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In 2017, the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges (NCJFCJ) passed a
resolution advocating for empirically supported juvenile probation reform nationwide.
Here, we review the adolescent development and behavioral decision-making research
underlying the principles enumerated in the NCJFCJ resolution and describe several of its
critical elements. Then, to provide guidance to jurisdictions seeking to revise local policy
and practice, we suggest a series of steps that would help juvenile justice professionals
translate NCJFCJ resolution principles into innovative probation reform. Finally, we de-
scribe how two jurisdictions—Pierce County, Washington and Philadelphia County, Penn-
sylvania— have engaged in ongoing juvenile probation reform efforts to provide real-world
models of how this translational work can be carried out successfully.

What is the significance of this article for the general public?

In 2017, the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges passed a resolution
advocating for nationwide juvenile probation reform; the resolution was developed to
align with findings from adolescent development and behavioral decision-making
research. This article reviews the research underlying the principles of the resolution
and provides step-by-step guidance to jurisdictions seeking to make such changes to
local juvenile probation policy and practice. It also highlights the ongoing juvenile
probation reform efforts in Pierce County, WA and Philadelphia County, PA to provide
examples of two counties currently carrying out this translational work.
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_ With recognition that the surveillance-based
Juvenile probation approach of the past three
decades has contributed to mass incarceration of
youth, increases in recidivism rates, and high
COsts to taxpayers, many jurisdictions are seek-
ing more effective approaches to juvenile pro-
bation. Relying heavily on the structure of the
adult probation system, juvenile probation case
management typically emphasizes monitoring
of youths’ adherence with court orders, report-
ing noncompliance to the court, and imposing
sanctions for technical violations of probation.
However, research has repeatedly identified
flaws in this approach, including the high fre-
quency with which youth fail to successfully
complete probation (e.g., NeMoyer et al.,
2014); these flaws likely arise, at least in part,
from the misalignment between probation ex-
pectations and youths’ developmental decision-
making capacities. And, although there also
have been efforts to address many other factors
that can impact young people’s engagement
with the juvenile justice system (e.g., poverty,
racism, mental health, social support, peer in-
fluences), of late, researchers, advocates, and
justice-related organizations have pushed for
courts and probation departments to address the
misalignment described by adjusting juvenile
probation policies and practices to better incor-
porate modern understanding of adolescent de-
velopment (Goldstein, NeMoyer, Gale-Bentz,
Levick, & Feierman, 2016; Schwartz, 2018;
The Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2018). These
efforts—including a 2017 resolution from an
organization of juvenile and family court
judges—form the focus of this article.

In 2017, the National Council of Juvenile and
Family Court Judges (NCJFCJ) passed a land-
mark resolution supporting robust juvenile pro-
bation reform guided by an empirical under-
standing of adolescent development. In addition
to describing the components of this resolution,
we will review the research evidence base sup-
porting it. We will then offer guidance for ju-
venile justice professionals seeking to modify
their existing probation practices to align with
the resolution’s principles and describe ongoing
reform efforts in two jurisdictions that serve as
real-world examples of how such translational
work can be carried out successfully. Imple-
menting large-scale juvenile probation reform
can be a challenging endeavor, a}s_much of the
work involves creating and sustaining Organiza-

tional culture change, a task far greater than
simply instituting new policies and procedures.
Furthermore, creating effective mechanisms to
l!'ack youths’ outcomes and probation comple-
tion rates will likely require changes to many
jurisdictions’ existing case management sys-
tems. Practitioners should anticipate—but not
be discouraged by—such challenges and can
look to jurisdictions currently implementing re-
form efforts for guidance.

NCJFC]J Resolution

By adopting the July 2017 resolution,
NCIFCJ implicitly rejected probation practices
that emphasize monitoring compliance with
onerous conditions—practices that frequently
lead to youths’ incarceration in secure facilities
after failing to comply with probation condi-
tions (e.g., NeMoyer, Brooks Holliday, Gold-
stein, & McKitten, 2016). The policy itself rep-
resents a paradigm shift, affirming that

Modernizing juvenile probation approaches to incor-
porate knowledge on adolescent development and be-
havioral decision making will (1) help youths under-
stand, appreciate, and remember their probation
requirements; (2) emphasize shor-term, positive out-
comes for probation compliant behaviors: (3) deliver
sanctions for noncompliant behaviors in ways that en-
able youths to leam from their mistakes and modify
their behaviors in the future; and (4) promote affiliation
with positive peers. (NCJFC]J, 2017, p. 2)

Since passing the resolution, the NCJFCJ has
sought to disseminate this information to juve-
nile and family court personnel across the coun-
try, in the hopes that their members will adjust
local policies to align with the innovative juve-
nile probation goals and strategies described.
Given that judges typically serve in a leadership
capacity in juvenile courts and can lead major
reform efforts, the NCJFCJ membership is a
prime audience for this resolution. Furthermore,
this resolution was adopted and publicized
within months of several other pieces calling for
juvenile probation reform (e.g., Goldstein et al.,
2016; Schwartz, 2018; The Annie E. Casey
Foundation, 2018), making it one piece of a
growing movement to establish juvenile proba-
tion policies and practices grounded in princi-
ples of adolescent development and behavioral
decision-making research.
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Adolescent Development R
esearch
Underlying the NCJFC]J Resolution

Over the past several

have identified strategies that psoneeo o
tive behaviors and outcomes for y:.\lglh I:ﬁ a
variety of settings, both in and out of the justice
system (see Goldstein et al., 2016 for further
discussion). Concurrently, researchers and
dolescent .devclopn?em impacts youths’ abili-
ties to navigate the justice system (e.g., Stein-
berg, 2009; Viljoen & Roesch, 2005). The
NCJFCJ resolution and its foundational mono-
graph (Schwartz, 2018) incorporate and rely on
these two bodies of work to support recom-
mended probation reforms.

Recent developments in neuroscience re-
search have provided new insights into adoles-
cent brain development, helping to improve our
understanding of the complex relationships be-
tween changes occurring in the brain and young
people’s behaviors during this developmental
period (see, e.g., Steinberg, 2008, 2009). For
example, cerebral white matter—specifically in
parts of the brain like the prefrontal cortex,
which controls much of the executive function-
ing processes—matures throughout the adoles-
cent years, only reaching maximum volume in
the early to mid twenties (Groeschel, Vollmer,
King, & Connelly, 2010). At the same time,
gray matter begins to decrease during adoles-
cence as synaptic pruning—the cutting back of
unused neural networks to increase efficiency in
neural connectivity—occurs (Paus, 2005), as
does the myelination process, which bolsters
neural connections responsible for higher-level
cognitive processing (Chambers, Taylor, & Po-
tenza, 2003). Together, these structural and con-
nective changes are thought to be related to
many of the behaviors that characterize adoles-
cence.

Compared to adults, adolescents also demon-
strate elevated activity in the brain regions re-
sponsible for processing rewarding stimuli
(Casey, Jones, & Hare, 2008; Cauffman et al.,
2010; Chein, Albert, O’Brien, Uckert, & Stein-
berg, 2011). Therefore, behavioral modification
techniques that incorporate incentives appear to
successfully encourage positive behavior
change in young people (e.g., Corepal, Tully,
Kee, Miller, & Hunter, 2018; Kazdin, 2005).
Based on these established principles, the

NCJFCJ resolution promotes the use of “incep.-
tives and rewards to motivate youth to mee
expectations and goals that enable youth o
learn from their noncompliant behaviors”
(NCJFCIJ, 2017, p. 2). Systems might also bujlq
“opportunities [for youth] to take part in progo-
cial activities and engage with positive peers”
(NCJFC]J, 2017, p. 3) into their probation incep-
tive structures, as increasing justice-involved
youths’ engagement with positive activities and
prosocial peers has been linked to reduced re-
offending behaviors (Cottle, Lee, & Heilbrun,
2001). Additionally, researchers who study ad-
olescents’ social and emotional development
have noted that positive influences from proso-
cial peers is associated with lower rates of se-
rious problem behaviors, such as substance use
(Coyle, Bramham, Dundon, Moynihan, & Carr,
2016) and aggression (Huefner, Smith, & Ste-
vens, 2018), and increased positive outcomes
such as academic success (DeLay et al., 2016)
and self-reliance (Smith, Faulk, & Sizer, 2016).
In a similar vein, sanctions that remove justice-
involved youth from activities and interactions
with positive peers can increase the intensity
and frequency of negative behaviors (Dishion &
Tipsord, 2011; Leve & Chamberlain, 2005).
Many states explicitly embrace a rehabilita-
tive model of juvenile justice, yet use sanctions
in response to undesirable behaviors (e.g., non-
compliance) from justice-involved youth. Al-
though using aversive responses to discourage
unwanted behavior is a core component of op-
erant conditioning, criminological and child be-
havior modification research suggests that the
use of punishment is only beneficial when it is
immediate, consistent, and proportionate to the
precipitating behavior (e.g., Nagin & Pogarsky,
2001; Rosén, O'Leary, Joyce, Conway, &
Pfiffner, 1984; Zettler, Morris, Piquero, &
Cardwell, 2015). Furthermore, overly punitive
responses can lead to worse outcomes for youth,
including the development of new unwanted
behaviors (e.g., Gershoff, 2002). For example,
the frequent use of incarceration as a sanction—
especially for low-risk forms of noncompli-
ance—can be detrimental to future academic
and psychosocial success (Hjalmarsson, 2008;
Mendel, 2011) and has been linked with in-
creased rates of recidivism among justice-
involved youth (Gatti, Tremblay, & Vitaro,
2009). Finally, the effects of punitive responses
tend to diminish over time, as adolescents be-
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come habituated to negative consequences or
the threat of negative consequences (Phillips,
Phillips, Fixsen, & Wolf, 1971). Taken to-
gether, this evidence suggests that sanctions are
often an ineffective long-term method of pro-
moting behavior change for youth on probation.
Thus, jurisdictions adhering to the NCJFCJ res-
olution are encouraged to promote “the use of
incentives—rather than sanctions—to modify
youth behavior” (NCJFCJ, 2017, p. 2).

Compared to adults, adolescents demonstrate
specific deficits in decision making when facing
complex tasks (see Blakemore & Robbins,
2012), and/or in emotionally laden situations or
situations involving peers (e.g., Gardner &
Steinberg, 2005; Steinberg & Monahan, 2007).
For example, justice-involved adolescents fre-
quently make decisions against their best inter-
est when presented with the opportunity for real
or imagined social approval (Kambam &
Thompson, 2009; Viljoen, Klaver, & Roesch,
2005). Additionally, when making decisions,
youth often weigh the potential for short-term
positive outcomes more heavily than the possi-
bility of long-term negative outcomes (Pokhrel
et al., 2013). Over time, as adolescents age into
early adulthood, their executive functioning
skills (e.g., abilities to judge and evaluate risk
and reward) and psychosocial maturity improve
(Steinberg & Scott, 2003). In recognition of
the limits of youth decision-making capacities,
the NCJFC]J resolution (2017) encourages juve-
nile probation personnel to design systems to
“help youth improve their decision making.”
(NCIFCI, 2017, p. 2).

Traditionally, youth on probation receive a
list of multiple requirements with which they
must comply over the course of several months
or years; periodically, they appear before a ju-
venile court judge who reviews their progress
under supervision (NeMoyer et al.,, 2016).
Given their still-developing executive function-
ing skills, youth can face tremendous difficulty
engaging in the logical decision making re-
quired to consistently adhere to probation con-
ditions, foregoing impulses for immediate grat-
ification on a daily basis over a long time
period, and making consistently rational deci-
sions, particularly when faced with social or
emotional situations that may feel overwhelm-
ing (for a review, see Goldstein et al.,, 2016).
Because adolescents are less capable than adults
of considering long-term consequences (such as
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receiving a sanction at a probation review hear-
ing several months in the future), they focus far
more on short-term outcomes, especially posi-
tive rewards like the social acceptance that
Em'ght come from engaging in prohibited behav-
iors with peers (Steinberg, 2009; Steinberg,
Cauffman, Woolard, Graham, & Banich, 2009).
As a result, researchers, reform advocates, and
the NCJFCJ resolution encourage judges and
juvenile probation personnel to limit the num-
ber of court and probation conditions imposed
upon youth to make it easier to remember and
act on those requirements, thereby improving
the likelihood of adherence (NCJFCJ, 2017).
Empirical work on behavior shaping among
children and adolescents supports this sugges-
tion, as success has been linked to programs that
ask youth to focus on one or two behaviors at a
time (Flick, 2010; Manassis, 2008). For youth,
success—especially if it occurs soon after be-
ginning a program—can serve as a powerful
form of positive reinforcement, bolstering de-
sire to change and continuing to motivate even
when goals become more difficult (Van Hasselt
& Hersen, 1998). As a result, programs that
adhere to evidence-based practices frequently
encourage facilitators to set realistic short-term
goals with youth to encourage early incremental
successes (O’Leary & O'Leary, 1977; Van Has-
selt & Hersen, 1998). Accordingly, adherence
to the NCJFCIJ resolution requires “emphasiz-
[ing] short-term, positive outcomes for proba-
tion-compliant behaviors” and “enabl[ing]
youths to experience success almost immedi-
ately” (NCJFC]J, 2017, p. 2).

Translating the NCJFCJ Resolution Into
Policy and Practice

The recent NCJFCJ resolution represents na-
tional recognition of the need to ensure juvenile
probation practices align with principles of ad-
olescent development. However, because juve-
nile justice systems operate on a local level, it is
important to consider how jurisdictions across
the country might translate the resolution’s
principles into meaningful policy and practice
change. Whether these principles serve as the
catalyst for a complete system overhaul or a
more modest modification of existing practices,
courts and probation departments may find the
prospect of translating the conceptual resolution
into applied reality overwhelming and could
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benefit from a
Drawing on the
stein, Kemp,
guidelines for
for new popula

translational framework guide.
conceptual framework of Gold-
Leff,‘ and Lochman's (2012)
a_daptmg manualized treatments
pulations and the content in the Cen-
ter for Children’s Law and Policy's [CCLP]
(2016) Graduated Responses Toolkit, we sug-
gest a series of steps that will help juvenile
Justice personnel translate the resolution p
ples into their own

operations.
Na?it:r?all.‘::mi:ﬂy- and engage stakeholders.
o g i o e
tion and Eonsansusﬂ ;ﬂliﬁ::nznof cull?bora-

ong relevant
stakeholders (e.g., Feely, 1999; Natonal Re.
search Counml: 2014). When working to trans-
late the m_solutnon‘s principles into local policy
and practice change, jurisdictions should de-
velop a team consisting of individuals who
work within the system (e.g., judges, probation
officers, district attorneys, public defenders, law
enforcement) as well as those who are affected
by the system (e.g., justice-involved youth,
parents, community leaders; CCLP, 2016).
Key system decision makers will provide di-
verse points of view on desired outcomes and
effective strategies for attaining them, while
youth, parents, and community leaders will
offer perspectives based on lived experience
and an urgency for reform. Consistent with
community-based participatory research
(CBPR) methodologies, including community
voices in this translational work can help pro-
mote meaningful engagement and buy-in, ad-
dress issues of power and privilege, and
lessen disparities (Wallerstein & Duran,
2006) when developing new juvenile justice
policies and practices. Roles of relevant indi-
viduals involved in reform efforts should be
defined at the outset of reform work; clarify-
ing responsibilities early on will inform when
feedback is sought from various stakeholders.
Thought should be given to the timing of
stakeholder involvement, as agencies and in-
dividuals added late in the process may ques-
tion or actively resist decisions that have al-
ready been made by other stakeholders.
Bringing stakeholders together early on also
offers the opportunity for leaders or commu-
nity partners to present research underscoring
important principles of adolescent develop-
ment and evidence-based behavior change,

: t rinci-
Juvenile probation system

which can increase buy-in from new tean,
members (CCLP, 2016).

Step 2. Agree on reform effort gogajs.
Before initiating efforts to change establisheg
policies and practices, leadership from agencies
that will implement reforms should jointly idep.
tify the intended purposes of any potentig
changes. In one or two sentences, these leaders
should be able to identify the goals of the re.
form effort. Although this may appear straigh;-
forward, rationales for system reform vy
widely from jurisdiction to jurisdiction and can
even differ between and within agencies in a
single jurisdiction. For example, some agencies
might seek reform to increase understanding of
and compliance with probation requirements,
others may want to reduce the use of confine-
ment for technical violations, and others might
aim to promote young peoples’ positive youth
development. Goal agreement represents a
foundational component of successful reform
efforts—failure to identify clear, shared goals
can lead to splintered activities and disruption
among stakeholders (Feely, 1999; National Re-
search Council, 2014). Furthermore, without a
common understanding of the end goals of po-
tential changes, reform leaders will struggle to
develop meaningful measures of success
(CCLP, 2016).

Step 3. Concretely define relevant
concepts. In order to translate the resolution’s
principles into meaningful policy and practice
change, jurisdictions must create specific, mea-
surable, and operationalized definitions of the
concepts delineated in those principles. For ex-
ample, through the resolution, NCJFCJ advo-
cates for juvenile probation systems to help
youth improve their decision-making skills. To
translate this idea from an abstract concept to a
concrete plan, jurisdictions might instruct pro-
bation officers to help youth break down com-
plicated requirement-related tasks (e.g., com-
plete community service hours) into a series of
smaller action steps (e.g., identify community
service location, secure transportation, com-
plete assigned service, obtain proof of atten-
dance). Similarly, the resolution prompts juve-
nile probation systems to develop expectations
and goals that address fewer behaviors simulta-
neously; to operationalize this principle, sys-
tems might limit the number of probation con-

ditions that can be imposed upon youth at one
time.
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Step 4. Gather baseline data. To imple-
ment changes consistent with jurisdictions’
identified reform effort goals, probation admin-
istrators must gather relevant baseline data to
illustrate their current practices. This step estab-
lishes a starting point for reform, may demon-
strate the need for policy or practice changes,
and allows for subsequent measurement to
show the effects of implemented reforms
through changes from baseline. The specific
issues that guide data-gathering efforts may
vary across jurisdictions. For example, some
jurisdictions may identify frequent use of deten-
tion for technical violations as an area of con-
cern, so they would collect baseline data on the
number of youth detained for technical viola-
tions, nature or type of violations that result in
detention, and length of detention stays that
follow such violations. Other jurisdictions
might focus on promoting consistency in pro-
bation officer responses to youth misbehavior in
court-ordered programs, in which case they
could collect baseline data on the nature of
youths’ misbehaviors, how programs respond,
and how probation officers respond to the mis-
behavior. Gathering data can also illuminate the
strengths and limitations of a jurisdiction’s cur-
rent efforts, which might then guide reform
strategies.

Step 5. Develop policies and procedures to
support and sustain reforms. To create new
policies and procedures that will sustain re-
forms, jurisdictions must first identify, in writ-
ing, the new ways their agencies and personnel
will address the identified areas of reform (e.g.,
if promoting positive behavior change is a pri-
ority, the jurisdiction must develop clear in-
structions regarding specific behaviors, pro-
cesses, and timing of incentive delivery).
Additionally, when designing these new poli-
cies and procedures, leaders should integrate
innovative ideas into the system’s existing
framework when possible. Leaders should be
mindful to clarify any potential inconsistencies
that new guidelines could create with existing
protocols and ensure that policies and proce-
dures are neither vague nor confusing.

In addition to developing foundational poli-
cies and procedures to execute reform strate-
gies, jurisdictions must also identify any new
procedures that will support and sustain the new
policies (e.g., if counties use incentives, they
must build associated costs into their budgets).
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They should provide training to probation ad-
ministrators, case managers, supervisors, and
anyone else involved in implementing the re-
forms to foster a common understanding of
system-wide changes and address any questions
or concerns. These trainings should include dis-
cussions of the conceptual foundation for re-
form efforts, as well as role plays, case vi-
gnettes, and practice using newly developed
materials with actual case examples. Other
stakeholders should also be educated about re-
forms, including youth and families, as well as
judges, prosecutors, and defense counsel—
support from all of these groups will increase
the likelihood of successful reform (CCLP,
2016). Finally, jurisdictions must embed data
tracking in their new policies and procedures.
Ongoing data collection enables jurisdictions to
evaluate program effectiveness, described in
further detail below.

Step 6. Evaluate effectiveness. After iden-
tifying and engaging key stakeholders, agreeing
on reform effort goals, defining relevant con-
cepts, gathering baseline data, and developing
new policies and procedures to support and
sustain reform efforts, jurisdictions must then
engage in ongoing monitoring and program
evaluation. This step is critical to ensuring that
system reforms achieve their stated goals and to
providing information for ongoing quality im-
provement. Juvenile justice systems might be-
gin evaluating outcomes early by piloting
changes on a smaller scale before implementing
a widespread rollout. During the piloting phase,
jurisdictions should collect both quantitative
(e.g., number of youth whose probation dispo-
sitions are revoked, number of youth detained
for technical probation violations) and qualita-
tive data (e.g., reports from case managers, su-
pervisors, and administrators about challenges
encountered; feedback from youth and fami-
lies). Gathering data and feedback to compare
program outcomes with baseline data collected
in Step 4 enables jurisdictions to determine
whether reform efforts are effective and identify
areas for improvement (CCLP, 2016). Ideally,
to enhance feasibility, information recorded for
court processing and case management pur-
poses can also serve as data for tracking and
evaluation purposes, thereby reducing the bur-
den on justice system personnel. Evaluation
should occur from both a quality assurance
standpoint (i.e., are probation staff and other

Scanned with CamScanner



176

key personnel correctly implementing system
changes?) and an outcome perspective (e.g., are
the reform efforts positively impacting the lives
n_f youth?). Using feedback gathered during the
pilot phase to improve definitions, materials,
and/or data tracking, jurisdictions can then im-
plement the resolution’s principles with mean-
ingful, system-wide policy and practice
change—and evaluate longer-term outcomes
for youth, the system, and communities.

Models for Translating NCJFCJ Principles
Into Policy and Practice

The following examples from Pierce County,
WA and Philadelphia, PA exemplify the trans-
lation of NCJFC]J resolution principles into lo-
cal probation policy and practice. Although
these counties reformed their probation systems
prior to the drafting of the NCJFCJ resolution,
the content and process of their reform efforts
strongly reflect resolution principles and the
six-step process described above. A comprehen-
sive description of their reform efforts is beyond
the scope of this article. Instead, to provide
models for other jurisdictions, we offer a brief
overview of each county’'s development ap-
proach, touching on each of the six translation
steps, and provide greater detail and specific
examples of how each county operationalized a
core NCJFC]J principle (Step 3) and memorial-
ized it in policies and procedures (Step 5).

The Annie E. Casey Foundation’s proba-
tion transformation initiative and Pierce
County’s Opportunity-Based Probation.
After two decades of contributing to the suc-
cessful reduction in the U.S. juvenile detention
population through the Juvenile Detention Al-
ternatives Initiative (JDAI; The Annie E. Casey
Foundation, 2014), the Annie E. Casey Foun-
dation launched a probation transformation ini-
tiative aimed at narrowing the scope and reach
of probation, encouraging developmentally ap-
propriate behavior change and positive growth,
and strengthening community and family part-
nerships. In line with the initiative’s goals,
Pierce County, WA was selected as one of two
sites funded by the Foundation to increase fam-
ily involvement, improve wraparound support
for youth at highest risk of out-of-home place-
ment, and develop an incentive and opportuni-
ty-based model of probation for moderate- and
high-risk youth. Pierce County’s alternative

GOLDSTEIN ET AL.

probation model, known as Opportunity-Based
Probation (OBP), provides one example of how
NCJFC] resolution principles have been imple-
mented. .

OBP is the result of a codesign process facil-
itated by the University of Washington (Walker,
Valencia, Pearson, & Miller, 2019). Recogniz-
ing the importance of stakeholder engagement
and mﬂecﬁng a CBPR aP]JI.'OHCh (C-g.. Waller-
stein & Duran, 2006), the codesign model
adopts a partnership stance be:twet.?n research
and practice, respecting the expertise of both
areas of knowledge (Ramaswamy & Ozcan,
2014). In the present case, academic researchers
provided the local probation workgroup with
syntheses of research covering family engage-
ment (McKay & Bannon, 2004; Walker, Muno,
& Sullivan-Colglazier, 2015), positive youth
development (Bonell et al., 2016), and behavior
modification principles (Goh & Bambara, 2012;
Rief, 2016). The workgroup then compared re-
search-based recommendations and promising
probation models to their existing model of
probation, known as the Case Management As-
sessment Process (CMAP), to examine appro-
priateness and fit. Agreeing early on that reform
efforts should focus on promoting positive
youth development, the resulting OBP model
also addressed many of the other points outlined
in the NCJFCJ resolution, including setting
short-term, reasonable goals, providing incen-
tives, and using restorative plans for addressing
probation-violating behaviors without sanc-
tions. The full OBP model, which emphasizes
community-based opportunities (e.g., activities,
internships, jobs) and early discharge from pro-
bation as incentives for positive behavior, is
described elsewhere (Walker et al., 2019). In
this article, we highlight the ways in which
county probation administrators operationalized
relevant concepts and created comprehensive
policies and procedures to incorporate family
engagement, goal setting, and rewards into ex-
isting system structures to produce meaningful
c?;lange in ways that align with NCJFC]J princi-
ples.

Given its focus on family engagement, the
OBP model incorporates early caregiver in-
volvement, requiring probation officers to reach
out to the parent/guardian (hereafter “parent™)
prior to engaging in case planning with a youth.
Parent meetings incorporate principles of fam-
ily engagement found to be effective in chil-
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dren’s mental health treatment (McKay & Ban-
non, 2004). The meetings are structured around
three goals. First, probation officers aim to build
a positive working relationship by validating
parents’ concerns and struggles and recognizing
the efforts they are already making to support
their child. The officers then develop a plan
with the parents for managing difficult or non-
compliant youth behaviors within the probation
process rather than through the use of court
hearings and additional sanctions. Finally, the
probation officer and parent identify youth be-
haviors that the parent will monitor and reward
at home. Parents are subsequently included
when probation officers check in with youth to
report on how their child performed in the pre-
ceding week(s) and award points earned.
During the early implementation phase of
OBP, workgroup members evaluated program
effectiveness by gathering feedback from stake-
holders, including probation officers and par-
ents. Probation officers found the family en-
gagement component to be one of the most
impactful and successful pieces of the model.
They reported that parents and youth experi-
enced fewer conflicts in the home, they received
fewer angry phone calls from parents about
youth behaviors, and parents attended to
youths” positive behaviors at home. Parents in-
volved in the model similarly reported positive
experiences with the OBP process and with
probation officers (Walker et al., 2019). Given
the success of this pilot program, Pierce County
now requires all probation officers, not just
those involved in OBP caseloads, to conduct a
parent meeting prior to case planning when it is
feasible to do so. The OBP model is currently
being evaluated, and we do not know how well
this model might transfer to other court envi-
ronments, However, a few lessons from this
pilot may be instructive for others attempting
similar reforms. Implementing practice changes
based on adolescent developmental science re-
quires a shift in perspective for many probation
officers. This may elicit confusion, fear of fail-
ure, concerns that practice changes are not re-
ally supported by leadership (i.e., that the offi-
cer is not doing their “job"), and feeling
overwhelmed. In the pilot, visible support from
management was critical for supporting change.
This included public recognition for officers
involved in the pilot and some benefits for par-
ticipation (e.g., officers in the OBP pilot were
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the first to receive tablets). Furthermore, even
with probation officer motivation and confi-
dence, the skills needed to implement these
approaches require practice to develop and on-
going coaching. For sustaining change, we
found that working with an internal supervisor
who was strongly bought in and could provide
day-to-day coaching and support as probation
officers tried new practices was a large, if not
the central, feature of successful implementa-
tion. Ongoing data collection and subsequent
analysis will further illustrate the effectiveness
of parent engagement, as well as other compo-
nents of the OBP reform efforts, and will con-
tinue to identify additional areas for improve-
ment.

Philadelphia’s Graduated Response ap-
proach to juvenile probation. As a JDAI
site, Philadelphia successfully reduced the num-
ber of youth entering detention immediately
after arrest. However, key stakeholders (e.g.,
Philadelphia Family Court Administrative and
Supervising Judges, Chief of Probation, Depart-
ment of Human Services leadership, juvenile
justice leaders in the Offices of the District
Attorney and Defender Association) recognized
that preventing probation violations should also
reduce the use of detention and placement, pre-
vent recidivism, and promote positive long-term
outcomes for youth. Like Pierce County, the
Philadelphia Juvenile Probation Department
identified and engaged system stakeholders to
prioritize goals and partnered with academic
researchers to create a new approach to juvenile
probation case management—one grounded in
research on adolescent development and effec-
tive youth behavior change (see Goldstein et al.,
2016).

This approach, recognized locally and state-
wide as Graduated Response, sought to create a
structured system that provides incentives for
youths positive behaviors and delivers predict-
able, proportionate, and targeted interventions
to address misbehavior. Shifting probation prac-
tice away from a focus on compliance monitor-
ing, this proactive approach involves setting
meaningful short- and long-term goals with
youth, developing actionable steps to accom-
plish short-term goals, recognizing progress to-
ward those goals, and engaging in collaborative
problem solving when goals are not met. Quan-
titative and qualitative baseline data were
gathered through existing case management
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databases and via surveys and focus groups
with probation officers and youth. These data
helped to identify and refine targets for re-
form and led to the inclusion of a structured
incentive system to motivate youths' positive
behaviors.

When developing an incentive structure, pro-
bation administrators and workgroup members
sought to promote consistency of interpretation
across probation officers and judges by con-
cretely defining key concepts. For example, to
encourage the use of incentives to motivate
youth progress toward short-term goals, the
workgroup had to first determine the scope of
potential incentives, such as whether both tan-
gible (e.g., public transit tokens) and nontan-
gible (e.g., later curfew) incentives could be
used. Additionally, they met to define progress
toward goals—whether perfect performance
(e.g., artending school every day) or improve-
ment over time (e.g., attending school three
days per week after not attending for a full
month) would suffice.

Policies and procedures were then created to
guide implementation of the operationalized sys-
tem. For instance, the workgroup and administra-
tors determined that, although youth and probation
officers should set goals and action steps together,
youth should be able to select any available incen-
tive (from a list preapproved by parents), so that it
would be sufficiently motivating. Additionally, to
facilitate the power of immediate incentives, the
workgroup and administrators created policies to
allow awarding of incentives during supervision
meetings—including procedures regarding access
to securely stored tangible incentives, documenta-
tion of youths’ receipt of incentives, and probation
officers’ return of incentives if not earned by
youth during the meeting. These policies and pro-
cedures were designed to promote consistent and
predictable execution of the theoretically
grounded and operationally defined Graduated
Response system across probation officers as they
meet with multiple youth.

Following a field trial and two pilot phases,
officers from Philadelphia’s Juvenile Probation
Department provided feedback to the academic
research partner (the first two authors of this
article) about the use and feasibility of the Grad-
uated Response system, their thoughts about
various components, and youths’ responses to
incentives and other aspects of the system.
Based on qualitative survey data, overall, pro-
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- officers reported that by using the Grad-
:::;“ Response system. they increased their
emphasis on short- and long-terrr'a goal setting
with youth and paid greater attention to youths’
positive behaviors and progress. Prf:rbatmn offi-
cers also identified cbalienges to implementa-
tion, requesting simplified paperwork and addi-
tional training to help them'cmnmumcatr. more
effectively with other juvenile court profession-
als about the new Graduated Response ap-
proach. Additional data were collected regard-
ing youths’ progress towa{d short- ar.u:l 1011'3-
term goals while on probation, youths' receipt
of incentives for positive behaviors, and the use
of targeted interventions when goals were not
met. Philadelphia’s Juvenile Probation Depart-
ment plans to implement the Gradugtad Re-
sponse system city-wide in the coming year,
and implementation and outcome data will be
collected on an ongoing basis to track changes
from baseline with the dual goals of continuous
quality improvement and system evaluation.

Conclusion

The NCJFCJ resolution represents an impor-
tant piece of the national call for juvenile pro-
bation systems to become grounded in modemn
understanding of adolescent development. As
jurisdictions seek to align with the principles
enumerated in this resolution, they should strive
to engage relevant stakeholders, agree on re-
form goals, collect baseline data, concretely de-
fine relevant concepts, develop necessary poli-
cies and procedures, and continuously evaluate
program effectiveness. As more jurisdictions
engage in this work, they can share model sys-
tems and approaches with other jurisdictions
seeking to translate these empirically based
principles into local policy and practice change.
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