evaluators to determine (1) specific
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measurable goals, (2) sources of data, and (3) factors that will affect goahatit. In addition
to collecting quantifiable data (e.g., number of probation violations, new arrests), lthetiena
team should collect qualitative information from case files, which contain caatemtormation
that may help explain program outcomes.

The evaluation component should focus on several areas, such as offender and victim
backgrounds, the nature of violence, probation conditions and violations, and subsequent arrests
and convictions. ldeally, a domestic/family violence court program will resullower
recidivism rate in comparison to domestic/family violence offenders who did natipat in
the court program. Realistically, lowering the recidivism rate may be aaatigal goal for the
simple reason that many of the program participants have long histories of delinquetcoyre

from abusive or neglectful families—factors strongly associated wittivesm.

Both the Santa Clara County and the San Francisco County specialized juvenilecdomesti
and family violence courts have proven to be innovative programs addressing a serious social
issue. Case information demonstrates that many of the offenders assigned toutissmme
from families with a history of parental domestic violence, child abuse, critmghalviors, and
substance abuse. Many of the minors have mental health issues. Most have prior histories of
delinquency, and many already have children at a very young age. While the background of these
minors makes it very difficult to effect change, the evaluation conducted by the N&temtar
for State Courts found that the specialized court program had a deterrent effiest fione
offenders and those that completed the entire court ordered programs. Minors with prior

delinquency were less likely to complete the program, and more likely to recidivate
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In order to break “the cycle of violence” it is important to initiate programsatidress
the pressing issues of juvenile domestic violence (teen relationship violencejrégd fa
violence. The two counties have found similar, yet different ways of doing so. In constructing
such specialized courts, it is important to be cognizant of the problem of “castingitoa net,”
especially in the family violence cases which often could be seen as statusfferisg
beyond the control of parents). Our results showed that the interventions were mostabenefic
for younger and first time offenders. Care must be taken to initiate programsgyeidippropriate

services and graduated sanctions.
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