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Introduction

Purpose of the Report

This report summarizes the approaches and actions taken by California counties to comply with the
Juvenile Justice Realignment Block Grant (JJRBG) statutory requirements. Welfare and Institutions
(Welf. & Inst.) Code § 1995 requires counties to submit annual plans to the Office of Youth and
Community Restoration (OYCR), approved by their local Juvenile Justice Coordinating Council,
pursuant to statute, containing the county-level efforts in developing comprehensive plans to provide
rehabilitative services for justice-involved youth, with a focus on safety, community reintegration, and
preventing recidivism. OYCR is required to compile an annual report with the summary of these plans,
make it available to the public, and the date of final acceptance of each plan per Welf. & Inst. Code §

1995 (a)).

The report outlines how counties have implemented strategies that include mental health services,
family engagement, mentorship, and trauma-informed care, while also addressing diverse needs
through regional agreements and facility improvements. By emphasizing evidence-based and culturally
responsive programs, counties aim to retain realigned youth within the juvenile system, promote
healthy adolescent development, and ensure alignment with legislative requirements. JJRBG funding is
designed to allow counties to care for youth in their own communities pursuant to realignment that led
to the closure of Division of Juvenile Justice (DJJ) with the passage of SB 823. The county plans provide
insight into the progress made by counties in meeting these objectives, alongside the challenges and
opportunities identified for future improvements in juvenile justice practices.



https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200SB823
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200SB823

Legal Framework

Under Welf. & Inst. Code § 1995, counties must establish a subcommittee within the multiagency
juvenile justice coordinating council to develop a comprehensive plan to be eligible for funding. This
plan outlines the facilities, programs, placements, services, supervision, and reentry strategies necessary
to provide appropriate rehabilitation and supervision for the target population.

The subcommittee, chaired or co-chaired by the chief probation officer, must include representatives
from key county departments and at least three community members with relevant experience. The
plan must be developed with input from these community members and approved by a majority of the
subcommittee. Key elements of the plan include:

e A detailed description of the target population, including demographics and referral information.

e Anoverview of the facilities and services provided to the target population.

o Allocation of grant funds to address mental health, healthy adolescent development, family
engagement, reentry support, and programs that are evidence-based, trauma-informed, and
culturally responsive.

e A facility plan for housing realigned youth, ensuring safety and addressing diverse needs.

e Strategies to retain realigned youth within the juvenile justice system and prevent transfers to
the adult system.

e Regional agreements or arrangements supported by the block grant.

o Data collection methods and outcome measures for evaluating program effectiveness.

e Progress updates on previous plans and objectives.

Counties must submit their plans to OYCR by May 1, with annual updates, and hold two subcommittee
meetings each year to consider the plan. OYCR will review and accept the plan or request modifications.
Once OYCR has redacted sensitive information, per Data Deidentification Guidelines 3, OYCR will
publicly post each county plan to ensure compliance with legislative requirements.

While these requirements remain in effect for the 2025 reporting year, Assembly Bill (AB) 118 (2025—
2026) introduces future changes to the JJRBG process. Although not applicable to this year's
submissions, AB 118 outlines new expectations for plan implementation, evaluation, and community
engagement that will guide county planning efforts in subsequent years. Counties are encouraged to
begin reviewing the bill's provisions to prepare for its phased implementation. To view the full text of the
bill visit AB 118.

State Funding Structure and Commitment to Local Youth Justice

To support counties in meeting the requirements of SB 823, the state established the JJRBG to fund
local programs, services, and facilities for youth who would have previously been committed to DJJ.
The JJRBG is not a discretionary grant. It is a structured and ongoing investment written into statute to
ensure counties have the resources needed to carry out their responsibilities under realignment.

3 California Health and Human Services. (2016). Data De-ldentification Guidelines (DDG).
https://chhsdata.github.io/dataplaybook/documents/CHHS-DDG-V1.0-092316.pdf and

Office of Civil Rights. (2012). Guidance Regarding Methods for De-identification of Protected Health
Information in Accordance with the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPPA) Privacy
Rule. https://www.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/ocr/privacy/hipaa/understanding/coveredentities/De-
identification/hhs_deid_guidance.pdf
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Funding increased from 45.7 million dollars in FY 2021-22 to more than 211.6 million dollars by FY 2025-
26 (see Figure 1). These increases were planned and reflect the state’s recognition of the scale of work
required to serve this population locally.

Figure 1: Total JJRBG Funding for FY 2027-22 through FY 2025-26

$211,665,191.00 $211,607,262.00

$195,132,054.00
$121,438,094.00
$45,691,921.00

FY 2021-22 FY 2022-23 FY 2023-24 FY 2024-25 FY 2025-26
Fiscal Year

Beginning in FY 2024-25, the state established a base funding level of 208.8 million dollars per year,
with small annual adjustments based on available growth in the Juvenile Justice Growth Special
Account. This capped amount reflects the state’s estimate of the full population counties would be
responsible for under realignment, and was intended to provide stable, predictable funding once
implementation was fully underway. The statute also guarantees that every county receives at least
$250,000, ensuring that even smaller counties have a foundation to build from.

This funding structure reflects the state’s long-term commitment to supporting local efforts to improve
outcomes for youth. It recognizes that realignment is not just about closing state facilities. It is about
investing in community-based approaches that prioritize healing, accountability, and opportunity for
young people.

Procedural Information and Limitations

In 2025, OYCR supported counties during the submission process by sending a reminder email to
County Chief Probation Officers on January 14, outlining the submission process and inviting them to
attend office hours held on February 20™, March 12" and 27, which offered counties direct access to
QOYCR staff for questions and assistance with submissions.

By May 1%, 55 counties had submitted their plans. Two counties submitted their plans after the due date
but within the month of May, and one county remained outstanding. OYCR staff reviewed each plan,
with subject matter experts evaluating specific elements. On June 12", OYCR requested revisions from
four counties, seeking additional information or clarification primarily related to disaggregated target
population data and data consistency. As of August 1%t, OYCR accepted 56 county plans. For the two
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remaining counties, one county had outstanding modification requests regarding data, and one county
had not submitted a plan or responded to reminders. The final outstanding plan was submitted on
August 25", Please see Appendix A: County Acceptance Status for 2025 JJRBG Plans for the list of
accepted plans.

Information presented in this report was submitted by the counties and reviewed by OYCR for
completeness. Any questions regarding the programs, services, or approaches outlined here should be
directed to the respective county. To view all county plans as they are updated, please visit the OYCR
website at OYCR - Office of Youth and Community Restoration (ca.gov).



https://oycr.ca.gov/county-plans/

Subcommittee Formation and Process

To be eligible for funding under Welf. & Inst. Code § 1991, counties must establish a subcommittee
within their multi-agency juvenile justice coordinating council, as outlined in Section 749.22. This
subcommittee must be chaired or co-chaired by the Chief Probation Officer and include
representatives from the district attorney’s office, public defender’s office, social services, mental
health, education, and the court, along with at least three community members who have experience in
youth services or juvenile justice. The statute also requires that the plan be developed with community
member participation and approved by a majority vote of the subcommittee.

Figure 2: Breakdown of Subcommittee Membership
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Of the 58 counties reviewed, 52 counties reported having a fully constituted subcommittee with all
required members present. Six counties were missing one or more required members, most commonly
community representatives.

Eighteen counties identified a co-chair for their subcommittee, while the remaining 40 counties either
explicitly stated they did not have one or did not mention the role.

Regarding plan approval, 55 counties provided a clear date on which the subcommittee approved the
plan. Three counties did not include a definitive approval date, with one county noting that approval was
pending for the appointment of a new Chief Probation Officer.

Community involvement, a key statutory requirement, was described in 54 of the 58 county plans. The
remaining four counties did not provide specific information on how community members were
engaged in the planning process.

Among the counties that did report community engagement, the three most common methods were:

e Participation in Subcommittee Meetings: Community members were active participants in
meetings, contributing to discussions and decision-making.

e Written Feedback or Review of Drafts: Community members reviewed draft plans and
submitted feedback that was incorporated into final versions.

¢ Public Forums, Listening Sessions, or Workgroups: Broader engagement occurred through
structured public input processes, including listening sessions and advisory groups.

This analysis highlights both the strengths and gaps in county compliance with statutory requirements,
particularly around community representation and transparency in the planning and approval process.
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Describing the Target Population

Definition and Criteria

Welf. & Inst. Code § 1990(b) defines the realignment target population as youth who would have been
eligible for commitment to the DJJ prior to its closure. However, counties vary in how they interpret and
apply this definition, resulting in notable differences in the populations they intend to serve.

In 2025, 34 counties specified an age range for their target population, with the most common range
being 14 to 25 years old. Gender definitions also varied: seven counties explicitly stated they serve both
male and female youth, six counties identified only male youth as their target population, and two
counties explicitly excluded female youth from their local programs. No counties referenced gender-
expansive or nonbinary youth in their plans.

Regarding offense types, nearly all counties referred to Welf. & Inst. Code § 707(b) offenses, and 12
counties included youth adjudicated for Penal Code § 290.008 sex offenses, while two counties
explicitly excluded youth with sex offense adjudications.

A small number of counties identified special populations within their target groups. Three counties
included youth with serious mental health needs, while four counties referenced youth with trauma
histories or co-occurring behavioral health challenges. Many counties, however, did not specify these
characteristics, instead relying on the statutory definition or general descriptors such as “high-risk” or
“serious offenders.”

These variations in interpretation and emphasis continue to shape the types of facilities, services, and
placements counties develop under realignment, and influence how counties identify and report the
number of youths within the target population.

Youth Served Under SB 823

To initiate standardized data reporting under SB 823, OYCR released a submission template and detailed
instructions to counties on January 14, 2025. These tools were designed to support consistent
evaluation of outcomes for youth served. Despite this guidance, only seven counties used the template
in their 2025 submissions.

Figure 3: Number of Counties Reporting Youth Data

10 reported
no youth data

48 counties reported youth data

For realigned target populations, 48 counties reported youth data, while ten counties reported no youth
served during the most recent period. These non-reporting counties were generally smaller or more rural
and often cited the absence of qualifying adjudications. The variation in reporting reflects structural
differences in how counties manage their youth justice populations. Some operate local SYTFs, while
others rely on regional partnerships or diversion strategies to meet their obligations under SB 823.

Counties used a mix of reporting period types; 36 submitted data based on the calendar year, six used
fiscal year reporting, and eight provided point-in-time or “snapshot” data. A smaller group submitted
narrative summaries or multi-year historical overviews. This variation in format presents challenges for
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cross-county comparison and trend analysis, reinforcing the need for more consistent reporting
guidance in future cycles.

Although most counties reported data through the end of 2024, several submitted more recent
information from early 2025. These included counties using fiscal year 2024 to 2025 reporting and
those that provided snapshots from March or April 2025. The inclusion of current data strengthens the
state’s ability to monitor emerging trends but also highlights the importance of aligning reporting
periods to support consistency and comparability across jurisdictions.

Across most counties, youth realigned under SB 823 are predominantly male, between the ages of 15
and 20, and disproportionately youth of color. Many counties report that Black and Hispanic youth make
up the majority of their SYTF populations and the offenses leading to commitment are typically serious
and violent, including robbery, assault with a deadly weapon, attempted murder, and homicide. These
findings are also consistent with OYCR’'s 2025 AB 102 Report , illustrated in figures 4 and 5:

Figure 4: Youth Committed to an SYTF in FY 2023-24, by Race/Ethnicity

Hispanic/Latino 56%

Black 32%

White 7%

Any Other Race EFA

Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding and/or the exclusion of certain response categories.

Figure 5: Offense Types for Youth Committed to SYTFs by FY
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The largest concentrations of youth in the target population are found in medium to large counties with
operational SYTFs, such as Fresno, Kern, San Diego, and Riverside. These counties report annual
caseloads ranging from 20 to over 200 youth, with some supervising youth both in custody and in
community-based reentry programs. In contrast, smaller and rural counties, including Alpine, Mariposa,
Trinity, and Mono, reported no youth served during the most recent period. These counties depend on
contracts with neighboring jurisdictions to provide secure placements and services when needed.

Los Angeles County operates on a different scale than the rest of the state. From 2021 through 2024,
the county committed 244 youth to SYTFs, accounting for a substantial share of the statewide target
population. In addition to its SYTF commitments, Los Angeles operates multiple secure facilities and a
wide array of community-based reentry programs. Its population is also more diverse, with a higher
proportion of youth identifying as Hispanic or Black, and a broader age range that extends into the early
twenties. Given these unique dynamics, Los Angeles data should be analyzed separately when
considering statewide trends.

Together, these findings illustrate the diversity of youth justice systems across California and the
importance of tailoring programs and services to local contexts. As the state continues to refine its
approach to realignment, improving consistency, completeness, and comparability of county data
submissions will be essential. Doing so will support more equitable resource allocation, better program
evaluation, and a clearer understanding of how youth are being served across the continuum of care.
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Facility Planning and Regional Agreements

In 2025, 34 counties reported having regional agreements with other counties to support the housing of
youth or the provision of specialized programs and services. This represents a 42 percent increase from
the 24 counties that reported such agreements in the previous year. Most agreements continue to
focus on housing youth from counties that do not operate their own SYTF, while others address access
to services for youth with specific needs, such as those with sexual offense histories, serious mental
health conditions, or female youth requiring gender-responsive programming.

Counties such as El Dorado, Sonoma, and Fresno serve as regional providers, maintaining multiple
agreements with surrounding jurisdictions. El Dorado County currently has agreements with nine
counties, and Sonoma County maintains eight active contracts. These counties often provide long-term
treatment or specialized services that are not available in smaller or more rural counties. In some cases,
counties participate in Joint Powers Agreements (JPAs) to jointly operate facilities, such as the Tri-
County Youth Development Center shared by Colusa, Sutter, and Yuba counties.

Counties without regional agreements generally indicate that they either do not currently have a need
or are open to exploring agreements if circumstances change. Several counties specifically mention the
need for regional partnerships to serve youth populations that are difficult to support locally due to low
numbers or specialized treatment requirements. These regional arrangements help ensure that all youth,
regardless of their county of origin, have access to appropriate care and placement options.

Facility Details

Across California, counties continue to adapt Figure 6: Counties with SYTFs from 2022 to 2025
and invest in their youth justice infrastructure
to meet the needs of young people committed
under the SYTF framework. As of this reporting
period, 37 counties operate SYTFs (reflecting
growth when compared to the 33 counties with
SYTFs in 2022, as shown in figure 6), with 44
facilities identified as placements for this
population. These facilities reflect a growing
commitment to trauma-informed,
developmentally appropriate environments that
prioritize safety, rehabilitation, and
individualized care.

Counties with SYTFs:
2022: 33
2023: 36
2024: 36

2025:37

A total of 27 counties reported making facility improvements, with enhancements falling into three
primary categories: security, structural, and environmental. Security upgrades were the most frequently
cited, with 20 counties implementing measures such as new or expanded camera systems, perimeter
fencing, and control panel enhancements. Structural improvements were reported by 18 counties and
included the construction or renovation of housing units, classrooms, vocational training spaces, and
recreational areas. Notably, 15 counties described efforts to create more home-like environments,
incorporating soft furnishings, calming color palettes, natural lighting, and flexible furniture to reduce
institutional feel and support youth well-being.
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Counties also emphasized a range of safety and protection measures. Intake assessments were widely
used to inform housing and programming decisions, with many counties employing tools such as the
Massachusetts Youth Screening Instrument (MAYSI-II), the Positive Achievement Change Tool (PACT),
and Prison Rape Elimination Act (PREA) screenings. Over 25 counties reported separating youth by age,
gender, or risk level to ensure appropriate placement and supervision. Intensive supervision practices,
including 24/7 staffing and multidisciplinary team (MDT) coordination, were commonly described.

Importantly, 29 counties explicitly mentioned PREA compliance or described having PREA-related
policies and procedures in place. These include access to PREA hotlines, trained investigators, and
intake screening protocols to identify risk factors for sexual victimization or aggression. This widespread
adoption reflects a statewide commitment to ensuring the safety, dignity, and rights of youth in
custody.

In addition to physical and procedural safeguards, many counties are implementing behavioral incentive
systems to promote positive youth development. At least 12 counties reported using structured point
systems, honor rooms, or privilege-based programming to reinforce constructive behavior and track
individual progress.

These facility-level investments and practices reflect a broader shift toward rehabilitative, youth-
centered care within California’s youth justice system. By aligning physical environments with
therapeutic goals and tailoring services to individual needs, counties are working to create safer, more
supportive spaces for youth on the secure track.

4 Photograph from Contra Costa County JJRBG Plan

Y

13



Programs and Services and Application of Block Grant
Funds

This section provides a snapshot of how counties are applying block grant funds to deliver programs and
services that support justice-involved youth. It highlights efforts to meet key needs in areas such as
behavioral health, adolescent development, family engagement, and reentry, with an emphasis on
rehabilitation, community partnerships, and culturally responsive care.

Behavioral Health Programs

Behavioral health has emerged as a cornerstone of youth justice realignment strategies across
California. Counties are using block grant funds to deliver a range of services that address the complex
needs of youth in custody. A review of county plans reveals that at least 54 counties have incorporated
behavioral health services into their programming for youth involved in the justice system. These
services are designed to address a wide range of needs, including mental health conditions, trauma and
adverse childhood experiences (ACEs), substance use and co-occurring disorders, harmful sexual
behaviors, and emotional and behavioral dysregulation.

The overarching goals of these programs are to stabilize youth mental health, reduce recidivism, and
support trauma recovery and resilience. Counties aim to equip young people with tools for emotional
regulation, prosocial behavior, and successful reintegration into their communities. These services are
often delivered through trauma-informed and culturally grounded approaches, ensuring that services
are tailored to the lived experiences and identities of the youth they serve.

Across the state, counties reported over 200 distinct behavioral health programs. The most frequently
implemented include:

e Cognitive Behavioral Therapy (CBT) (37 counties) — Used in both individual and group formats to
address thinking patterns and behaviors.

e Aggression Replacement Training (ART) (32 counties) — A CBT-based intervention focused on
anger management and social skills.

e Moral Reconation Therapy (MRT) (26 counties) — Designed to enhance moral reasoning and
decision-making.

e Seeking Safety (14 counties) — A trauma-informed model addressing both post-traumatic stress
and substance use.

e Interactive Journaling (e.g., Forward Thinking) (22 counties) — A reflective tool used to promote
behavior change and self-awareness.

Several counties also rely on regional partnerships to meet specialized behavioral health needs. For
example, Contra Costa, Modoc, Mono, and Glenn counties refer youth to Alameda, Butte, El Dorado, and
Shasta counties for services such as treatment for youth who have committed a sexual offense, trauma
therapy, and residential care. Sonoma County’s RESPECT Program is frequently cited for youth requiring
specialized support in this area.

Among the many offerings, three programs stand out for their widespread use, adaptability, and
alignment with trauma-informed care:

e CBT, as a foundational therapeutic approach.
e ART, for its structured and skill-based curriculum.
e Seeking Safety, for its dual focus on trauma and substance use.

14
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Counties are also innovating in their
approaches. Some are piloting Eye Movement
Desensitization and Reprocessing (EMDR),
animal-assisted therapy, and mindfulness-
based substance use treatment. Others, like
Alameda and Butte, are integrating credible
messengers and culturally grounded practices
into behavioral health delivery.

Together, these efforts demonstrate a
commitment from counties across the state of
California to healing-centered, research-backed
care that reflects the diverse needs of justice-
involved youth.

Support Programs for Healthy Adolescent Development

In addition to clinical and behavioral health services, counties are offering programs that promote
identity development, life skills, and emotional growth to support healthy adolescent development.
Fifty-three counties reported programs that support healthy adolescent development, distinct from
education, employment, housing, or behavioral health services. These programs focus on life skills,
emotional regulation, identity development, civic engagement, and culturally responsive support.

Most Common Program Types

Life skills and emotional development (e.g., self-regulation, communication)
Youth leadership and civic engagement

Gender-responsive and culturally rooted programming

Creative expression and healing (e.g., music, art, gardening)

Table 1: Most Frequently Reported Programs for Healthy Adolescent Development

# of

Program Focus Example Programs

Interactive Journaling

Counties
Forward Thinking Journaling,
13 counties  Courage to Change,
Interactive Journals

Self-reflection, behavior
change

Girls Circle / Boys Council
/ Council for Boys and

Girls Circle, Boys Council,

Gender-responsive peer 11 counties  Council for Boys and Young

Young Men support Men
g Stress resilience, SEL Dynamic Mindfulness,
Dynamic Mindfulness . : . 4 .
. (Social and Emotional 5 counties Mindfulness Curriculum,
(DMind) . .
Learning) DMind
Youth Councils / Civic engagement, youth . Youth Advnsory Board, Y(.)Uth
: . 6 counties Council, Youth Leadership
Leadership voice

Initiative

5> Photograph from Imperial County JJRBG Plan
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Juvenile Hall Garden Project,
6 counties Garden of Dreams, Gardening

Program

Creative Hope Studios,

Life skills, healing,

Gardening / Nature-Based .
vocational exposure

Creative Arts / Music Expression, identity, . Homeboy Industries Art
9 counties ; .
Programs trauma recovery Academy, Music Studio
Program
Culturally Rooted Indigenous, tribal, and . El Jpveq NOblef Red Rogd &
. o 14 counties  White Bison, Tribal Healing
Programs ethnic-specific models

Circles

These programs are often delivered in partnership with community-based organizations (CBOs) and are
integrated into broader case planning and reentry supports.

Family Engagement in Programs

Recognizing the critical role of families in youth rehabilitation, counties are implementing services that
strengthen family connections and support reintegration planning. Family engagement remains a
cornerstone of youth rehabilitation in California’s juvenile justice system. In this year's review, at least 35
counties reported offering family engagement services, reflecting a continued commitment to involving
families in the care and reentry planning of justice-involved youth.

Counties consistently aim to strengthen family bonds, support reentry, and reduce recidivism through a
range of strategies. Common goals include improving communication, providing therapeutic and
parenting support, and facilitating consistent contact between youth and their families.

A variety of program types were reported:

e Family therapy and counseling were offered by 15 counties, often involving licensed clinicians
to support healing and reintegration.

¢ Parenting education programs were offered by 11 counties with services such as Nurturing
Parenting, Parent Project, and Love and Logic, to help families build stronger communication
and discipline strategies.

¢ Family visitation support was offered by 11 counties, including transportation, lodging, flexible
visitation hours, and technology access, to reduce barriers to connection.

e Wraparound services were described by 10 counties which provide integrated, team-based
support from intake through reentry.

¢ Family finding and reunification efforts were noted in six counties, often involving MDTs to
reconnect youth with relatives.

e Credible messenger and peer support models were used in eight counties, leveraging mentors
with lived experience to build trust and engagement.

e Child and Family Team (CFT) meetings or similar collaborative planning structures were
reported by 13 counties to involve families directly in case planning and service coordination.

Counties also highlighted innovative practices such as restorative justice-based family engagement
events, culturally responsive parenting classes, and enhanced visitation environments. These efforts
reflect a broader shift toward trauma-informed, family-centered care that positions families as essential
partners in a youth's rehabilitation journey.

Community-based organizations continue to play a vital role in delivering and sustaining these services.
For example, the Youth for Change organization supports family counseling and wraparound
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coordination in multiple counties, while Seneca Family of Agencies provides family finding and
therapeutic services in both urban and rural areas. In smaller counties like Mariposa, organizations such
as Mariposa Safe Families offer strength-based parent engagement and support, helping to ensure that
even limited-resource regions can maintain meaningful family involvement.

Reentry Supports Including Education, Employment, and Housing

As youth transition back into their communities, counties are investing in education, employment, and
housing supports to promote long-term stability and success. These supports help youth pursue their
goals, stay connected to positive opportunities, and reduce the risk of reoffending. This section outlines
how counties are addressing each of these key reentry areas, beginning with education.

Education

Education remains a cornerstone of successful reentry, with the majority of counties offering services
to support youth in custody and during their transition back into the community.

=

High School and General Educational
Development (GED) Support
44 counties provide high school diploma or GED
preparation services, often through county
offices of education or in-facility schools. Many
include IEP continuity and transcript transfer
support.

ol
Tutoring and Academic Enrichment

21 counties offer tutoring, homework assistance,
or digital learning platforms (e.g., Edgenuity) to
support credit recovery and academic progress.

Post-Secondary Education
35 counties partner with local colleges to offer
dual enroliment, college transition programs, or
Rising Scholars/Project Rebound initiatives.
These programs help youth earn college credits
and navigate enroliment post-release.

ﬁ\vi
Specialized Programs
15 counties implemented programs like Prison
Education Project (PEP), Sharp Circle, and Rising

Scholars, offering mentorship, academic
coaching, and college readiness support.

17



Employment

Employment readiness and job placement remain critical components of reentry, with counties offering
a range of supports to prepare youth for the workforce.

[
—0—

Workforce Development and Job Readiness

30 counties offer workforce development
programs, including resume writing, interview
preparation, and soft skills training.

==

Paid Work Experience and Internships
21 counties provide paid internships, subsidized
employment, or stipends for service work.
Programs like RISE, Youth Working for Change,
and Garden Pathways were frequently cited.

Housing

—_—

—_—

Certifications and Vocational Training
26 counties offer certifications in areas such as
CPR, food handling, forklift operation, and
construction. Programs like Northern California
Construction Training (NCCT), Rancho Cielo, and
Pine Grove Conservation Camp provide hands-on
vocational training.

Reentry Employment Navigators
SiX counties (Imperial, Contra Costa, Marin,
Monterey, Merced, and Los Angeles) have hired
dedicated staff or partnered with the
Department of Rehabilitation (DOR) to support
youth in job placement and career planning.

Stable housing remains a foundational need for youth reentering the community. Counties are
increasingly investing in transitional and supportive housing models.

Housing Navigation and Case Management

26 counties provide housing navigation services,
often through Multi-Disciplinary Teams (MDTs) or
reentry teams. These services include assistance

with housing applications, referrals, and
coordination with public housing authorities.

fn
Short-term Residential Therapeutic Programs

(STRTPs) and Specialized Foster Homes
15 counties utilize STRTPs or foster care

placements for youth with higher needs or those

aging out of care.

o
Transitional and Supportive Housing
20 counties offer transitional housing, sober
living environments, or independent living
programs. Notable examples include The Rise Up
House (San Francisco), Merced Rescue Mission,
and Morrow House (Contra Costa).

Vital Document Access
10 counties support youth in obtaining essential
documents (e.g., ID, birth certificate, Social
Security card) to facilitate housing and
employment access.
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In addition to education, employment and housing support, counties across California are advancing
reentry efforts through a range of innovative and integrated practices. For instance, Fresno, Monterey,
and Marin have developed comprehensive reentry planning models that begin at intake and continue
through education, employment, housing, and family engagement. Further, the use of credible
messengers, individuals with lived experience who provide mentorship and guidance, has become a key
strategy in counties such as Los Angeles, Merced, and San Bernardino. Technology is also playing a
growing role in reentry support. Counties like Sacramento and Santa Clara are equipping youth with
tablets and digital platforms to enhance learning, communication, and preparation for community
reintegration. Cross-system collaboration further strengthens these efforts. Many counties partner with
community-based organizations, colleges, workforce boards, and housing agencies to deliver
coordinated, wraparound services that support youth success beyond custody.

Evidence-based, Promising, Trauma-informed, and
Culturally Responsive Practices

Counties across California are embedding evidence-based, trauma-informed, and culturally responsive
approaches throughout their youth justice programming, particularly in behavioral health, adolescent
development, and reentry services. Rather than existing as standalone initiatives, these frameworks
shape how counties design and deliver support for justice-involved youth.

In 2025, 51 counties referenced at least one of these approaches in their JJRBG plans. Among them, 46
counties reported implementing evidence-based programs, including widely used models such as CBT,
ART, MRT, and Interactive Journaling. These interventions are commonly applied in both behavioral
health and reentry contexts to support emotional regulation, decision-making, and behavior change.

Trauma-informed strategies were described by 41 counties and include staff training, therapeutic
environments, and treatment models like Trauma-Focused Cognitive Behavioral Therapy (TF-CBT) and
Seeking Safety. Meanwhile, 37 counties emphasized culturally responsive care, tailoring services to
reflect the identities and lived experiences of youth. These efforts include hiring representative staff,
offering culturally grounded programs such as El Joven Noble and Red Road/White Bison, and
integrating Indigenous, Latinx, and LGBTQ+ perspectives into service delivery.

Several counties are also advancing innovative practices. Alameda’s “Firm Roots Academy” rebranded
SB 823 programming to center youth identity and voice. Butte County integrated Dynamic Mindfulness
and Interactive Journaling into its behavioral interventions. Fresno and Monterey partnered with Project
Rebound and Underground Scholars to expand college access, while Contra Costa launched a Trauma-
Informed College Program that embeds culturally responsive strategies into post-secondary education.
Smaller counties like Alpine and Modoc are also planning to expand these frameworks.

Together, these efforts reflect a statewide shift toward personalized, healing-centered care, grounded in
research and responsive to the diverse needs of California's youth.

Partnerships with Nongovernmental and Community-based
Providers

Counties continue to partner with a range of CBOs to support justice-involved youth through services
spanning behavioral health, education, reentry, and youth development. Among the most frequently
mentioned this year are GEO Reentry Services, which provides cognitive behavioral therapy and reentry
planning; Youth for Change, known for wraparound and family-centered services; and Rite Track Youth
Services, which offers trauma-informed care and vocational training in Imperial County. Alameda
County continues to highlight Restorative Justice for Oakland Youth (RJOY) for its Credible Messenger
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program, while Victor Youth Services supports youth with co-occurring needs in Glenn and Colusa
counties.

Several programs that were prominent in previous years remain active across counties. The Rising
Scholars Program continues to support post-secondary education and mentorship for justice-involved
youth, while the Prison Education Project offers academic and life skills programming, often led by
formerly incarcerated individuals. The Boys and Girls Club remains a key provider of mentoring and
enrichment programs, and Wellpath continues to deliver comprehensive medical and behavioral health
care in multiple counties.

Together, these organizations reflect a sustained commitment to community-based, developmentally
appropriate, and culturally responsive services that help youth succeed during and after system
involvement.

Retention Strategies

In addition to service delivery, counties are implementing strategies to retain youth within the juvenile
justice system and avoid transfers to adult court. The following section describes these approaches.
Counties across California report a variety of strategies to retain realigned youth within the juvenile
justice system, often centered on rehabilitation, individualized care, and minimizing transfers to adult
court. Many counties, including Alameda, Santa Clara, Ventura, Kern, and Merced, use validated
assessment tools like PACT, Juvenile Assessment and Intervention System (JAIS), and Youth Level of
Service/Case Management Inventory (YLS CMI) to guide case planning. Others, such as San Bernardino,
describe individualized rehabilitation plans that incorporate both behavioral and developmental
supports.

Several counties describe collaborative processes involving MDTs, administrative review, or court
coordination to inform transfer decisions. Orange, Riverside, Monterey, and Santa Cruz reference team-
based planning, while San Luis Obispo and Contra Costa require multilevel or interagency review before
recommending transfer. Family engagement and partnerships with community-based organizations are
also common, with counties like Alameda, Marin, Ventura, Tulare, and Colusa noting efforts to maintain
youth in local placements and expand service access.

Some counties, including Placer, Alameda, and Sonoma, describe step down or reentry programs that
support transitions from secure settings to community-based care. Others, such as Los Angeles, San
Francisco, and Santa Cruz, incorporate restorative justice practices and youth input into planning.
Several counties, including Tuolumne, Trinity, Lake, Mariposa, and Yuba, report no or very few transfers,
often citing local programming or a general preference for retaining youth within the juvenile system.
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Data Collection and Outcome Measures

Data Collection and Reporting Systems

Most counties describe how they collect data on youth served by the block grant, though the level of
detail and sophistication varies:

Data collection practices typically include the use of case management systems, designated
staff roles, assessment tools, surveys, and routine reporting from service providers. While some
counties are still developing their infrastructure or rely on external partners for evaluation, the
majority have established systems in place to track youth participation, service delivery, and
outcomes.

Common platforms used across counties include Tyler Supervision, Odyssey, and internally
developed systems, with others relying on tools such as Caseload Explorer, JWorks, or
Corrections Software Solutions. A few counties, such as Contra Costa and San Diego, have
implemented more advanced data integration through dashboards like Power Bl and
Performance-based Standards (PbS) to support real-time analysis and performance monitoring.
However, some counties (e.g., Del Norte, Inyo) provide minimal detail on their data
infrastructure.

Staffing structures also vary. Counties such as Kern, Tulare, Monterey, and Stanislaus have
dedicated analysts or research units overseeing data collection and evaluation. Others, including
Merced, Butte, and Riverside, partner with universities or external consultants to support data
analysis. In many jurisdictions, data responsibilities fall to probation officers, program managers,
or other general staff, reflecting a range of capacity and specialization across counties.

Data Collection Methods

Assessments and Screenings:

Counties use a variety of tools to assess youth risk levels, behavioral health needs, and service eligibility.
The most mentioned tools include:

Positive Achievement Change Tool (PACT): 13 counties reported using this validated tool that
assesses a youth's criminogenic needs and risk of reoffending to guide case planning and
service matching.

Child and Adolescent Needs and Strengths (CANS): Eight counties reported using this multi-
purpose tool used to assess behavioral health needs, strengths, and functioning across life
domains to inform treatment planning.

Youth Level of Service/Case Management Inventory (YLS/CMI): Eight counties reported using
this structured assessment that evaluates risk factors and needs to determine supervision levels
and appropriate interventions.

Juvenile/Correctional Assessment and Intervention Systems (JAIS/CAIS): Seven counties
reported using these tools that are designed to assess risk, criminogenic needs, and responsivity
factors to support individualized supervision and rehabilitation strategies.

Massachusetts Youth Screening Instrument (MAYSI-2): Seven counties reported using this
brief mental health screening tool used at intake to identify youth who may need immediate
behavioral health services.
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e Other Tools: Over 15 counties reported using other tools, including a range of specialized tools
for assessing mental health, trauma, substance use, risk of sexual exploitation, and cognitive-

behavioral patterns.
Surveys and Feedback:

e Youth Feedback (31 counties)
o Most counties collect youth feedback through surveys, interviews, satisfaction

questionnaires, or exit assessments. These tools are used to evaluate program
effectiveness, facility environment, emotional development, and service satisfaction.
e Family Feedback (13 counties)
o Family input is gathered through surveys, interviews, or advisory groups. This feedback
helps assess family engagement, service accessibility, and support needs.
e Staff Feedback (Nine counties)
o Staff feedback is collected through formal surveys, interviews, or regular meetings. It is
used to evaluate program implementation, identify service gaps, and inform
management decisions.

Provider or Program Reports

e Routine Reporting (At least 45 counties)
o Most counties collect regular reports from CBOs, schools, and behavioral health

providers. These reports typically include data on youth participation, service dosage,
progress, and outcomes.

e Examples of Reporting Structures

o Kings County uses Wellpath mental health professionals to maintain records and track

client progress through an electronic health record system. Santa Barbara County
receives structured reports from partners such as Family Service Agency of the Mid-
Valley (FBSMV), Allan Hancock College (AHC), and Behavioral Wellness (BWell),
including attendance, therapeutic progress, and fidelity reviews.
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Outcome Measures

Nearly all counties describe outcome measures used to evaluate the effectiveness of programs and
services supported by block grant funds. While the level of detail varies, most counties focus on a core
set of domains: education, employment, behavioral health and social outcomes, program completion,
and recidivism.

Education Outcomes

Education is one of the most consistently tracked areas across counties. Common indicators include
high school graduation, GED attainment, and enrollment in college or vocational programs. Some
counties go further, Alameda, for example, tracks both diploma and associate degree completion, while
Fresno and San Luis Obispo monitor post-secondary credit accumulation as a measure of academic
progress during and after custody.

Employment Outcomes

Employment-related outcomes are also widely reported. Counties frequently track job placement,
participation in vocational training, and employment retention over time. For instance, San Joaquin
monitors whether youth secure employment within three months of release, while Stanislaus tracks
employment retention at 120-, 150-, and 180-days post-release, offering a more longitudinal view of
workforce stability.

Behavioral Health and Social Outcomes

Many counties include behavioral health and social-emotional development as key outcome areas.
These measures often include participation in therapy, maintenance of sobriety, emotional regulation,
and family engagement. Butte County stands out for tracking institutional misconduct as a behavioral
indicator, while Santa Barbara County uses structured surveys developed by Tufts University and the
Texas Christian University Institute of Behavioral Research to assess growth in Positive Youth
Development domains such as confidence, connection, and character.

Program Completion

Program completion is another widely used metric, often encompassing court-ordered programs,
treatment plans, and life skills training. Counties like Tehama and Tulare use completion rates as key
indicators of youth engagement and program effectiveness, linking them directly to broader goals such
as reduced recidivism and successful reentry.

Recidivism Tracking

Prevalence

Recidivism is one of the most frequently cited outcome measures in county realignment plans, with 52
counties referencing it in some form. However, the way counties describe, track, and interpret
recidivism varies widely. Among these 52 counties, references to recidivism fall into three general
categories:
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e Basic mention: Some counties briefly acknowledge recidivism as a goal to reduce or a general
outcome of interest, but do not define it, tie it to specific metrics, or describe how it is tracked.

e Conceptual or mission aligned: A number of counties frame recidivism within broader goals like
equity, healing, or youth development. In these cases, reducing recidivism is not treated as a
standalone metric, but rather as a byproduct of system transformation and positive youth
outcomes.

e Tracking oriented: Other counties reference recidivism through related indicators (such as new
law violations, probation violations, or adult arrests) and may track these events over time.
However, they stop short of offering a formal definition or standardized measurement criteria.

Among the 52 counties, 28 counties provide a clear, operational definition of recidivism and use it as
a formal outcome measure. These definitions vary, but commonly include:

e Anew arrest or law violation

e A new adjudication or conviction

Rearrest, reincarceration, or reconviction

¢ No new charges within a defined period, such as one year

These counties often specify the timeframe for measurement (such as one, two-, or three-years post
release) and include recidivism into structured evaluation frameworks. In doing so, they move beyond
simply referencing recidivism and use it as a meaningful measure of long-term youth outcomes and
system performance.

The following section highlights examples of counties that have developed particularly strong or
longitudinal definitions of recidivism, offering models that may inform future statewide guidance and
standardization efforts.

Examples of Strong Definitions

Some counties offer more robust or longitudinal definitions of recidivism. Marin County tracks
recidivism over one-, two-, and three-year periods following program completion. Santa Barbara County
defines recidivism as a new sustained felony petition or adult conviction within one year of program
entry or release. San Diego County monitors a range of recidivism-related outcomes, including new
charges, probation violations, and adult system arrests at both six- and 12-months post-release.

These examples reflect a growing emphasis on using recidivism not just as a compliance metric, but as a
meaningful indicator of long-term youth outcomes and system performance. Developing a clear and
consistent methodology for monitoring recidivism is essential to advancing OYCR's mission of
promoting accountability, transparency and improved outcomes for youth. Without a standardized
approach, the state cannot accurately assess the effectiveness of local interventions or identify
disparities across counties. In the coming years, OYCR will seek to collaborate with counties, state
partners, and researchers to define the best practice for measuring and reporting recidivism.
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Summary of Annual Updates

Counties submitted a wide range of updates in their annual plans, reflecting progress in service delivery,
facility improvements, data tracking, and planning. These updates demonstrate continued investment in
rehabilitative programming and infrastructure to support youth impacted by the justice system.

Most Common Types of Updates

The most frequently reported updates were around programs and services, with all 57 submitting
counties detailing new or expanded offerings. These included education, behavioral health, reentry, and
vocational training. Counties of all sizes are leveraging partnerships with community-based
organizations, colleges, and behavioral health providers to deliver services tailored to youth needs.

Table 2: Types of Updates by Category

Category

Summary

Counties expanded
offerings in education,
behavioral health,
reentry, and vocational
training to support
youth rehabilitation.

Program and
Service Updates

(57 counties)

County Examples

Kings County introduced a welding
simulator and expanded mental
health services through CalHOPE.
San Mateo County launched a
culinary arts program.

Counties improved
physical spaces to

Facility Updates
yop support safety,

Tulare County completed a
landscaping project with walking
trails and shaded seating.

(32 counties) learning, and e Santa Barbara County started
therapeijtic care. rede5|gn|qg housing units for
therapeutic use.
Counties enhanced
Data and data systems and e San Joaquin County upgraded its
Outcome evaluation tools to case manage_ment system for cross-
III Measure better track youth agency tracking. .
1 Updates outcomes (e.g. e Santa Cruz County launched internal

program completion,
recidivism) and
program effectiveness.

(21 counties)

"Data Blast” reports and public-facing
metrics.

Recidivism is one of
the most frequently
cited outcome
measures. However,
only 28 counties clearly
define how they
measure it. Definitions
vary, including new
arrests, adjudications,
or convictions within a
set timeframe.

Recidivism
Tracking
(4 counties)

San Diego expanded their outcomes
section to include recidivism
tracking.

Santa Cruz reported recidivism data
directly in their annual updates.
Lassen mentions that their Stronger
Families Program helped prevent
recidivism.

Shasta reports data directly in their
annual updates.
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Appendix A: County Acceptance Status for 2025 JJRBG

Plans
Accepted Counties (56) Pending Revisions (2)
Alameda, Alpine, Amador, Butte, Calaveras, Del Norte, Tehama

Colusa, Contra Costa, El Dorado, Fresno, Glenn,

Humboldt, Imperial, Inyo, Kern, Kings, Lake,

Lassen, Los Angeles, Madera, Marin, Mariposa,

Mendocino, Merced, Modoc, Mono, Monterey,

Napa, Nevada, Orange, Placer, Plumas, Riverside,

Sacramento, San Benito, San Bernardino, San

Diego, San Francisco, San Joaquin, San Luis

Obispo, San Mateo, Santa Barbara, Santa Clara,

Santa Cruz, Shasta, Sierra, Siskiyou, Solano,

Sonoma, Stanislaus, Sutter, Trinity, Tulare,

Tuolumne, Ventura, Yolo, Yuba
Note: As of August 26, 2025, 56 of California’s 58 counties have had their 2025 JJRBG plans accepted.
Tehama and Del Norte County have outstanding requests for modification and remain under review
pending final acceptance.
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Appendix B: Acronyms

DJJ

JJRBG

SYTF

OYCR

Welf. & Inst.
Code

AB

SB

JPAs

MAYSI-II

PACT

PREA

CBT

ART

MRT

Division of Juvenile Justice

Juvenile Justice Realignment
Block Grant

Secure Youth Treatment
Facility

Office of Youth and
Community Restoration

Welfare and Institutions Code

Assembly Bill

Senate Bill

Joint Powers Agreements

Massachusetts Youth
Screening Instrument

Positive Achievement Change
Tool

Prison Rape Elimination Act

Cognitive Behavioral Therapy

Aggression Replacement
Training

Moral Reconation Therapy

EMDR

DMind

GED

IEP

PEP

DOR

STRTP

MDT

CFT

JAIS/CAIS

YLS/CMI

PbS

SEL

Eye Movement Desensitization
and Reprocessing

Dynamic Mindfulness

General Educational
Development

Individualized Education
Program

Prison Education Project

Department of Rehabilitation

Short-Term Residential
Therapeutic Program

Multidisciplinary Team

Child and Family Team

Juvenile/Correctional
Assessment and Intervention
Systems

Youth Level of Service/Case
Management Inventory

Performance-based Standards

Social and Emotional Learning
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