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About Us

Impact Justice is a national innovation and research center advancing new ideas and
solutions for justice reform. We work to dramatically reduce the massive number

of youth and adults in our justice system, improve conditions and outcomes for
those who are incarcerated, and provide meaningful opportunities for formerly
incarcerated people to rejoin their communities. For more information, please visit
www.Impactjustice.org.

This report falls under the purview of the Research and Action Center. As a center
of Impact Justice, our research catalyzes community efforts to eliminate disparities
and propel system change. We focus especially on the populations most impacted
by disparities, including youth and adults of color, as well as members of the LGBQ/
GNCT communities.
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Executive Summary

Restorative Community Pathways (RCP) is a community-led, pre-file diversion
initiative that offers an alternative to the court-based system following a youth’s
interaction with law enforcement in King County, Washington. The program is
designed to address the needs of youth who have allegedly caused harm and
community members who have experienced harm (CMEH) through culturally
responsive, community-based support that prioritizes healing, well-being, and
accountability. RCP aims to create meaningful accountability, reduce legal system
interaction, shift to healing-centered diversion, and provide access to restitution and
supportive services for those who have experienced harm.

Evaluation of King County Restorative Community Pathways (RCP)
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Purpose of Evaluation

The Impact Justice evaluation team, selected through a competitive bidding
process, conducted an independent, external evaluation of RCP focused on its
implementation, participant outcomes, and overall impact. The evaluation was
guided by the following questions:

1. What is the RCP model?

2. How do the consortium'’s activities and services align with King County’s goals
and objectives for juvenile legal system-involved youth?

3. How do the services and strategies specifically address the needs of justice-
involved youth, their families, and community members who experienced harm
(CMEH) in BIPOC communities?

4. Isthe RCP model an effective way to meet the rehabilitative and developmental
needs of youth with felonies or misdemeanors in King County?

5. How does the RCP promote accountability for youth referred to services?

6. Do youth receiving services through the RCP achieve better wellness,
developmental, and legal outcomes compared to similarly situated youth who do
not accept or participate in services?

This evaluation used a mixed-methods design to document RCP's operations,
program implementation, and participants’ experiences with the program and

to assess participant-level outcomes and program impact. The evaluation team
reviewed and analyzed a range of qualitative and quantitative data, including RCP
program documentation; quarterly narrative reports; interviews with RCP partners,
stakeholders, and participants; and quarterly performance measurement data.

A significant limitation was the denial of access to data from the King County
Prosecuting Attorney’s Office (KCPAO), which restricted the team’s ability to evaluate
recidivism and long-term legal system outcomes.

Key Findings

Finding 1: RCP Wraparound Model Delivers Holistic, Individualized Support.
RCP provides comprehensive, individualized support to address immediate and
long-term participant needs. This includes meeting participants’ basic needs such as
food, clothing, and housing, as well as connecting participants to employment and
education resources, behavioral health services (e.g., mental health, substance use
treatment), and recreational activities.

Evaluation of King County Restorative Community Pathways (RCP) 6
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Finding 2: RCP Supports the Needs of Youth and CMEH.

RCP effectively meets the needs of youth who have allegedly caused harm and
CMEH, particularly basic needs for youth and restitution for CMEH. Participants
reported high levels of program satisfaction (93% of youth & 98% of CMEH), viewing
RCP as a supportive, non-punitive alternative to legal system involvement.

Finding 3: Healing and Accountability Are Addressed and Achieved Through
Stability and Community Connection.

RCP views healing, accountability, and well-being as interconnected and rooted in
stability, trust, and community support. Accountability is framed as a relational,
reflective process—not simply punishment—and built through consistency and
supportive relationships.

Finding 4: Participant Engagement is Driven by Trust, Individualization, and
Family Partnership.

Participant engagement is a sustained process built on trust, consistency, and
culturally responsive support. Community navigators, many of whom have lived
experience, build strong relationships with youth and CMEH, offering individualized
and interest-based support that aligns with participants’ goals. Families are also
engaged as parallel support systems, reinforcing accountability and helping sustain
participants’ progress.

Finding 5: RCP Positively Impacts Participant Growth and Development.

RCP’s individualized support helps participants set and achieve meaningful personal
goals such as improving grades, applying to college, and obtaining employment,
with 69% of youth and 84% of CMEH completing one or more goals in their self-
determined action plans. Participants also reported positive identity development
(93% of youth & 97% of CMEH), gains in knowledge and skills (81% of youth &

95% of CMEH), and increased connection and belonging (89% of youth & 95% of
CMEH). Interview data further reflected growth in self-efficacy and socio-emotional
development.

Finding 6: Meeting Basic Needs Is Strongly Linked to Positive Outcomes.
Meeting participants’ basic needs was associated with positive outcomes including
positive identity growth, skill development, goal completion, and program
satisfaction. These findings suggest that meeting participants’ basic needs provides a
stable foundation for participants to focus on their goals and subsequently promote
positive development. Basic need fulfillment was also correlated with sustained
engagement. Among participants with at least one basic need met, 84% of youth and
69% of CMEH remained engaged in the program approximately two quarters after
enrollment.

Evaluation of King County Restorative Community Pathways (RCP) 7
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Finding 7: Referral Pathways Influence Participant Outcomes.

Outcomes for youth who allegedly caused harm varied by referral source.
Community-referred youth showed stronger outcomes across six of eight measured
areas including program completion, program satisfaction, connection and
belonging, growth in knowledge and skills, positive identity development, and
receiving basic needs support. In contrast, KCPAO-referred youth showed higher
rates of goal achievement. These findings suggest that while community-based
referrals may foster broader developmental gains and relational trust, the structure
and perceived urgency associated with KCPAO referrals may promote stronger goal
completion.

Finding 8: Program Completion Varies by Participant Characteristics and
Experience.

Program completion rates for youth who allegedly caused harm were similar for
male and female participants (59% & 58%, respectively) compared to CMEH who had
57% of males and 77% of females complete RCP. Variation in program completion

by race and ethnicity also emerged for youth and CMEH, with some subgroups
(notably Middle Eastern/North African participants) showing higher completion rates.
However, it is important to note that small sample sizes preclude drawing broader
conclusions about the relationship between participant race and ethnicity and
program completion.

In addition to participant characteristics, program completion was also associated
with certain participant outcomes. Completion for youth and CMEH was most
strongly associated with having basic needs met and gaining new knowledge

and skills. For youth specifically, other outcomes including program satisfaction,
connection, and identity growth were also linked with higher completion.

Finding 9: Communication Barriers Impacted Initial Participant Outreach and
Early Engagement.

While roughly 80% of youth and 72% of CMEH were ultimately engaged two quarters
after enrollment, RCP staff reported persistent challenges with initial outreach

and early engagement. These difficulties stemmed from inaccurate KCPAO referral
contact information, limited access to phones, and low community awareness of
RCP. As a result, trust-building at times took longer and required additional time and
effort from staff to secure participation.

Finding 10: RCP Implementation Was Impacted by Structural, Political, and
Resource Challenges.

RCP implementation faced significant challenges stemming from its expedited
launch, which left foundational processes underdeveloped and strained internal
capacity. The rapid rollout also necessitated ongoing adaptations to the RCP model.
Challenges included negative media representation, skepticism of the RCP program,

Evaluation of King County Restorative Community Pathways (RCP)
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operational and internal protocol development challenges, budget constraints,

and broader systemic service gaps. Despite these issues, RCP partners have made
significant improvements to their internal procedures and structure as RCP continues
to grow.

Recommendations

Recommendation 1: Strengthen Coordination and Collaboration Across the
Consortium

Reported implementation challenges highlight a need for increased consortium-wide
coordination, problem-solving, and alignment with RCP’s core principles. This may
include rethinking the structure of monthly consortium meetings and creating time
and space for shared learning and problem-solving.

Recommendation 2: Fill Vacant RCP Consortium Coordinator Role

Based on the reported need for stronger consortium coordination, RCP partners
and county stakeholders should consider reinstating and prioritizing the hiring of a
dedicated consortium coordinator. This role was identified as critical in supporting
cross-organizational coordination, relationship-building, and facilitating internal and
external communications.

Recommendation 3: Expand RCP Eligibility to Include Youth with Serious Offenses
To align with evidence-based practices that show that youth with higher risk

levels and more serious offenses are the most likely to benefit from intensive,
developmentally appropriate intervention, RCP should consider expanding its
eligibility criteria beyond low-level offenses to include youth facing more serious
charges.

Recommendation 4: Strengthen Data Collection Tools and Procedures
Improvements are needed to strengthen RCP’s data collection system to more
effectively demonstrate program impact. This includes (1) improving intake
procedural clarity and creating a more standardized intake form to be used by all
partners, (2) standardizing data collection methods across partners to improve
consistency and reliability, and (3) expanding outcome measures to capture the
depth of client experiences.

Recommendation 5: Support Consortium Data Collection Through Outside
Expertise

To effectively measure outcomes and evaluate RCP, partners and stakeholders
should consider hiring an external expert to offer technical assistance and support
in defining clear, measurable indicators that reflect RCP’s values and goals and in
developing standardized tools and data protocols for use across the consortium.

Evaluation of King County Restorative Community Pathways (RCP) 9



Introduction

King County’s Restorative Community Pathways (RCP) was launched in November
2021 as a community-led diversion initiative. Designed as an alternative to traditional
juvenile justice legal system processing, RCP is composed of a consortium of
community-based organizations that work to address the individualized needs of
youth who allegedly caused harm and community members who experienced harm
(CMEH)' through culturally responsive, community-based support that promotes
healing, accountability, and long-term success.

1. Note: The term youth who allegedly caused harm refers to youth diverted to RCP by the King County Prosecuting Attorney’s Office, and the term CMEH refers to any harmed party,
including other youth, young adults, and older adults. Throughout the report, the evaluation team uses the terms youth and youth who allegedly caused harm interchangeably.

impactjustice.org
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Grounded in the understanding that punitive responses do not improve safety or
support rehabilitation, King County has made intentional investments in restorative
approaches that provide more meaningful support to young people. This shift
reflects both advocacy efforts and a growing body of research emphasizing the value
of developmentally appropriate, healing-centered responses that prioritize safety,
accountability, and community well-being.? King County is also among a growing
number of jurisdictions expanding diversion opportunities for youth who pose a

low risk to public safety, with a strong focus on advancing racial and ethnic equity.
By investing in early intervention and community-based alternatives to formal court
processing and incarceration, the County aims to reduce the disproportionate impact
of the legal system on Black, Indigenous, and People of Color (BIPOC) youth and
create pathways that foster long-term success and stability.

RCP is the result of decades of advocacy and organizing by Black leaders, youth
advocates, and communities of color who have long called attention to the harm
and ineffectiveness of traditional juvenile legal system approaches. As stated in King
County's Care & Closure plan, “All young people in King County deserve to thrive and
reach their full potential. Yet many face a legal system that is harmful, punitive, and
overwhelmingly targets youth of color...King County aims to unwind generations

of systemic racism by transforming the criminal legal system and enhancing

public safety, so every person is safe in their home and community.”® Through RCP,
community and system partners work together to promote the positive development
and well-being of all youth, expand the use of evidence-based and promising
practices grounded in adolescent development, and ensure that collective responses
to youth in crisis help restore them to a path of stability, accountability, and long-
term well-being.

2. Mendel, R. A. (2023). Effective alternatives to youth incarceration. The Sentencing Project. https://www.sentencingproject.org/reports/effective-alternatives-to-youth-incarceration

3. King County. (n.d.). Care & closure: A plan for youth healing, accountability, and community safety. https://publicinput.com/cfjcstrategicplan2025

impactjustice.org
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Project Overview

In May 2024, King County released a request for proposals seeking a qualified
organization to evaluate RCP—specifically to document its successes, challenges,
and opportunities for learning. Impact Justice, an Oakland-based 501(c)(3) nonprofit
organization, submitted a proposal and was selected through a competitive bid
process to conduct an independent, external evaluation of the program.

impactjustice.org Evaluation of King County Restorative Community Pathways (RCP)



For this project, Impact Justice was tasked with assessing the implementation,
effectiveness, and overall impact of RCP. This included examining how well the
program met its core goals: diverting youth from the legal system, promoting
meaningful accountability, supporting healing for youth who allegedly caused harm
and CMEH, and fostering long-term relationships that strengthen both youth and
community well-being. As part of the evaluation, Impact Justice was also asked to
analyze demographic data related to the backgrounds of participating youth, review
referral and offense data (e.g., reasons for legal system contact), and assess whether
youth who engaged in RCP services demonstrated behavioral improvements or,
conversely, recidivated.

Evaluation Questions

This evaluation is guided by a comprehensive set of questions aimed at deepening
understanding of the RCP model, its implementation, and its impact. It explores the
program'’s structure, including how youth enter and exit the program, how providers
engage participants, and what services are offered. The evaluation also examines the
consistency of implementation across organizations, populations, and geographic
areas in King County, as well as fidelity to the original RCP framework. In addition,
the evaluation considers how consortium activities align with the County’s broader
goals for youth in the juvenile legal system and the unique mission and capacity of
each partner organization. A key focus is on how services are adapted to meet the
needs of BIPOC youth, families, and CMEH and the extent to which those adaptations
promote healing, accountability, and development. Finally, the evaluation seeks to
understand how youth, families, and CMEH experience and perceive the program.

The following questions guide the evaluation:*

1. What is the RCP model?

2. How do the consortium'’s activities and services align with King County’s goals
and objectives for juvenile legal system-involved youth?

3. How do the services and strategies specifically address the needs of justice-
involved youth, their families, and community members who experienced harm
(CMEH) in BIPOC communities?

4. Isthe RCP model an effective way to meet the rehabilitative and developmental
needs of youth with felonies or misdemeanors in King County?

5. How does the RCP promote accountability for youth referred to services?

4. See Appendix 1 for detailed sub-questions.

impactjustice.org
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6. Do youth receiving services through the RCP achieve better wellness,
developmental, and legal outcomes compared to similarly situated youth who do
not accept or participate in services?

Methods

To address the evaluation questions outlined above, a mixed-methods design was
used, combining process and outcomes evaluation approaches and drawing on
multiple sources of qualitative and quantitative data.

The evaluation began by examining program implementation to develop a
foundational understanding of how RCP functions in practice. This component
examined the core elements of the model, the types of services offered, and the
operational dynamics across partner sites. It also explored implementation successes
and challenges, referral pathways, and how RCP promotes accountability, healing,
and well-being. In addition, the evaluation documented participant experiences

to better understand how youth, families, and community members perceive and
engage with the program.

The second component assessed youth-level outcomes, drawing on program and
legal system data. This analysis examined the characteristics of referred youth and
reasons for referral. The evaluation team was also asked to determine whether
participation in RCP was associated with behavioral improvements or, conversely,
new sustained charges that could indicate recidivism.

Importantly, when assessing and interpreting behavioral outcomes such as
recidivism, it is critical to consider systemic context—particularly the racial and ethnic
disparities that shape youth experiences in the legal system. Research consistently
shows that Black youth, in particular, are disproportionately subjected to greater
surveillance and harsher responses from the legal system.® For example, findings
from the Project on Human Development in Chicago Neighborhoods demonstrated
that Black youth reported more frequent contact with police, even when controlling
for factors such as criminal offending, impulsivity, mental health symptoms, and
gang involvement.®

Although this report presents rich and nuanced data, it is important to note that the
evaluation team was denied access to data from the KCPAO. As a result, we could not
fully assess recidivism and long-term outcomes related to legal system contact.

5. Onifade, E., Barnes, A., Campbell, C., & Mandalari, A. (2019). Risk assessment as a mechanism for reducing differential treatment of minorities by a juvenile justice system. Journal of

Ethnicity in Criminal Justice, 17(3), 203-227. https://doi.org/10.1080/15377938.2019.1619647

6. Unnever, J., Owusu-Bempah, A., & Deryol, R. (2019). A test of the differential involvement hypothesis. Race and Justice, 9(2), 197-224. https://doi.org/10.1177/2153368717697104
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Data Collection

The evaluation team used a combination of primary and secondary qualitative and
quantitative data. For quantitative data, the DCHS Children, Youth and Young Adult
Division (CYYAD) provided program documentation (e.g., RFP proposals, performance
measurement plans), quarterly narrative reports, and quarterly performance
measurement data spanning from Quarter 1 of 2022 through Quarter 1 of 2025.

In addition, the team collected qualitative data between October 2024 and June 2025.
These data included semi-structured interviews and focus groups with RCP partners,
community navigators, county stakeholders from DCHS and the KCPAO, and RCP
participants, including youth and CMEH.

The evaluation team conducted interviews and focus groups with RCP partners
and county stakeholders. The CYYAD team facilitated initial introductions, after
which the team coordinated directly with RCP partners to schedule in-person site
visits. Site leads were asked to invite staff directly involved in RCP implementation,
though the evaluation team did not control who ultimately participated. Most
attendees included executive directors, program managers, and community
navigators.

For county stakeholders, contact information was provided by the CYYAD. Interviews
were conducted with members of the DCHS and CYYAD team and staff from the
KCPAO. A summary of all interviews conducted with RCP partners and stakeholders is
presented in Appendix 10.

RCP participants were recruited from each program site with the goal of reaching
five participants per provider. With the exception of one provider, the evaluation team
did not have direct access to participant contact information. Instead, RCP provider
staff—those working most closely with participants—helped facilitate recruitment.
The evaluation team first shared a brief overview of the evaluation and the purpose
of the interviews and focus groups with RCP partners, who then relayed this
information to participants, assisted with scheduling, and helped ensure youth and
CMEH could attend in-person sessions.

Participants took part in interviews and focus groups that lasted between 30 and

60 minutes and received gift cards in appreciation of their time. In total, 26 RCP
participants engaged in interviews and focus groups (see Appendix 10). Of these, 20
were youth who allegedly caused harm,” four were parents of RCP youth, and two

7. Allinterviewed youth were KCPAO-referred youth.

impactjustice.org
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were CMEH. The original intent was to speak with a similar number of youth and
CMEH participants; however, CMEH recruitment proved more challenging due to
limited availability and outreach constraints.

Analysis Plan

The evaluation team received four data uploads from DCHS, with the final file
provided on May 2, 2025. The datasets included all consortium records of contact
with youth and CMEH from January 2023 through March 2025.8 It was structured by
person-level, quarterly observations and included demographic information (e.g.,
age, race/ethnicity, gender, ZIP code), as well as key program indicators such as
entry and exit dates, completion status, exit reason, goal achievement, engagement,
satisfaction, connection, basic needs, identity development, and knowledge/skill
growth. Each record also included the referral source, RCP provider agency, and a
client identifier. The final dataset contained 2,855 observations.

The team used crosstabulations to explore relationships among key program
variables. Crosstabs are well-suited for categorical data and allowed the evaluation
team to see how responses on one variable corresponded with responses on
another. For example, we examined the connection between participant satisfaction
and program completion (i.e., the frequency in which participants who reported
being satisfied with the program were also recorded as having completed it). This
approach enabled us to explore patterns across multiple variables (e.g., satisfaction
and completion, engagement and goal achievement), offering insight into the
relationships between participant experiences and program outcomes.

Participant Interviews and Focus Groups

Analysis of participant interviews and focus groups was conducted in three stages.
First, responses were organized using eight broad, pre-defined (deductive) codes:
program entry, expectations, activities/services, goal setting, growth, connection,
relationships with staff, and satisfaction. In the second stage, inductive coding was
used to identify sub-themes that emerged within each category. Finally, the data
were interpreted in relation to relevant research and literature. One team member
led the initial coding, and a second team member reviewed and refined the coding
decisions to ensure consistency and shared understanding.

8.  Although DCHS also provided the evaluation team with aggregate data for the year 2022, those data are excluded from analyses described in this report, as they lack the detail provided

in the individual-level consortium records of contact with youth who allegedly caused harm and CMEH.
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RCP Partner and Stakeholder Interviews and Focus Groups

RCP partner and stakeholder interviews, along with quarterly narrative reports,
were analyzed using a similar multi-step coding process. Initial coding applied
broad deductive categories aligned with the evaluation's focus areas: model
components, program processes, participant needs, and implementation barriers
and facilitators. These categories included more specific sub-codes to capture detail.
In the final step, inductive coding was used to surface key themes—both anticipated
and unanticipated—across the data. As with participant interviews, coding was
conducted by one team member and reviewed by a second to ensure alignment and
consistency.

Evaluation of King County Restorative Community Pathways (RCP) 17



Background and Context

Adolescence is a developmental stage marked by exploration, risk-taking, and
impulsive decision-making—not because youth are inherently irresponsible, but
because their brains are still maturing. As highlighted by the National Academies
of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, adolescents are less able than adults to
regulate impulses, weigh long-term consequences, and resist peer pressure—
hallmarks of adolescent brain development. This is due to the imbalance between
the underdeveloped prefrontal cortex, which governs decision-making and impulse
control, and the highly active limbic system, which drives emotion and reward-
seeking behavior.®'® While most young people “age out” of this stage and develop
greater self-regulation, these neurological factors help explain why adolescent
misbehavior is often temporary and developmentally expected.™

9. National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine. (2019). The promise of adolescence: Realizing opportunity for all youth.

10. Ibid.

11. National Research Council. (2013). Reforming juvenile justice: A developmental approach. The National Academies Press.
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For many youth, natural developmental risk-taking is further compounded

by systemic inequities such as housing instability, food insecurity, caregiver
incarceration, and disrupted education.’ Racial bias, punitive school environments,
and unmet basic needs intensify these challenges, particularly for marginalized
youth.'> 1> These conditions create pathways into the legal system for young
people who may have high needs but pose little risk to public safety. Often, they are
experiencing trauma, behavioral health issues, or family conflict—challenges better
addressed through supportive services rather than legal intervention. Research
consistently shows that formal system involvement can leave youth worse off,
increasing the likelihood of re-arrest, incarceration, and long-term instability.’®

Evidence-Based Approaches to Youth Diversion and
Intervention

Research highlights several best practices for improving outcomes and reducing
recidivism among youth on probation or at risk of deeper system involvement

- many of which align directly with RCP's approach. Central to these practices

is tailoring interventions to a youth's risk level, as described in the Risk-Need-
Responsivity (RNR) framework. This includes addressing key behavioral risk factors
such as negative peer associations and substance use, while also ensuring services
are responsive to each youth's individual characteristics, including learning style,
motivation, and cultural background.'” Strengths-based case management plays a
critical role in this process, shifting the focus from deficits to the strengths, goals,
and assets of youth and their families.®

Equally important is to minimize unnecessary system contact. Studies consistently
show that deeper and prolonged justice system involvement increases the likelihood
of reoffending, particularly for low-risk youth.” In contrast, diversion programs

and community-based alternatives demonstrate better and stronger long-term

12.

13.

14.

16.

17.

18.

19.

. Mendel, R. (2024, April 18). Protect and redirect: Best practices for juvenile diversion. The Sentencing Project. https://www.sentencingproject.or

Hodara, M., Fujita-Conrads, E., & Petrokubi, J. (2023, October). The Washington State Open Doors youth reengagement system: Students served and program outcomes 2015-2021.
Education Northwest. https://ospi.k12.wa.us/sites/default/files/2023-12/wa_state_open_doors_report_0.pdf

Crumé, H. J., Martinez, D., Yohalem, N., & Yoshizumi, A. (2020). C;eatmgpathwaysfor change: Unde;srandmg student drsengagemem and reengagement. Community Center for Education
Results. https://roadma

Hong, J. S., Kim, D. H., Peguero, A. A,, Thornberg, R., & Naveed, S. (2024). Sex and racial/ethnic differences in school security measures, bullying victimization, and perceived school
safety: Implications for health care. Journal of Pediatric Health Care, 38(2), 148-159. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pedhc.2023.06.009

practices-for-juvenile-diversion/

Cauffman, E., Gillespie, M. L., Beardslee, J., Davis, F.,, Hernandez, M., & Williams, T. (2023). Adolescent contact, lasting impact? Lessons learned from two longitudinal studies spanning 20
years of developmental science research with justice-system-involved youths. Psychological Science in the Public Interest, 24(3), 133-161. https://doi.org/10.1177/15291006231205173

Seigle, E., Walsh, N., & Weber, J. (2014) Core pr mctplesfm reducmgreczdlwsm and improving other outcomes for youth in the juvenile justice system. Council of State Governments Justice

National Research Council. (2013). Reforming Juvenile Justice: A developmental approach. The National Academies Press.

Beckman, K. J., Jewett, P. I, Gagad, A., & Borowsky, I. W. (2024). Reducing re-arrest through community-led, police-initiated restorative justice diversion tailored for youth. Crime &
Delinquency, 70(10), 2780-2802. https://doi.org/10.1177/00111287231158569

impactjustice.org Evaluation of King County Restorative Community Pathways (RCP) 19


chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://ospi.k12.wa.us/sites/default/files/2023-12/wa_state_open_doors_report_0.pdf
chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://roadmapproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/Creating-Paths-for-Change-Understanding-Student-Disengagement-and-Reengagement.pdf
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0891524523001797
https://www.sentencingproject.org/policy-brief/protect-and-redirect-best-practices-for-juvenile-diversion/
https://www.sentencingproject.org/policy-brief/protect-and-redirect-best-practices-for-juvenile-diversion/
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/15291006231205173
https://csgjusticecenter.org/publications/juvenile-justice-white-paper/
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/00111287231158569

outcomes.?® Restorative justice practices complement these programs by creating
space for accountability, healing, and relationship repair through dialogue and
reparation, often resulting in reduced recidivism and greater satisfaction among
those harmed.

Best practices also highlight the importance of credible messenger models and
culturally affirming programming that reflect the lived experiences of the youth.”
These approaches build trust and strengthen engagement, which are critical to
achieving meaningful outcomes. Accessibility is another key factor: many young
people, particularly those from low-income households, lack reliable transportation.?
Locating services in or near the neighborhoods where youth live not only removes
logistical barriers but also increases sustained participation—further amplifying the
impact of diversion and intervention programs.

Research highlights several best practices for improving outcomes and reducing recidivism among youth on

probation or at risk of deeper system involvement:

Risk-Need-Responsivity Framework: Tailor interventions to the youth'’s level of risk, focus on criminogenic
needs (e.g., peer associations, substance use), and ensure programming is responsive to individual
characteristics such as learning style, motivation, and culture.

Strengths-Based Case Management: Shift from deficit-based models to approaches that emphasize
strengths, goals, and assets of youth and families.

Minimizing System Contact: Studies show that deep or prolonged contact with the legal system can
exacerbate risk for low-risk youth. Diversion and community-based alternatives are more effective than formal
processing for many.

Restorative Justice Practices: Restorative justice has gained traction as an effective approach in youth justice.
It promotes accountability and healing through dialogue, reparation, and relationship restoration, often
reducing reoffending while addressing the needs of those harmed.
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National Data Perspective

The challenges described above are not unique to any one jurisdiction. Across the
United States, significant racial and ethnic disparities persist in the youth legal
system. BIPOC youth are overrepresented at every stage—from arrest and case filing
to out-of-home placements and state confinement—and are underrepresented in
diversion opportunities. A 2021 study found that, even after accounting for legal
and other factors, the odds of being formally processed were 67% higher for Black
and Latino youth compared to white youth.?® Nationally, White youth make up 52%
of all diverted cases, while only 40% of diverted cases involve Black and Latino
youth combined.?* Despite overall declines in youth crime, nearly 400,000 young
people were still formally processed in 2019, many for nonviolent, low-level offenses
such as theft, disorderly conduct, and low-level drug possession.?® In other words,
most youth entering the legal system—particularly BIPOC youth—are not involved
in serious or violent crime but are nonetheless pulled into its processes—often
unnecessarily.

Local Context

King County is home to a racially and ethnically diverse population, though the
majority are non-Hispanic White (54%), followed by Asian (20%), Hispanic/Latino
(11%), Black/African American (6.5%), and Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander (less
than 1%).26 King County is also one of the more affluent counties in the country.?
As the anchor of the Seattle metropolitan area, its economy is driven by a thriving
tech sector and home to major companies like Amazon and Microsoft, which helps
drive a high median household income of $122,148.2 However, significant disparities
persist across gender and racial and ethnic lines. Full-time, year-round female
workers earned a median income of $90,300 compared to $111,600 for their male
counterparts.?? Among households, Asians reported the highest median income
at $151,389, followed by non-Hispanic White households at $128,016. In contrast,
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Hispanic/Latino households earned around $89,684, Native Hawaiian and Pacific
Islander households $83,087, Black households $65,975, and American Indian/Alaska
Native households just under $62,961.% These gaps reflect longstanding racial and
economic inequities that continue to shape life in the region.

While some households benefit from the region'’s thriving tech economy, roughly
18% of residents experience severe housing challenges, including cost burdens,
overcrowding, or inadequate living conditions, with disproportionately higher rates
among Black and Hispanic households.?' Rising housing cost have displaced many
families of color from Seattle into surrounding areas, disrupting community ties and
creating instability.?? This displacement often means longer commutes and reduced
access to public transportation, further limiting access to services and opportunities.
Coupled with broader socioeconomic inequities, these conditions make it
significantly more difficult for families of color to navigate challenges when their
children come into contact with systems of support or accountability—especially
when they lack the financial resources to access needed services.

Snapshot of Youth in King County’s Legal System

Before discussing the process and impact of RCP, it is important to first provide a
snapshot of the youth involved in or referred to the legal system in King County. This
section draws on data from the KCPAO dashboard, which includes information on
youth suspected of committing crimes in the county.®

A case is referred when law enforcement formally submits it to the KCPAO for review.
A case is filed when the KCPAO formally charges the respondent (i.e., the youth) by
submitting paperwork to the court and a judge finds probable cause that a crime
occurred.

Under Washington State law, the KCPAO is required to divert juvenile cases when
appropriate. A case is diverted when there is sufficient evidence to file charges but an
alternative process—other than formal court filing—is deemed more appropriate. In
such cases, youth are referred to diversion programs where they must meet specific
conditions and receive supportive services. Some diversion programs also engage
victims and offer restitution through loss recovery funds. If the youth successfully
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completes the diversion requirements, the case is dismissed; if they do not comply,
the KCPAO retains the discretion to formally file charges.

There are currently three main types of diversion available in King County,** each
tailored to different needs and circumstances: Court Diversion, Family Intervention
and Restorative Services, and the RCP program.

e Court diversion involves referral to Superior Court Services for diversion
agreements that may include counseling, community service, and restitution
to the victim. The diversion agreements are monitored by a combination of
community volunteers and juvenile probation counselors.

* Family Intervention and Restorative Services (FIRS) offers youth arrested for
family violence incidents space at an overnight respite center instead of secure
detention. FIRS staff offer counseling to safely reunite youth with their family. At
no cost to them, families are offered in-home family counseling, mental health
services, drug and alcohol services, and the Step-Up Program, which specifically
addresses adolescent family violence.

* RCPinvolves youth in a community-led accountability and restoration process.
Skilled community navigators and community-based supports work together to
prevent future harm and criminal legal system involvement. The victim is offered
the same support services and compensation for financial losses associated with
the incident.

In 2024, the most recent year with available data, there were 2,328 cases referred
to the KCPAO for legal system involvement; this represents approximately 1,595
individuals.

Reflecting a consistent trend for the past three years, the majority of referrals were
for lower-level offenses: In 2024, 45% were for misdemeanors, while an additional
18% involved property crimes, drug-related offenses, or other felonies. About one-
quarter of the cases involved crimes against a person or involved a weapon (25%),
which can range from simple assault to more serious charges. A smaller subset—
approximately 11%—were related to sex offenses (see Figure 1).3

34. While these are the three main diversion options, youth can also be diverted to other specialized community-based programs for unique cases. See King County (n.d.). Juvenile court

cases dashboard. https://kingcounty.gov/en/dept/pao/about-king-county/about-pao/data-reports/dashboard

35. See Appendix 14 for a list of eligible RCP offenses.
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FIGURE 1: KING COUNTY YOUTH REFERRALS BY OFFENSE TYPE
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Notes: King County Prosecuting Attorney’s Office Data Dashboard, 2024. https://kingcounty.gov/en/dept/pao/about-king-
county/about-pao/data-reports/dashboard

Charges were filed (see Figure 2) in approximately 38% of cases (887 total). The
remaining cases were either diverted (33%) to one of King County’s diversion
options—RCP, Court Diversion, FIRS, or specialized community-based programs for
unique cases—or were classified under “other” outcomes, meaning the youth was
neither charged nor diverted (29%).3¢

36. There are many reasons cases are not filed or diverted. Some are as follows: (1) The referral was sent to the KCPAO for review only and was never intended for prosecution; these are
called statutory referrals; (2) There is insufficient evidence to file charges; or (3) The case does not meet the KCPAO’s filing and disposition standards. In all instances, the KCPAO sends
notice and explanation to the investigating agency. In many instances law enforcement may be required to send a sex offense investigation to the KCPAO for review even though they
do not believe the case is sufficient or appropriate for prosecution. These are called “statutory referrals” because they are only made because of the legal requirement. These cases were
never intended for prosecution and, as a result, the KCPAO generally declines to file charges.
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FIGURE 2: LEGAL OUTCOMES FOR KING COUNTY YOUTH, 2024
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Notes: King County Prosecuting Attorney’s Office Data Dashboard, 2024. https://kingcounty.gov/en/dept/pao/about-king-
county/about-pao/data-reports/dashboard

According to the KCPAO, a case is officially filed when prosecutors submit charges

to the court and a judge determines there is probable cause that a crime occurred.
While law enforcement agencies are responsible for conducting investigations and
can make arrests, charges cannot be filed without review and approval by the KCPAO.
Prosecutors independently evaluate the evidence and determine whether to file
charges based on publicly available guidelines known as the Filing and Disposition
Standards.?’

Among cases filed (see Figure 3), a smaller percentage involved misdemeanor
offenses (18%). The majority could be deemed more serious, including crimes against
a person or involving a weapon (48%), property, drug, or other felonies (27%), and
sex offenses (7%). This distribution has remained relatively consistent over the past
three years.

37. King County Prosecuting Attorney’s Office (n.d.). Data dashboard: Juvenile court cases. https://kingcounty.gov/en/dept/pao/about-king-county/about-pao/data-reports/dashboard
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FIGURE 3: KING COUNTY YOUTH CASES FILED BY OFFENSE TYPE
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Notes: King County Prosecuting Attorney’s Office Data Dashboard, 2024. https://kingcounty.gov/en/dept/pao/about-king-
county/about-pao/data-reports/dashboard

Demographic Characteristics of Legal System Involved Youth

Male youth accounted for the majority of referrals to the legal system, representing
73% of referrals, compared to 27% for female youth. Racial and ethnic disparities are
also evident, as BIPOC youth make up a disproportionate share of referrals: Black
youth accounted for 42%, Hispanic youth 19%, Asian youth 9%, and American Indian
or Alaska Native youth 1%.%® In contrast, White youth comprise just 29% of referrals.
These figures stand in stark contrast to the actual youth population in King County,
where Black youth make up only 7% of residents ages 10 to 17, Hispanic youth 16%,
Asian youth 16%, Pacific Islander less than 1%, and American Indian and Alaskan
Native youth less than 1%, while White youth make up nearly 47%.%

38. These data are for youth referrals in 2024 who have a known racial or ethnic identity (i.e., excluding referred youth whose race and ethnicity is missing or unknown).

39. These percentages are calculated using American Community Survey data by treating Hispanic/Latino as a racial category. All other categories represent the percentage when

excluding Hispanic/Latino individuals. While this is nonstandard, it allows for a more direct comparison to KCPAO data, which also treats Hispanic/Latino as a racial rather than ethnic
category. See: U.S. Census Bureau (2021). Sex by age. 2017-2021 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. https://data.census.gov/table/ACSDT5YSPT2021.B01001?g=race+&t=-
00:Age+and+Sex&g=050XX00US53033
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It is important to note that the KCPAO does not disaggregate subgroups within

the Asian category or separate Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander youth in its
reporting. This lack of detail is concerning, as the socioeconomic experiences of
these groups can differ significantly. As a result, it is difficult to determine how these
youth are represented in referral and case filing data. For example, while Pacific
Islander youth make up approximately 1% of the County’s youth population, the
aggregated reporting limits our ability to assess their involvement in the legal system
which could, in fact, be significantly higher than what is shown in Figure 4.

FIGURE 4: BREAKDOWN OF KING COUNTY REFERRALS AND CASES FILED BY RACE/

ETHNICITY
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Notes: Referral and diversion data sourced from King County Prosecuting Attorney’s Office Data Dashboard, 2024 (https://
kingcounty.gov/en/dept/pao/about-king-county/about-pao/data-reports/dashboard). Percentages from the KCPAO
dashboard are calculated excluding cases where the race/ethnicity is listed as missing or unknown. King County youth
population data sourced from 5-year estimates of the American Community Survey.
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As previously noted in Figure 2, one out of three youth referred to the KCPAO
were diverted (33%). These youth were referred to Court Diversion (26%), Family
Intervention and Restorative Services (31%), “other” specialized community-based
programs (17%) for unique cases, or RCP (26%, see Figure 5).

FIGURE 5: YOUTH CASES DIVERTED FOR KING COUNTY YOUTH, 2024
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Notes: King County Prosecuting Attorney’s Office Data Dashboard, 2024. https://kingcounty.gov/en/dept/pao/about-king-
county/about-pao/data-reports/dashboard

It is important to consider how the profiles of diverted youth compare to those with
charges filed. In other words, did diverted youth generally have more or less serious
offenses than those with charges filed? Given the county's diversion options, charges
appear to have been filed primarily in more serious cases. As noted earlier (see Figure
3), 48% of filed charges involved crimes against a person and weapons offenses, 7%
involved sex offenses, and only 27% were misdemeanors. In contrast, among youth
referred to RCP, 70% had misdemeanor offenses, 25% involved property, drug, or other
felonies, and only 5% involved crimes against a person or a weapon (see Figure 6). No
youth were referred to RCP for sex offenses.* Therefore, overall, youth diverted to the
RCP program tend to have less serious offenses than those with charges filed.

40. Sex offenses are not eligible for RCP referral. See Appendix 14 for a list of RCP-eligible offenses.
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FIGURE 6: KING COUNTY RCP REFERRAL BY OFFENSE TYPE
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Notes: King County Prosecuting Attorney’s Office Data Dashboard, 2024. https://kingcounty.gov/en/dept/pao/about-king-
county/about-pao/data-reports/dashboard
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Restorative Community Pathways

RCP is a community-based diversion program operated by a consortium of six local
organizations and designed to support youth impacted by or at risk of entering

the juvenile legal system. Grounded in restorative justice principles, RCP offers

an alternative to punitive responses by focusing on healing, accountability, and
reconnection. Rather than relying on traditional legal interventions, the program
engages both youth who have allegedly caused harm and CMEH, providing each with
trauma-informed, culturally responsive services (see logic model in Appendix 13). All
participants—those who have allegedly caused harm and CMEH—undergo the same
intake process and are offered tailored support through a coordinated network of
care that addresses their physical, emotional, and developmental needs.

Evaluation of King County Restorative Community Pathways (RCP)
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FIGURE 7: RCP CONSORTIUM PARTNER SERVICE MODELS
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At the heart of RCP is the belief that healing, personal growth, and accountability are
possible when individuals are connected to community-based supports that honor
their dignity, culture, and lived experience. The program prioritizes stability as a
foundation for transformation, recognizing that participants must first have their basic
needs—such as housing, food, and safety—met in order to engage meaningfully in
services. RCP fosters individual development through mentorship, behavioral health
care, educational and employment resources, and restorative practices such as healing
and accountability circles. By promoting healing within community rather than in
isolation and by redefining accountability as a process rooted in relationship repair and
reflection, RCP offers youth and CMEH a path toward restoration, resilience, and long-
term well-being. Supporting CMEH is an important component of the RCP model. RCP
recognizes that CMEH are also at risk of harm and neglect by the legal system and are
often left with unmet needs.

Collectively, the RCP consortium expands the range of services available to
participants and reflects the program'’s design as a flexible, community-based
model. Traditional juvenile legal system responses often fail to offer services that
are culturally grounded, trauma-informed, and reflective of the lived experiences

Evaluation of King County Restorative Community Pathways (RCP) 31



of BIPOC youth and their families.*” The RCP model addresses this gap by

leveraging the unique strengths and programming of each consortium partner to
ensure participant needs are met. These organizations are deeply rooted in their
communities and equipped to deliver tailored, population-specific services that meet
participants where they are—culturally, emotionally, and developmentally.

The RCP consortium is composed of six partners:

Choose 180: Choose 180 was created in 2011 as a community-centered partnership
with the KCPAO to keep youth, particularly those from South King County areas,

out of the juvenile legal system. A key goal of this partnership was to address racial
disproportionality and disrupt the school-to-prison pipeline. The resulting program,
called the 180 Program, served as a post-filing four-hour Saturday workshop for
youth with eligible misdemeanor offenses. Although that workshop is no longer
active, Choose 180 has since expanded its reach and capacity to serve young

people of all backgrounds throughout King County and nearby counties. Today, the
organization offers nine different programs that support young people across a
range of needs, from court and school-based diversion to summer internships and
expressive arts therapy. They continue to partner with the KCPAO to support both
post-filing diversion and, through RCP, pre-filing diversion efforts. As an RCP partner,
Choose 180 brings years of expertise in diversion and advocacy for systems-impacted
young people.

Collective Justice: Collective Justice was founded to address community members'
needs for healing, repair, and meaningful accountability outside of the criminal legal
system, particularly for individuals who experience serious violence or have lost
loved ones to violence. The organization specializes in restorative justice approaches
that bring together survivors and individuals who caused harm, focusing on healing
and accountability. As an RCP partner, Collective Justice provides direct services,
including facilitating dialogue between CMEH and youth who allegedly caused harm,
and hosts cross-consortium restorative justice trainings to build other partners’
capacity to engage in restorative practices with RCP participants.*

Congolese Integration Network (CIN): Founded in 2017, CIN supports Congolese
and sub-Saharan immigrants, many of whom are refugees resettling in the US.
Initially assisting mothers and children with basic needs like shelter and visa support,
the organization has expanded to help entire families with school enroliment,
medical insurance, English language learning, and other needs. Through their youth

41. Mendel, R. A. (2024, April 18). Protect and redirect: Best practices for juvenile diversion. The Sentencing Project. https://www.sentencingproject.or

practices-for-juvenile-diversion/

42. As of 2025, Collective Justice has transitioned their role within the consortium to primarily provide training support to the consortium providers and support harmed parties as needed.
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programming, CIN also seeks to disrupt the school-to-prison pipeline, recognizing
that young children of immigrant refugees may lack guidance at home due to
parents working multiple jobs, putting them at risk to engage in delinquent activities.
Their youth programming provides community and resources to at-risk youth,
helping them find healthy outlets (e.g., sports) and connect with peers who share
similar backgrounds and interests. The programming offers a safe space for youth

to thrive, promoting civic engagement, connecting to cultural heritage, and building
self-advocacy and empowerment skills.

Creative Justice: Creative Justice has a history of court-connected diversion
partnerships with King County and continues to support system-impacted youth and
young adults with active cases. Art is at the core of Creative Justice's programming

to create spaces centered around healing. Its core work is done through a variety of
weekly programs and services, including case management, basic needs support,
arts-based healing programs, and a youth consortium for advocacy. Through its
programming and services, Creative Justice makes space for youth to create art, build
health and wellness, and co-create podcasts that elevate the voices of King County
youth. The goal is to use art to build leadership skills, amplify youth voices, and
promote community engagement in youth.

East African Community Services (EACS): EACS has been serving East African
refugee and immigrant families in King County since 2001. They provide wraparound
services intended to help families in every area, from early education for young
children to parental training. They also have programs that target youth who are

at risk of returning to community incarceration, with a focus on supporting their
healing. Grounded in youth justice principles, EACS has a mission to meet young
people where they are at and support their growth through mentorship, education,
and comprehensive wraparound services. EACS viewed RCP as an opportunity to
expand its reach and impact, particularly for youth of East African backgrounds
who are often overlooked in systems data and underserved by existing systems and
programming.

Pacific Islander Community Association of Washington (PICA): PICA-WA

was founded to serve the rapidly growing Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander
community in Washington State. With headquarters in Federal Way and additional
offices in Spokane and Vancouver, PICA-WA serves both urban and rural areas
statewide, aiming to acclimate NHPI individuals to life in the US, provide community
support, and help individuals and families access necessary resources. Since its
inception, PICA-WA has been involved in various efforts, including climate change
advocacy and significant COVID-19 relief efforts for the NHPI community. PICA-WA
provides a variety of programs, including direct community support that provides
food to those in need and services targeted at NHPI youth that help them connect
with their cultural heritage. As an RCP partner, PICA brings culturally relevant services
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to NHPI youth, many of whom are overrepresented in the WA state juvenile legal
system.

The diversity and collective efforts of RCP consortium partners reflect the model’s
intentionality in creating a holistic and responsive network of care for King County
youth, their families, and CMEH.

Profile of RCP Participants

Between January 2023 and March 2025, RCP served 1,174 individuals. Approximately
80% (n = 943) were youth who allegedly caused harm, while 20% (n = 231) were
CMEH.** The average age at enrollment was 17 for youth who allegedly caused harm
and 19 for CMEH.

Consistent with national trends, male-identified individuals were overrepresented
across both groups. Among CMEH participants, 52% identified as male and 35% as
female.** Among youth who allegedly caused harm, 62% were male and 36% were
female.®

Ethnoracial identity data further highlight the program’s reach into communities
most impacted by systemic inequities. Among CMEH participants, 23% identified as
Black/African-American/African and another 23% as Middle Eastern/North African.
Hispanic/Latino individuals made up 19%, and White individuals accounted for 20%.
Among youth who allegedly caused harm, 32% identified as Black/African-American/
African, 18% as Hispanic/Latino, and 12% as multiracial. These figures demonstrate
RCP’s success in serving BIPOC communities—those most disproportionately
impacted by the legal system—and redirecting them toward culturally grounded,
community-based support rather than formal system involvement.

43. Findings are based on individual-level quarterly performance measurement data, which were available only for the 2023-2025 period. Data from 2022 were available only in aggregate

format and were therefore not suitable for this analysis.
44. Among CMEH participants, 0.9% identified as non-binary and 12% were recorded as unknown.

45. Among youth participants, roughly 1% identified as non-binary or self-described their gender in another way; the remaining participants were recorded as unknown.
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FIGURE 8: RACE/ETHNICITY OF RCP CMEH AND YOUTH PARTICIPANTS
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Notes: Quarterly Performance Measurement Data, Q1 2023 - Q1 2025. N=1,065 participants for which race/ethnicity data
were provided. Data for 109 participants with ‘Unknown’ or ‘Prefer not to say’ responses excluded.

Geographic data provide additional insight into who is being served. The five ZIP
codes with the largest number of participants include Auburn (98002, 98092), Federal
Way (98023, 98003), and Kent (98032). These areas collectively account for 24% (n

= 285) of all RCP participants. Notably, each of these ZIP codes has a lower median
household income than King County overall,*® suggesting that RCP is effectively
reaching youth, families, and CMEH in communities with fewer resources and greater
need.

46. Date for each zip code are from the American Community Survey. See: U.S. Census Bureau (2023). Median income in the past 12 months (in 2023 inflation-adjust dollars). 2019-2023

American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. https://data.census.gov/table/ACSST5Y2023.51903?q=98002+median+household+income.
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How Youth Enter Program

RCP Eligibility Criteria and Referral Pathways

Youth who have allegedly caused harm may be considered for RCP diversion when
referred to the KCPAO for eligible misdemeanor or first-time felony offenses (see
Appendix 14). Eligible charges typically include non-violent offenses such as property
crimes, drug-related offenses, public order violations, and select crimes against
persons. Final eligibility is determined by the nature and severity of the offense, the
circumstances surrounding the case, and the youth's prior involvement with the
legal system. As noted earlier, just over one-quarter of youth diverted from formal
prosecution are referred to RCP.

Individuals enter RCP through one of two primary referral channels: the KCPAO or
the community (see Figure 9).

FIGURE 9: RCP ENTRY POINTS

PAO Referrals

Law
Enforcement

RCP Referral RCP Provider: Intake: Identify

Administrator

Program
Completion

Community Needs/Set
Navigator Goals

Community

Community Referrals

KCPAO Referrals

KCPAO referrals involve youth who have allegedly committed an eligible
misdemeanor or first-time felony offense. After law enforcement refers the case
to the PAOQ, it is screened for RCP eligibility. If the case qualifies, it is forwarded to
the RCP referral administrator, who assigns the youth and the CMEH to separate
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providers to avoid conflicts of interest or safety concerns. Assignment decisions are
based on several factors, including geographic location, provider capacity, race/
ethnicity, and overall fit.

For youth who allegedly caused harm and CMEH who agree to participate,*
community navigators work collaboratively with them to identify needs and
develop meaningful, personalized goals. While participants guide the goal-setting
process based on what matters most in their lives, navigators offer their experience
and insight to help shape practical and empowering outcomes. Interviews with
navigators and participants indicate that common goals include improving school
engagement, academic performance, and employment readiness.

Navigator support often continues beyond formal program completion. Many youth
form strong, trust-based relationships with their navigators and continue to reach
out for emotional or practical support. Although individuals no longer on an active
caseload are not prioritized, they may be reassigned if they express urgent needs—
such as housing, food, or financial assistance—and if program capacity allows.

The second referral channel is through the community, including family members,
friends, and current participants, as well as self-referral. This group can also include
youth with active legal cases who were not referred by the KCPAO. An individual is
considered a community referral only if they are actively receiving services through
RCP.

The process for community referrals mirrors that of KCPAO referrals. Once a referral
is received, the individual is assigned to a provider—often the one who initiated

or received the referral—and paired with a community navigator. As with KCPAO
participants, goals are developed collaboratively and tailored to each participant's
needs and priorities. Once meaningful progress is made toward one or more goals,
the participant is considered eligible for program completion.

47. Specific steps include (1) a community navigator explains the program to the individual and obtains their consent to participate. (2) Once consent is obtained, the KCPAO is notified.
If the youth who allegedly caused harm does not consent, the case is returned to the KCPAO, and the youth is assigned a defense attorney. If the navigator is unable to reach the youth
or CMEH within 3-5 days, the case is returned to the KCPAO to determine whether additional contact information is available. In cases where the youth or CMEH are reluctant to

participate or request more information, the KCPAO sends an official letter informing them of their eligibility for the program.
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Findings

Across all RCP partners, staff consistently emphasized the importance of addressing
both immediate and long-term participant needs through a comprehensive,
wraparound approach. Rather than offering a one-size-fits-all model, RCP delivers
individualized services that promote participant well-being, stability, and personal
growth. This approach marks a significant departure from traditional system
responses, which often rely on a standardized list of services that may not reflect the
realities or priorities of system-involved youth. As one county stakeholder described,
youth are often presented with “a menu [of the services they] can receive,” even
when “those [services are not] relevant menu items.”
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Drawing from staff and participant interviews and quarterly narrative data, the
evaluation team found that RCP's core services fall into four primary areas:

1. Basic Needs: A consistent priority across all RCP organizations is ensuring that
youth and families have access to essential resources such as food, clothing,
hygiene supplies, and safe housing. Meeting these basic needs is foundational
to creating stability, which enables participants to focus on healing, education,
employment, and long-term goals.

2. Education and Employment Pathways: Consortium partners provide or
connect participants to a range of academic and workforce development
supports, including school reengagement, GED completion, vocational training,
job readiness, and employment placement. These services help youth build skills,
pursue personal goals, and work toward financial independence—critical steps in
supporting long-term success.

3. Access to Behavioral Health Services: RCP participants are connected to
behavioral health services such as counseling, trauma recovery, mental health
care, and substance use treatment. These supports address the root causes of
system involvement and are essential for holistic healing. Navigators play a key
role in ensuring participants are connected to culturally responsive care that
meets both immediate and long-term needs.

4. Healing-Centered Recreational Activities: Participants are encouraged
to engage in prosocial, interest-based activities that support emotional and
social development, such as art, music, sports, and local community events.
Consortium-wide programming, including healing circles, offers opportunities for
dialogue, reflection, and connection with peers.

In addition to these core services, each partner organization offers distinct
programming—such as arts-based healing, cultural enrichment, and community-
building activities—that reflect their unique strengths and community contexts.
This layered structure allows participants to benefit from both individualized
organizational offerings and broader consortium-wide opportunities.

Together, these services form the foundation of RCP's wraparound model and were
consistently highlighted by partners and staff as essential to supporting youth and
their families and CMEH in achieving both short- and long-term success.

Finding 2: RCP Supports Needs of Youth and CMEH

Analysis of quarterly performance measurement data and participant interviews
suggest that RCP is effectively meeting the needs of youth who allegedly caused
harm and CMEH, many of whom may not require legal intervention and are better
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supported through community-based responses. For youth who allegedly caused
harm, the most pressing needs extended beyond legal accountability and included
access to food, housing, clothing, and transportation. For CMEH, restitution
payments emerged as the most critical need. Restitution may help CMEH meet basic
needs (e.g., food, housing, bills) or recover, replace, or repair stolen or damaged

property.

RCP participants expressed high levels of satisfaction with their experience in the
program. Based on RCP quarterly performance measurement data, 93% (n = 413)
of youth and 98% (n = 107) of CMEH reported feeling satisfied with the services

and support they received. Participants frequently described RCP as a supportive,
nonjudgmental alternative to the traditional legal system. Youth and families
emphasized that RCP offered a safe space where they felt understood and cared for,
rather than punished:

It was a really great opportunity for [my son] to get some accountability without
facing major consequences. It was an opportunity to keep him from going to court
and from going to jail. [RCP is] a really positive alternative to standard sentencing
and [an] opportunity to learn and grow.

— PARENT OF RCP PARTICIPANT

Quantitative data indicate that 85% of youth (n = 542) and 94% CMEH (n = 168)
received support to meet at least one basic need (see Figure 10). In addition, RCP
distributed approximately $116,736 in restitution funds to CMEH between 2022 and
2024. These services reflect RCP's commitment to addressing the root conditions that
impact stability, well-being, and accountability.
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FIGURE 10: BASIC NEEDS MET BY POPULATION
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Notes: Quarterly Performance Measurement Data, Q1 2023 - Q1 2025. N = 816 participants with Yes/No responses on the
basic needs met measure. Data for 358 participants with unknown, blank, and not applicable responses excluded.

Participant interviews reinforced the importance of this support. Youth, families, and
CMEH consistently described how meeting basic needs had a meaningful impact on
their lives—in terms of both immediate relief and longer-term stability. Participants
emphasized that this type of holistic care is not typically available through other
programs:

[If] you're struggling, if you need help in certain areas, they're (RCP staff) definitely
willing to help you. It's different [from] other programs. Everyone really loves their
job. They're willing to do the extra and help you out and give you a chance.

— RCP PARTICIPANT

impactjustice.org

Another example shared in the quarterly narrative report underscores how RCP
provided support for a CMEH. This person expressed uncertainty about how they
would proceed with their life after the harm they experienced, but through RCP they
were connected to counseling and provided restitution to help replace the items
taken from them.
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Finding 3: Healing and Accountability Are Addressed and
Achieved Through Stability and Community Connection

RCP operates from the belief that healing, accountability, and well-being are deeply interconnected processes that
must be rooted in stability, trust, and community-based support. The model creates conditions for transformation
by addressing participants’ basic needs—such as food, housing, clothing, and transportation—and offering
trauma-informed, culturally grounded services. Partners emphasized that when youth are no longer in survival
mode, they are better positioned to take responsibility, engage in services, and pursue personal growth.

One of the goals of this evaluation was to understand how accountability is

defined and practiced within the RCP model. Rather than viewing accountability

as synonymous with blame or punishment, RCP reframes it as a relational and
reflective process—one that supports healing and growth through connection and
care. Staff emphasized that accountability cannot be forced; it must be built through
consistency, stability, and supportive relationships.

Several key themes emerged from the qualitative data that illustrate how RCP
promotes accountability in developmentally appropriate and non-punitive ways:

* Healing, Well-Being, and Accountability Are Interconnected Processes: RCP
treats healing, well-being, and accountability as mutually reinforcing. Partners
consistently described accountability as a doorway to healing and personal
growth, while healing and well-being help deepen engagement in accountability.
RCP fosters this interconnected process through a network of care that includes
meeting participants’ basic needs, connecting them to behavioral health services,
using restorative practices such as healing circles,*® and creating space for
recreation and personal development. As one staff member explained,

All three concepts are interconnected; accountability allows the participant to take
ownership for what they do but also [tries] to preach to them [and] teach them to be

48. Healing circles are structured, facilitator-led dialogues where RCP participants gather in a circle to explore a weekly theme or prompt. Participants take turns sharing personal
experiences, reflections, or connections to that week’s topic. This fosters a safe space for participants to practice active listening, self-reflection, and build community. Facilitated
dialogues between youth who allegedly caused harm and CMEH are also offered through RCP. However, these have been more challenging to implement as either the youth or CMEH

may not feel ready to engage directly with one another.
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accountable to their friends and community. Healing is a lifelong journey itself: Once
you start the accountability, that's when you start the other two. You can’t have one
without the other. This (RCP) provides them an opportunity and space for them to
start this process.

* Accountability Over Punishment: RCP rejects punitive approaches and instead
centers accountability as a process of self-reflection, agency, and learning. Youth
are supported in taking meaningful responsibility for their actions through
developmentally appropriate and supportive practices, including reflection and
dialogue exercises. As one RCP partner explained, “There's a misnomer that you
[can] hold other people accountable and that accountability isn't a personal act”
and further emphasized that punishment, like incarceration, is far detached from
the harmful act itself that it seldom leads to a young person'’s insight, growth,
and responsibility.

* Accountability Begins with Stability: RCP staff consistently emphasized that
youth cannot meaningfully engage in accountability processes when their
basic needs are unmet. Addressing food insecurity, housing instability, and
other pressing needs is foundational. Once stability is established, participants
are better equipped to engage in the deeper work of healing, reflection, and
personal responsibility.

e Building Trust Leads to Building Accountability: Trust is essential for
accountability. Navigators build consistent, caring relationships with youth
through regular in-person check-ins, phone calls, and texts. These connections
create emotional safety and foster long-term engagement. Staff also noted that
navigator accountability is equally important—showing up consistently, even when
youth do not, sets a powerful example. As one RCP staff member shared,

Just having one consistent adult in your life is the biggest factor helping change a
youth'’s life... showing up shows accountability [and] helps with the healing - [it]
helps with their well-being.

* Practicing Accountability Through Reflection and Dialogue: RCP partners
employ tools such as guided accountability prompts and letters to help
participants reflect on their actions, the impacts on others, and the steps needed
for repair. For example, Collective Justice supports youth in writing letters that
explore what happened, how they felt, and how they plan to make amends.
These reflective practices help participants engage in meaningful accountability
that is rooted in compassion and agency. Other partners establish shared values
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and community agreements that guide behavior and reinforce accountability as a
collective, values-based practice—not a system of imposed punishment.

Finding 4: Participant Engagement is Driven by Trust,
Individualization, and Family Partnership

A core strength of the RCP model is its community-centered, relationship-driven
approach to engaging youth, their families, and CMEH. Engagement is not treated
as a one-time interaction but as a sustained process grounded in trust, consistency,
and culturally responsive support. For many youth and families, a meaningful
relationship with staff, particularly community navigators, is the key to building
connection and maintaining participation.

* Trust-Building Through Lived Experience: Community navigators, many of
whom bring relevant lived experience, serve as credible messengers who relate
to participants’ circumstances and challenges. This shared experience helps
build trust and rapport, particularly with youth who have allegedly caused harm
and may hold mistrust toward institutions. Research supports this with studies
indicating that youth programs that use credible messenger models have
meaningful promise for reducing future legal system involvement and improving
developmental outcomes including educational engagement, social and cognitive
capacity, positive identity, and connection.**® However, RCP staff emphasized
that trust is not immediate—it must be earned through time, intention, and
follow-through. Early engagement efforts focus on creating emotional safety,
setting expectations, and building understanding.

Youth interviews echoed these insights, with many describing their navigators
as trusted adults who genuinely cared about them and supported their
growth. These trusting relationships often served as the foundation for deeper
engagement in the program.

* Individualized, Interest-Based Support: RCP’'s engagement strategy also
centers on aligning services with participants' interests, values, and goals.
Activities such as sports, music, and creative expression not only affirm identity
but also serve as protective factors by fostering prosocial connections and
reducing risk of system involvement. Navigators work collaboratively with youth
to set personalized, strengths-based goals that reflect their values and interests.

49. DuBois, D. (2024, November) Credible messenger and lived experience men[ormg progmms National Mentoring Resource Center. https://nationalmentoringresourcecenter.org/wp-

50.
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— RCP PARTICIPANT

— PARENT OF RCP PARTICIPANT

This approach helps youth feel seen and increases motivation to participate. For
example, one RCP youth expressed that his navigator worked closely with him to
address the way in which he responds to conflict and challenging life situations:

“[1 wanted to work on] my anger, trying to calm myself down more. I've been doing
better. Last year | would get angry at the littlest things. It's been tough because my
dad passed away, [but] I'm doing better.”

Another example shared in a quarterly narrative report highlights the progress
and change of a youth participant who was struggling with school and
communicating in healthy ways with his mom. His mom, on the other hand, was
exhausted and trying to find better alternatives for her son. With the help of

RCP, the young person was connected to a community navigator and started to
turn things around. He participated in personal training for boxing and started
seeing himself as a role model for his younger sibling. The navigator reported
getting this text from the youth: “Thank you so much, you really changed my
whole life around. I really don't know what I'd be doing if I wasn't in this program,
genuinely.”

Engaging Families as Parallel Support Systems: Recognizing the vital

role families play in youths' success, navigators also engage caregivers as
active partners in the process. This collaboration provides a more complete
understanding of youths' needs, strengthens accountability, and helps sustain
progress outside of formal program settings. Families can reinforce goals at
home and offer valuable insight when challenges arise. One parent expressed
the value of working alongside their community navigator:

The community navigator made [this experience] very personal. She gained the
trust of the entire family, and especially my child. Children benefit from having more
than one role modelin their life, and she (community navigator) has done that—
helps my daughter stay on track, gives her good ideas, and is an advocate for her.

However, staff noted that working with families can also involve navigating
complex dynamics. Some caregivers may hold different disciplinary values or
approaches that conflict with RCP's restorative philosophy. Staff emphasized that
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this requires skillful communication, patience, and cultural humility to balance
family input with the program'’s core principles of healing and non-punitive
accountability.

Finding 5: RCP Positively Impacts Participant Growth
and Development

A central goal of this evaluation was to understand how RCP impacts the individuals
it serves—particularly in relation to personal growth, development, and progress
toward positive outcomes. While the original evaluation design included an

analysis of legal system outcomes, such as whether youth who allegedly caused
harm reoffend after participating in RCP, the necessary data to conduct such an
analysis were not available. As a result, the evaluation focused on how RCP supports
participants’ development and well-being.

To assess this impact, the evaluation drew on quarterly performance measurement
data tracking outcomes such as goal completion, skill-building, identity development,
social and community connection, and program completion. These data were
complemented by reflections from participants and partners gathered through
interviews and quarterly narrative reports. Together, these sources revealed recurring
themes that demonstrate how RCP’s individualized, relationship-based approach
helps participants build confidence, achieve personal goals, and strengthen
emotional and social skills. Key areas of growth included identity development, socio-
emotional learning, and a stronger sense of connection and belonging. The critical
role of community navigators in supporting participants’ healing and progress was
also underscored.

* RCP Helps Participants Set and Achieve Meaningful Personal Goals:
RCP's individualized, relationship-centered model played a key role in helping
participants work toward and complete personal goals. Among youth who
allegedly caused harm, 69% (n = 643) achieved at least one goal from their self-
action plan, as did 84% (n = 147) of CMEH (see Figure 11). Participants credited
regular check-ins with navigators and access to educational, employment, and
behavioral health resources as key supports.
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FIGURE 11: GOALS MET BY POPULATION
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Notes: Quarterly Performance Measurement Data, Q1 2023 - Q1 2025. N = 789 participants with Yes/No responses on
goals met measure. Data for 385 participants with unknown, blank, and not applicable responses excluded.

Interviews reinforced that youth who allegedly caused harm made meaningful
progress on academic and employment goals. Some improved their grades,
completed high school, or applied to college. Others secured jobs or received
job readiness support. These outcomes illustrate how RCP's wraparound support
model fosters the conditions—motivation, stability, and opportunity—needed for
growth.

* Participants Experience Positive Identity Development and Increased Self-
Efficacy: A majority of participants—93% (n = 417) of youth and 97% (n = 105) of
CMEH—reported positive identity development as a result of their involvement
in RCP. A key theme that emerged in the qualitative data was increased self-
efficacy—a stronger belief in one's own value, capabilities, and potential. For
example, participants described moving away from harmful or limiting identities
shaped by trauma and toward more empowered self-definitions.
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I realized I didn't want to be that person | was born to be... | didn't want to rob
anybody, hurt anybody anymore. | didn’t want that life. Coming here gave me great
wisdom.

— RCP PARTICIPANT

They (RCP staff) opened my eyes to a lot of things | thought were true about myself.
They helped me realize I'm capable of a lot more than I think.

— RCP PARTICIPANT

* RCP Fosters Socio-Emotional Growth and Empathy: Eighty-one percent of
youth (n = 477) and 95% of CMEH (n = 98) reported gains in knowledge and skills
(see Figure 12). While these were tracked quantitatively as binary outcomes,
interviews offered deeper insight into how participants developed emotionally.

FIGURE 12: KNOWLEDGE AND SKILLS DEVELOPMENT BY POPULATION

100%

95%

75%

50%

25%

5%

0%

CMEH Youth

‘ No . Yes

Notes: Quarterly Performance Measurement Data, Q1 2023 - Q1 2025. N = 575 participants with Yes/No responses on
knowledge and skills development measure. Data for 599 participants with unknown, blank, and not applicable responses
excluded.
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Some youth shared that they became more comfortable expressing their
emotions and developed healthier coping strategies. Others learned to be better
listeners or to advocate for themselves more effectively. Empathy also emerged
as a point of growth, with participants describing deeper understanding of their
families, peers, and those they had harmed.

It's ok to feel emotions. | was so locked up and had no care in the world for
anything... But | learned that I've got a big heart, and that’s ok.

— RCP PARTICIPANT

It opened up a path for me to talk to family members | don’t really like talking to... to
understand what they're going through too.

— RCP PARTICIPANT

* RCP Strengthens Connection and Belonging: About 89% of youth (n = 428) and
95% of CMEH (n = 104) reported feeling more connected to others and to their
community. Interviews emphasized how navigators helped youth build trust,
develop healthier relationships, and reevaluate who they wanted to surround
themselves with.

Participants described strong bonds with navigators, who often shared similar
lived experiences. These relationships offered connection, mentorship, and
emotional safety.

My navigator is still kind of young, but she knows firsthand what I've gone through...
I can’t talk to other adults because they can‘t understand. Coming here and having
that was really helpful.

— RCP PARTICIPANT

Participants also described replacing harmful peer networks and reconnecting
with family members as signs of growth and progress.

After | went to jail, | realized who my homies were... | dropped everybody and
reformed my friend group.

— RCP PARTICIPANT
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* Community Navigators Are Central to Participant Growth and Stability:
Across all areas of growth and development, community navigators played a
central role in supporting participant outcomes. Their consistent presence and
relationship-building were repeatedly cited as key factors in helping participants
stay on track.

Navigators provided not only emotional support but also tangible resources
such as housing assistance, food, tutoring, transportation, and job opportunities.
For many participants, RCP was the only setting where they felt truly seen,
supported, and safe.

These findings underscore that the navigator-participant relationship is a core
driver of success within the RCP model—creating the structure, accountability, and
encouragement needed for youth and CMEH to grow, heal, and thrive.

Finding 6: Meeting Basic Needs is Strongly Linked to
Positive Outcomes

Consistent with RCP's logic model (see Appendix 13), the evaluation found an
association between meeting participants’ basic needs—such as access to housing,
food, clothing, safety—and a range of positive developmental outcomes. Participants
who had at least one basic need met were more likely to report improvements in
identity development, knowledge and skills, goal completion, and overall program
satisfaction.

For example, 99% of both youth who allegedly caused harm and CMEH who reported
that their needs were met also indicated high satisfaction with the program, growth
in positive identity, and stronger community connection (see Figure 13). Additionally,
94% of youth and 97% of CMEH in this group reported gains in knowledge or skills.
Lastly, 77% of youth and 88% of CMEH in this group also reported completing at least
one personal goal.

This evaluation also examined whether basic need fulfillment was correlated with
program engagement. Results show that among participants with at least one

basic need met, 84% of youth and 69% of CMEH remained engaged in the program
approximately two quarters after enrollment. While causal inferences about these
observed associations cannot be made, these findings underscore the importance
of addressing individuals’ basic needs as a foundation for fostering healing, positive
development, and sustained engagement in RCP.
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Knowledge
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Connection

FIGURE 13: OUTCOMES BY BASIC NEEDS MET FORYOUTH & CMEH

97%
94%
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99%
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@ vouth @ CMEH

Notes: Quarterly Performance Measurement Data, Q1 2023 - Q1 2025. Universe is 710 participants with ‘Yes' response on
basic needs met measure. Figure displays the percentage of participants that had a basic need met that are also recorded
as 'Yes' on a given programmatic measure. Engagement / Basic Needs Met relationship measured two quarters after
program enrollment.

Finding 7: Referral Source Influences Participant
Outcomes

Building on the previous comparison between youth and CMEH participants, this
section explores how outcomes vary based on referral source—specifically, whether
youth who were referred by the KCPAO behaved differently than those referred by
community-based sources (e.g., family member, community-based organization).

This distinction matters. Youth referred by the KCPAO may perceive greater
pressure to participate and complete the program due to the potential for formal
legal consequences. In contrast, referrals from community are often grounded in
relational trust and familiarity, which may foster stronger engagement with services
aligned to participants’ specific needs.

Analysis of quarterly performance measurement data indicates that youth referred
by community-based sources generally experienced stronger outcomes across six of
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eight measured areas (see Figure 14). Specifically, community-referred youth were
more likely than their KCPAO-referred peers to:

° complete the program,

* report satisfaction with RCP,

* feel connected to their communities,

* demonstrate growth in knowledge and skills,

* develop a stronger sense of personal identity, and

* receive support to meet at least one basic need.

However, youth referred by the KCPAO outperformed their community-referred peers
in one key area: goal achievement. Seventy-five percent of KCPAO-referred youth
reported achieving at least one personal goal, compared to 54% of community-
referred youth. Overall, these findings suggest that while community-based referrals
may foster broader developmental gains and relational trust, the structure and
perceived urgency associated with KCPAO referrals may promote stronger goal
completion. This highlights the importance of understanding the motivational
context behind each referral type and tailoring strategies accordingly to maximize
long-term impact.
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FIGURE 14: YOUTH OUTCOMES BY REFERRAL SOURCE
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Quarterly Performance Measurement Data, Q1 2023 - Q1 2025. Engagement measured two quarters after program
enrollment.

Finding 8: Program Completion Varies by Participant
Characteristics and Experience

The evaluation also explored whether specific participant characteristics or program
experiences were associated with higher rates of program completion. Among youth
who allegedly caused harm, gender differences were minimal: 58% of females and
59% of males completed RCP. In contrast, a difference emerged for CMEH: 77% of
females and 57% of males completed RCP.>" The relatively small number of CMEH
who participated in the program (and who agreed to be interviewed as part of this
evaluation) makes it challenging to draw conclusions as to why this difference might
exist and would require further exploration.

51. Additional gender identities are omitted due to low representation in the RCP population.
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Program completion by race and ethnicity was also examined, with variation
emerging for youth and CMEH (see Figure 15). While some subgroups showed high
completion rates (most notably Middle Eastern/North African youth and CMEH), it is
important to note that several groups had relatively small sample sizes. This limits
the ability to draw broader conclusions. More data and further exploration is needed
before drawing conclusions about whether the differences seen here are significant,
or whether they may be an artifact of the high levels of randomness that can be
present in these types of small samples.

FIGURE 15: PROGRAM COMPLETION BY RACE/ETHNICITY FOR YOUTH & CMEH

58%

36%

|

97% 83%
0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
CMEH Youth

Notes: Quarterly Performance Measurement Data, Q1 2023 - Q1 2025. N = 764 participants with Yes/No responses on
the program completion measure and valid race/ethnicity category responses. American Indian/Alaska Native (n=12)
and Asian/Asian American participants (n=21) excluded due to low numbers during the study period. Participants coded
as “Other race not listed” excluded (n=69). Data for 308 participants with unknown, blank, and not applicable responses
excluded. No CMEH identified as Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander.
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In addition to demographics, the evaluation examined how program experiences
and outcomes related to completion. Figure 16 details the percentage of youth
and CMEH who completed the program based on response to key programmatic
indicators. As shown, completion rates were higher among youth and CMEH
whose basic needs were met (73% youth & 73% CMEH) as well as those who
reported gaining new knowledge and skills (70% youth & 69% CMEH). For youth
in particular, reporting satisfaction with the program (65%), reporting a stronger
sense of connection (65%), and experiencing positive identity growth (64%) were
all associated with higher completion. While these findings suggest potential
relationships between participant experiences and program completion, the
evaluation team does not infer causality due to data limitations and unmeasured
variables.

FIGURE 16: RATES OF PROGRAM COMPLETION BY SELECT OUTCOMES FOR YOUTH & CMEH

Positive Identity

o 59% 65%
Satisfaction 50% 23%
9% 64%
29%
69% 70%
Knowledge 40% 24%
_ 60% 65%
Connection 67% 28%
) 73% 73%
Basic Needs Met 35% 50%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
CMEH Youth
. No . Yes

Notes: Quarterly Performance Measurement Data, Q1 2023 - Q1 2025. Figure displays for CMEH/Youth the percent of
persons that responded ‘Yes/No' on a program measure AND completed the program. E.g. Fifty-nine percent of CMEH that
were satisfied with the program also completed the program, compared to 50% of CMEH who were dissatisfied with the
program and did not complete the program. Percent values within categories will not add to 100%.

impactjustice.org Evaluation of King County Restorative Community Pathways (RCP) 55



100%

75%

50%

25%

0%

Finding 9: Communication Barriers Impacted Initial
Participant Outreach and Early Engagement

Quarterly performance measurement data suggest high rates of participant
engagement. Roughly two quarters after enrollment, 80% (n = 277) of youth and 72%
(n =39) of CMEH were reported as actively engaged in the program (see Figure 17).52
These rates likely reflect community navigators' dedicated efforts to build rapport
and trust with participants.

FIGURE 17: PROGRAM ENGAGEMENT FOR YOUTH & CMEH

80%

CMEH Youth

. No . Yes

Notes: Quarterly Performance Measurement Data, Q1 2023 - Q1 2025. N = 401 participants with Yes/No responses on the
current engagement measure. Data for 284 participants with unknown, blank, and not applicable responses excluded.
Figure displays the percentage of CMEH and Youth engaged after two quarters of enrollment.

Despite RCP's relationship centered design and high engagement rates, staff across
partner organizations reported persistent challenges with initial outreach and early

52. Engagement is measured roughly two quarters after program enrollment. This approach was taken to ensure that engagement is based on the same amount of exposure for all

participants, as youth and CMEH vary on the length of time to program completion.

impactjustice.org

Evaluation of King County Restorative Community Pathways (RCP) 56



impactjustice.org

engagement including securing informed consent for participation in RCP and
establishing a consistent communication cadence with participants. Staff identified
several factors that contributed to these challenges:

* Inaccurate or Outdated Contact Information: A recurring issue involved
referral records from the KCPAO that contained missing or incorrect contact
information, making it difficult to reach eligible participants. RCP partners noted
that community navigators often made repeated phone calls without success
and, in some cases, conducted home visits to make initial contact. These extra
steps, while reflecting staff dedication, added to navigator workloads and raised
safety concerns.

* Limited Access to Communication Tools: Some participants lacked reliable
access to phones and other communication methods, making it difficult to
maintain consistent early contact. In response, some RCP partners provided or
replaced phones to help participants stay connected and reachable.

*  Low Community Awareness of RCP: Community navigators reported that many
families had not heard of RCP before being contacted by a navigator, leading to
confusion, suspicion, or resistance—particularly when initial outreach occurred
through an unexpected phone call or home visit. In some cases, the KCPAO sent
formal letters to confirm RCP's legitimacy and participants’ eligibility. This lack
of familiarity often slowed early engagement and required additional time and
effort to build trust.

* Misaligned Expectations from County Stakeholders: Staff reported that
delays in engagement—while common in trust-building work—were sometimes
misinterpreted by local leaders and county stakeholders (e.g., KCPAQO) as inaction
or inefficiency. This misalignment created unrealistic expectations about the pace
at which referrals should be activated and participants fully engaged.

Collectively, these factors underscore that relationship-based work, especially with
youth and families impacted by the legal system, takes time and care. RCP staff
emphasized that building trust from a place of unfamiliarity or mistrust cannot be
rushed and that successful engagement must account for both logistical realities and
the emotional context participants bring to the program.

Finding 10: RCP Implementation Was Impacted by
Structural, Political, and Resource Challenges

While the RCP consortium has made significant progress since program launch,
partners and stakeholders identified several implementation challenges that shaped
early operations and continue to influence program delivery today. Many of these
challenges stem from the program’s accelerated rollout and the complex, high-
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pressure environment in which it was introduced. Others reflect ongoing structural
and resource constraints that impact capacity, coordination, and their ability to
support participants.

* Accelerated Rollout Limited Early Readiness: A consistent theme across
partner interviews was the lasting impact of RCP's rushed launch. External
pressures—political urgency, negative media coverage, and pushback from local
leadership—created conditions in which RCP was launched before foundational
processes were fully in place. As a result, core elements such as outreach
protocols, intake procedures, data systems, and performance measures were still
under development when the program began accepting referrals. For example,
data collection tools and procedures lacked standardization and varied across
partners, which now makes it difficult to quantify long-term impact, identify
trends, or compare performance across the consortium. These and other early
gaps limited coordination and strained internal capacity. Although partners
have since made substantial progress in strengthening internal systems, many
described ongoing challenges tied to this foundational instability, particularly
around intake and data tracking.

* Ongoing Adaptations of RCP Model: The rapid rollout of RCP also affected
adherence to the original program design. While core components—such as
the referral process—remained largely consistent, partners noted instances
of model drift from the community-led vision. RCP was initially designed as a
community-led initiative, with consortium partners expected to shape internal
structures, decision-making, performance measurement, and service delivery. A
central feature of this design was the formation of a Youth Steering Committee,
composed of local youth and young adults empowered to make decisions related
to program design, budget allocations, and staffing. While this component
strongly aligned with RCP's community-centered values, it was not fully realized.
The accelerated implementation timeline left limited time to establish the
infrastructure and training needed to support meaningful youth leadership.
RCP staff shared that committee members struggled with the complexity of
their responsibilities, due both to inexperience and insufficient capacity-building
support.

Additional adaptations to the RCP model emerged in response to evolving
participant needs and operational realities. One notable change was the
expansion of the referral pathway to include community referrals—an element
not included in the original design. This shift was driven by partner observations
that other at-risk youth, such as siblings or peers of KCPAO-referred participants,
could also benefit from RCP services. Partners viewed these referrals as a
preventative strategy to support youth at risk of future legal system involvement.
Although not part of the initial implementation plan, DCHS and the Executive
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Office approved the inclusion of community referrals with the condition that
KCPAO referrals would remain the priority. However, as RCP capacity constraints
emerged, KCPAO referrals were temporarily paused, prompting concerns among
some stakeholders about the ongoing inclusion of community-referred youth.

Another unanticipated adaptation was the creation of the RCP Admin and
Operations team. Originally, the RCP consortium was supported by just two
roles: the RCP Consortium Coordinator and the Referral Administrator. However,
growing coordination and capacity demands—coupled with the departure of
several founding consortium organizations>*—prompted the development and
expansion of the RCP Admin and Operations team. This team absorbed key
functions such as communications, finance, and community navigation, which
had previously been housed within the existing organizations. While this shift
was necessary to ensure service continuity, it introduced a more centralized
structure than originally envisioned. The RCP Admin and Operations team

now operates as a distinct entity within the consortium, providing both case
management services to RCP youth and CMEH and administrative support to the
broader RCP network.

External Scrutiny Undermined Trust and Diverted Focus: Negative media
narratives and skepticism from some local leaders added public scrutiny to the
rollout. Concerns about county oversight, partner effectiveness, and unclear
definitions of success led one councilmember to request a formal audit of the
program. RCP partners reported that this public criticism created barriers to
building community trust and required staff to divert time and energy toward
responding to inquiries from media and other county stakeholders. This,

in turn, delayed progress on participant engagement and deepened early
implementation strain.

Lack of Procedural Clarity and Role Definition Hindered Coordination:
Partners also reported gaps in procedural clarity and ambiguity in staff
roles—especially during the program’s first year. Early on, the responsibilities
of community navigators and their relationships to host organizations were
not fully defined in onboarding materials or hiring contracts. Intake protocols
were inconsistent across the consortium, and staff navigating complex referral
situations—such as those involving law enforcement—often lacked clear
guidance. While these issues have improved through updated contracts and
strengthened collaboration with county staff, early confusion contributed to
fragmentation across providers. Additionally, monthly consortium meetings were
described as understructured, with limited agenda-setting or opportunities for

53. Three of the originally selected organizations—Community Passageways, Gathering Roots, and Puentes—exited the RCP consortium between 2022 and 2023.
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cross-site learning. Challenges with cross-consortium coordination were further
compounded by the vacancy of the RCP consortium coordinator role,>* which
partners described as a key role in supporting communication and relationship-
building across partners.

* Funding Limitations and Service Gaps Undermined Participant Support:
Budget constraints—particularly in the Youth and Families Fund—Ilimited the
consortium'’s ability to fully meet participants’ basic needs. While the fund
provides essential support, it has often fallen short of covering necessities
such as food, housing, clothing, and transportation. Partners noted that
transportation in particular remains a major barrier for both youth and staff,
with staff frequently using personal vehicles or ride services (e.g., Lyft/Uber)
without reliable or sufficient reimbursement. These resource limitations can
directly impact engagement, retention, and participants’ ability to access services
consistently. In addition to funding shortfalls, partners also cited broader
systemic service gaps. Affordable housing, long-term behavioral health care, and
substance use treatment remain scarce, making it difficult for some participants
to access the intensive support they need to achieve stability and progress.

54. The RCP consortium coordinator role was vacated in summer 2024.
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Conclusion

This evaluation found that the RCP model is strongly aligned with King County’s

goals and priorities, as well as Washington State’s broader diversion efforts. Through
initiatives like Care & Closure, King County has committed to investing in community-
based alternatives to incarceration—programs that prioritize healing, accountability,
and care over punishment. Similarly, the County’s Youth Action Plan aims to eliminate
the school-to-prison pipeline and ensure that all young people are safe, healthy, and
thriving.>®

55. King County. (2015, June 15). A motion adopting a youth action plan for King County (File No. 2015-0162). King County Council Legislative Information Center:
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These local efforts are grounded in a broader county vision of building communities
where everyone can thrive—especially by addressing racial disparities and
supporting BIPOC youth and families. The RCP model supports these ambitions by
providing a culturally grounded, trauma-informed, and developmentally appropriate
alternative to legal system involvement.

Key Strengths of the RCP Model

This evaluation identified several core strengths of the RCP model, grounded in both
participant experiences and research-based best practices for youth development,
trauma recovery, and legal system diversion. Across quantitative data, interviews,
and partner reflections, RCP demonstrated the ability to support youth in ways that
are holistic, healing-centered, and culturally responsive.

1. Healing-Centered Resources Focus on Both Youth and CMEH: RCP focuses on
healing and restoration for both youth and CMEH. The program recognizes that
CMEH are often overlooked in traditional legal processes and may themselves
experience additional harm through system involvement. RCP responds by
providing restitution support and creating opportunities for CMEH to heal in their
communities, rather than in isolation.

2. Addressing Basic Needs Builds a Foundation for Growth: RCP's holistic
approach reflects a foundational principle of youth development: Young people
cannot thrive unless their basic needs are met.>® Partners provided tangible
supports such as housing assistance, transportation, food, and clothing, creating
the stability needed for youth to engage in healing and growth. Participants also
described the emotional safety and respect they experienced in RCP spaces as
essential to their personal transformation.

3. Relationships with Caring Adults Foster Trust and Resilience: RCP's navigator
model exemplifies the power of trusted adult relationships in promoting
youth resilience. Research consistently finds that supportive, developmentally
appropriate relationships with trusted adults are among the strongest protective
factors for youth®’—having at least one stable, supportive adult is a key
protective factor for youth that promotes resilience, emotional well-being, and
the ability to navigate challenges and setbacks.*® Navigators, many of whom
share lived experience with youth, offered consistent support and built strong
emotional connections. Participants frequently described these adults as among

56. Noltemeyer, A, James, A. G., Bush, K., Bergen, D., Barrios, V., & Patton, J. (2021). The relationship between deficiency needs and growth needs: The continuing investigation of Maslow’s

theory. Child & Youth Services, 42(1), 24-42. https://doi.org/10.1080/0145935X.2020.1818558
57. Meltzer, A., Muir, K., & Craig, L. (2018). The role of trusted adults in young people’s social and economic lives. Youth & Society, 50(5), 575-592. https://doi.org/10.1177/0044118x16637610

58. Neal, D. (2017). Academic resilience and caring adults: The experiences of former foster youth. Children and Youth Services Review, 79, 242-248. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
childyouth.2017.06.005
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the first people they could truly trust, helping them navigate challenges and stay
on track toward their goals.

4. Skill-Building and Youth Agency Promote Success: RCP supports youth in
setting and pursuing education and employment goals, offering resources like
job readiness training, tutoring, and school re-engagement. Through mentorship
and restorative practices, youth also build emotion regulation, communication,
and decision-making skills. These experiences help participants develop a sense
of agency, purpose, and long-term vision beyond the program.

5. Cultural Relevance and Responsiveness Deepen Engagement: Culturally
responsive programming is vital for engaging BIPOC youth. RCP organizations
reflect the cultural, linguistic, and lived experiences of the communities they
serve. This alignment fosters a sense of belonging, respect, and identity
affirmation often missing from traditional legal system responses.

6. Family and Community Engagement Extend Impact: RCP works not just with
individual youth, but also with families and communities. Caregivers described
the program as transformative both for children and for entire households.
This family-centered approach reinforces youth progress and strengthens the
community networks that support long-term success.

7. Healing-Centered Approaches Are Critical for Justice-Involved Youth: Many
RCP participants have experienced trauma, instability, and systemic harm. Rather
than prioritizing punishment, RCP emphasizes healing and accountability. Youth
are given space to process past experiences, explore alternatives to harmful
behavior, and move forward with greater clarity and resilience. The program also
connects youth to behavioral health services when needed, strengthening its
trauma-informed foundation.

Key Challenges in Implementation

Despite its strengths, this evaluation also surfaced several implementation
challenges that have affected program coordination, consistency, and
communication. Addressing these challenges will be critical for RCP's continued
growth and sustainability.

1. Strains on Coordination and Communication: As the consortium evolved,
coordination and communication became more difficult. The vacancy of
the Consortium Coordinator role, along with the departure of original
partner organizations, contributed to confusion, misalignment, and reduced
transparency. Partners reported needing greater support to maintain consistent
collaboration and shared governance.

2. Ongoing Adaption of RCP Model: Some elements of the original RCP model—
particularly the vision of a fully community-led initiative—have not been fully
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realized. For example, the dissolution of the Youth Steering Committee and

the creation of a centralized RCP Admin and Operations team shifted some
responsibilities away from partners. These changes, while responsive to
operational needs, raised concerns about dilution of the program’s community-
centered foundation.

3. Tensions Around Community Referrals: While the introduction of community
referrals broadened access to RCP, it also created tensions—especially when
capacity limitations resulted in a temporary pause in KCPAO referrals. Some
stakeholders questioned whether the inclusion of community-referred youth
altered program priorities and diverted resources from those involved in the
legal system.

4. Data Gaps and Performance Measurement Limitations: Data collection and

reporting varied widely across partners, limiting the ability to track progress
and outcomes consistently. Without standardized tools or infrastructure, it was
difficult to assess long-term impact, identify trends, or compare performance
across the consortium.

5. Sustainability and Funding Uncertainty: Concerns about staffing, funding,
and long-term sustainability were raised by several partners—especially smaller
organizations. Inconsistent funding and staffing turnover made it challenging to
maintain services, invest in infrastructure, and plan for the future.

Despite the challenges outlined above, the RCP model represents a promising and
innovative approach to youth diversion—one that centers healing, community
engagement, and racial equity. Its alignment with King County’s values, along with
its grounding in youth development and restorative practices, offers a compelling
framework for reducing legal system involvement and advancing long-term
individual and community well-being. With continued investment, strengthened
infrastructure, and a renewed commitment to its community-led foundation, RCP
has the potential to deepen its impact and serve as a national model for jurisdictions
seeking to transform their approach to youth justice.
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Recommendations

To help strengthen and sustain this work, the evaluation team developed a series
of recommendations grounded in both the data and insight gathered from
conversations with RCP partners and stakeholders.



Strengthen Coordination and Collaboration Across the Consortium

We recommend deepening collaboration within the RCP consortium to improve
coordination and ensure alignment with the program’s core principles. Partners
expressed interest in revisiting the goals and objectives of RCP and identified the
need to strengthen the consortium’s foundation. Some suggested developing
bylaws or formal agreements to support clearer collaboration and accountability
across the consortium. One major challenge noted was the departure of the RCP
Consortium Coordinator, which further strained an already challenging process,
highlighting the need for more structured opportunities for problem-solving.
This could include rethinking the format of monthly consortium meetings to
allow space for shared learning, open discussion of challenges, and collaborative
planning. Additionally, staffing, time, and transportation constraints continue to
impact participation across the consortium and should be considered in design of
future convenings.

Fill Vacant RCP Consortium Coordinator Role

Throughout the evaluation, partners consistently emphasized the importance

of the RCP consortium coordinator role, particularly during the pre-launch and
early implementation stages. RCP partners and stakeholders described this
position as essential for supporting cross-organizational coordination, facilitating
communication across partners and with county stakeholders, and ensuring
alignment with RCP's community-led values. Many noted that the absence of this
role has negatively impacted morale, communication, and collaboration across the
consortium, despite partners' efforts to fill the gap. In response to this widespread
feedback and the continued need for strong coordination, we recommend
reinstating and prioritizing the hiring of a dedicated consortium coordinator.

Expand RCP Eligibility to Include Youth with Serious Offenses

Research consistently shows that youth with higher risk levels and more serious
offenses are the most likely to benefit from intensive, developmentally appropriate
interventions—particularly those rooted in community-based and restorative
approaches.>® Restorative justice models have proven especially effective with

this population, as they create opportunities for genuine accountability, healing,
and meaningful repair of harm.® ¢ Programs across the country—including
Common Justice in New York and Restorative Response Baltimore—intentionally
serve youth and young adults with serious or violent offenses and report high
levels of satisfaction, reduced recidivism, and positive outcomes for victims and

59. Andrews, D. A, & Bonta, J. (2010). The psychology of criminal conduct (5th ed.). Routledge.

60. Sherman, L. W., & Strang, H. (2007). Restorative justice: The evidence. The Smith Institute. https://www.iirp.edu/images/pdf/R] full report.pdf

61. Latimer, J., Dowden, C., & Muise, D. (2005). The effectiveness of restorative justice practices: A meta-analysis. The Prison Journal, 85(2), 127-144. https://doi.org/10.1177/0032885505276969
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communities.®> % These models recognize that those with the most complex needs
also have the greatest potential for transformation. To align with this evidence base
and maximize its impact, the RCP program should consider expanding its eligibility
criteria beyond low-level offenses to include youth facing more serious charges.
Doing so would ensure the program reaches those most at risk of deeper system
involvement and most likely to benefit from restorative, community-centered support.

Strengthen Data Collection Tools and Procedures for RCP Consortium Partners
The evaluation team recommends strengthening RCP's data collection system to
more effectively demonstrate program impact. Improving RCP’s data collection tools
and procedures is essential to fully capture and communicate the program’s impact.
Currently, broad program outcome definitions and differences in how data are
collected across the consortium make it difficult to fully capture and communicate the
program’s impact on participants. While the available data suggest that RCP is making
a meaningful difference for both youth and CMEH, the current quantitative data do not
allow us to explain why these results are happening or confidently connect outcomes
to the program. It is important to note that the existing program measures and data
collection practices were developed under challenging conditions, including a rushed
RCP launch and strained relationships between county and community stakeholders.
Reaching agreement on a basic set of indicators was a significantly early milestone
considering the underlying circumstances. Now that RCP is better established, there is
a valuable opportunity to revisit and refine these measures. Below, we outline several
recommendations to strengthen RCP's data collection efforts moving forward.

1. Improve intake procedural clarity: We recommend that the RCP consortium
continue clarifying internal procedures, especially around intake and goal
setting. While each partner brings valuable tools and approaches—such as
SMART goals, pod mapping, and other strengths-based methods—the lack
of a shared structure can lead to inconsistencies in how participant goals are
developed and how progress is tracked. At minimum, we recommend developing
a common intake form that includes a core set of questions asked across all
sites. Standardizing this portion of intake would support clearer data collection
and cross-site analysis while still allowing each partner to build on this using
approaches aligned with their expertise and community context.

2. Standardize data collection methods across RCP sites to improve consistency
and reliability: Currently, RCP partners use a range of approaches to assess
how youth and CMEH are doing in the program—including case notes, gathering
updates from community navigators, and asking participants to complete

62. Zehr, H., & Gohar, A. (2003). The little book of restorative justice. Good Books.

63. Karp, D. R, & Sacks, C. (2014). What makes a restorative school? Education Digest, 79(6), 21-25.
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questionnaires. While these methods have value, inconsistent application across
sites makes it difficult to ensure that data are collected and interpreted in the
same way. For example, someone reviewing case notes might unconsciously
project progress and improvements that are not clearly documented, or similarly,
a young person might respond differently to a written form than to a face-to-face
conversation. These variations can introduce bias and affect data reliability.

We recommend that the RCP consortium use one consistent method to collect
data across all RCP sites. Doing so will ensure that everyone is asking the same
questions in the same way, so we can more clearly understand what is working
and what is not.

Another issue is how often data is collected. Some sites collect information every
quarter, others only at the beginning or end of the program. Because of this, we
cannot easily track how participants grow over time. For example, we cannot tell
whether someone’s identity, skills, or confidence improved steadily or all at once.
When data is missing like this, it limits our ability to make sense of program
trends. It also weakens the strength of any analysis we do, making it harder to
spot meaningful patterns or show RCP's full impact.

Expand outcome measures to capture the depth of client experiences: The
county-level RCP performance measurement data provided to the evaluation
team were reported as high-level yes/no measures. This binary approach
provides consistency across measures but fails to capture the nuance of
participants’ progress or experiences. Without more detailed information—
such as scaled responses or categorical breakdowns (e.g., types of basic needs
addressed)—it is difficult to fully assess program impact. Incorporating richer
site-level data or more granular reporting measures would strengthen the
program'’s ability to evaluate and communicate outcomes.

Support consortium data collection through outside expertise: We strongly
recommend that RCP partners engage an external evaluation and outcomes
measurement expert to strengthen consortium-wide data efforts. While the
county’s internal evaluation team provides valuable support, their capacity is
limited due to the number of programs they serve. Community-based service
organizations often operate under tight budgetary and staffing constraints,
making it difficult to balance high-quality service delivery with the demands of
complex data collection and analysis.® ¢> Research shows that without dedicated

64. Ramanadhan, S. (2022). Measuring capacity to use evidence-based interventions in community-based organizations: A comprehensive scoping review. Implementation Science
Communications. https://doi.org/10.1186/s43058-022-00301-6

65. Walker, D. M., DePuccio, M. ., Hefner, J. L., Sieck, C., & Huerta, T. R. (2022). Increasing capacity for evaluation of community-based organizations: Lessons from the Ohio Equity Institute.

Oklahoma Journal of Public Health, 4(2), 51-71. https://ojph.org/index.php/OJPH/article/view/8469
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evaluation resources—whether internal or external—CBOs face significant
barriers, including limited training in evidence-based practices, competing
priorities, and inadequate infrastructure for tracking and analyzing data. These
challenges can undermine both service delivery and the ability to demonstrate
impact. Conversely, targeted investments in evaluation skills enable CBOs to
clearly articulate their services, measure outcomes, and share credible, evidence-
based results with funders, policymakers, and the community.¢®

An external partner could provide the technical assistance needed to

* define clear, measurable indicators aligned with RCP’s values and goals,

* develop standardized tools and protocols for use across the consortium, and
* strengthen data quality and consistency.

This approach would not only build the consortium’s long-term evaluation

capacity but also enhance RCP's ability to communicate its impact, build trust,
and secure sustained support.

66. Ibid.
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Appendix 1: Original Evaluation Questions

1. What is the RCP model?
a. What are the key components of the model?
b. What are the entry and exit points for the program (e.g., how are youth referred?)
c. What are the “key services” provided by RCP providers?

d. Isthe implementation of this model consistent across different contexts,
populations, and organizations in the County?

e. Isthere fidelity to the RCP model and framework?

2. How do the consortium'’s activities and services align with King County’s goals
and objectives for juvenile legal system-involved youth?

a. What are the goals and mission of individual consortium organizations?
b. What makes each organization a good/suitable fit for this initiative?
c. What are the consortium members’ plans and objectives?

d. How do the programs and services differ, and what are the reasons for these
variations?

3. How do the services and strategies specifically address the needs of justice-
involved youth, their families, and community members who experienced harm
(CMEH) in BIPOC communities?

a. To what extent does RCP effectively reach its intended population?
b. How does RCP engage with and serve these communities?

4. 1Isthe RCP model an effective way to meet the rehabilitative and developmental
needs of youth with felonies or misdemeanors in King County?

a. How does the RCP promote healing among youth?

b. Are consortium’s strategies effectively meeting the needs of youth and
families served?

c. How do youth, families, and CMEH view their experience with the RCP and
the services received?

5. How does the RCP promote accountability for youth referred to services?

6. Do youth receiving services through the RCP achieve better wellness,
developmental, and legal outcomes compared to similarly situated youth who do
not accept or participate in services?
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Appendix 2: RCP Provider Interview Protocol

1. Tell me about your organization
a. What are your mission/goals and objectives?
b. What members in the community does your organization serve?
c. What are the most important services you provide?
2. Why did you apply for RCP funding?
3. How does your organization align with the goals of RCP?
a. Why is your organization a good fit for RCP?
4. What would success look like for you?

5. What do you want to know as a result of this evaluation?
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Appendix 3: RCP Admin and Operations Interview
Protocol 1

Background

1. What is your role in RCP?
2. What s the role of the RCP Admin & Operations team?

a. What services do you provide?

RCP Model

3. How would you describe the RCP model?
a. How do you define accountability, healing, and well-being?
b. What does this look like in practice?
4. What does the RCP referral process look like?
a. Isthe referral process the same for youth and CMEH?
b. How do PAO referrals differ from community referrals?
5. What happens to youth/CMEH who decline to participate in RCP?
6. How do you determine what types of services participants need?
a. Whattools, if any, do you use?
b. How do you connect referred parties to the RCP consortium partners?
7. How do you make sure that RCP services are meeting the needs of participants?
a. How do you engage youth/CMEH harm in your services?
b. What kind of information (data) are you collecting/tracking?
8. What role does the Youth Steering Committee play throughout the RCP process?
9. How do you define success?

a. How do you know when an individual has successfully completed the
program?

b. What happens to youth who do not complete the program?

10. What is working well with the RCP model/process and why?
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11. What is not working well with the RCP model/process and why?
a. How are you/have you addressed this?

Evaluation

12. What are your goals for this evaluation?

13. What do you hope will come out of this evaluation?
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Appendix 4: RCP Admin and Operations Interview
Protocol 2

Background

1. What is your role in RCP?
a. What are your primary responsibilities in RCP?
b. How long have you been in this role?

2. How do your individual roles intersect, if at all?
RCP Model

3. How would you describe the RCP Model?
a. How do you define accountability, healing, and well-being?
b. What does this look like in practice?

4. How do you see your roles supporting the goals of the RCP model?
RCP Finances

5. Canyou explain to me how RCP's finances/budgeting system is structured?
a. How are program expenses tracked and managed?

6. How are decisions made for allocating funds to program activities/services?
a. How are program activities or services prioritized?

7. Are there any other RCP funding sources in addition to the funds provided by the
county?

8. How do financial constraints (if any) impact RCP program delivery?
RCP Communications

9. How does RCP manage communications internally or with external stakeholders
(community/funders)?

10. What strategies, if any, do you use to promote RCP among youths and their
families?

a. What about the community more generally?
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11. How do you (have you) respond(ed) to pushback against RCP and negative media

representation?
a. Have you provided a counter narrative?
b. How do you address resistance to RCP?

Implementation Barriers and Facilitators

12. What have been some of the biggest challenges, if any, in implementing RCP?
a. What is not working so well and why?

13. What is working well with the RCP model/process and why?
a. What do you feel has been the most successful so far?

Exit Questions

14. Thinking ahead, how do you see the RCP program evolving?

15. Is there anything else you would like to share about how the RCP program is
going?
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Appendix 5: RCP Community Navigator Interview
Protocol

1. How would you describe the RCP model in your own words?
* How do you define accountability? What does this look like?
* How do you define healing? What does this look like?
* How do you define well-being? What does this look like?
2. How are youth referred to your organization?
o Isthe referral process the same for youth and CMEH?
*  How do PAO referrals differ from community referrals?
3. How do you determine what types of services participants need?
*  What tools, if any, do you use?
* How do you determine which organization is a good fit?
4. How do you engage youth and CMEH in your services?
*  How often do you meet with youth/CMEH?
*  What challenges, if any, have you encountered?
5. What kind of information (data) are you collecting/tracking?
6. How do you define success? What would success look like for you?

*  How do you know when an individual has successfully completed the
program?

7. What is working well with the RCP model/process? Why?
8. What is not working well with the RCP model/process? Why?

*  How are you/have you addressed this?
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Appendix 6: RCP KCPAO Stakeholder Interview Protocol

1.

2.

10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

Tell me a little bit about yourself and your role within the PAO?

Tell me about your (or the PAQ's) decision to work with RCP.

How did RCP come about?

a. What were the goals and expectations for RCP?

How would you describe the RCP model in your own words?

a. What are the goals and objectives?

b. How do you define accountability? Healing? Well-being?

How do you define success within the RCP model?

How does RCP align with the goals of the PAO? What about King County?
What does court based diversion look like in King County?

Has the RCP model changed PAO policies or procedures? If so, how?
a. What are you doing differently now?

What does the RCP referral process look like?

a. How do you determine which cases are eligible for RCP referral?
b. Isthe process the same for youth and CMEH?

What happens to youth who decline to participate in RCP?

What is working well with the RCP process/model and why?

What is not working well with the RCP process/model and why?
How are you/have you addressed these challenges?

If RCP could be rebuilt, what would you do differently?
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Appendix 7: RCP DCHS Stakeholder Interview Protocol

1. What is your role in DCHS? RCP?
2. What is DCHS's role in RCP?
3. How did RCP originate?
a. What role did the county (and/or DCHS) play in RCP's development?

4. How does RCP align with broader King County or WA state juvenile justice reform
efforts?

5. What was the process for selecting the current RCP consortium partners? Who
was involved in that decision making process?

6. What requirements or expectations for participation did the county specify to the
RCP partners?

7. We've heard that RCP partners felt rushed into the implementation of the
program. Can you speak to what happened to make it rushed?

8. How have media factors influenced the development of RCP throughout the
implementation period?

9. How has RCP evolved since its inception? How closely does the current
implementation of RCP match the original vision?

10. What do you think is working well/not well with the RCP model?

11. How does the county determine if the program will continue to receive funding?
Data-Specific Questions

1. What was the process for selecting the current RCP data collection measures?
a. Who was involved in that decision making process?

b. How were differences in opinion resolved and who made the final
determination?

2. What was the process for deciding how those measures would be collected by
each partner?

a. Who was involved in that decision making process?

3. What training and technical assistance were provided to RCP partners to aid
them in the data collection, if any?
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4. How do you coordinate with RCP partners to address discrepancies or

inconsistencies in the data?

5. What conversations, if any have been had about data collection since the start of
RCP? Why or why not?
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Appendix 8: RCP Participant Interview Protocol

Introduction
Tell me a little bit about yourself. What's something you like to do for fun or to relax?

Program Entry

1. How did you first hear about this program and what do you remember being told
about it?

2. Why did you agree to participate in the program?

a. Thinking back to before you started, what did you expect the program to be
like?

3. What do you remember about your first meeting with your community
navigator?

Goal Setting

4. As part of the program, did you come up with any personal goals that you
wanted to work on? Can you give me an example?

Program Activities & Services

5. What types of program activities or events have you been able to participate in?
a. Have these activities helped you learn any new skills or hobbies?

6. What do you like most about being in this program and why?

7. What do you like the least about being in this program and why?

a. Isthere anything you would have liked to happen that didn't happen? Can
you give me an example?

b. Ifit was up to you, is there anything you would change about the program?

Experience with Staff

8. What was your relationship like with program staff?

9. Is there anything you gained from your interactions with your navigator that you
feel like you weren't getting from elsewhere in your life?
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Growth and Connection

10. What have you learned about yourself throughout this program?
11. In what ways do you think this program has helped you grow?

12. In what ways has this program helped you in your personal relationships?
Friends? Family? Others in your community?

Closing

13. Is there anything else you'd like to share about the program and/or your
experiences with the program?
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Appendix 9: RCP Participant Interview Protocol
(Parents)

1. What brought your child to the RCP program?
2. What were you told about the RCP program?
3. Why did you agree to have your child participate in this program?

4. Did you discuss with your child the goals they wanted to work on while in the
program?

5. What do you like the most about this program?
6. What do you like the least about this program?
7. What is the biggest impact the program has had on your child? (top 3 things)

a. What is the biggest impact the program has had on you as a family unit?
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Appendix 10: Interview and Focus Group Data Collection
Activities

TABLE 1. SUMMARY OF RCP PARTNER AND STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS/FOCUS GROUPS

Type of Interview Organization/Agency Number of Total Participants

10.18.24 Focus Group EACS Staff 5
10.18.24 Focus Group PICA Staff 5
10.18.24 Interview Creative Justice Staff 1
10.18.24 Focus Group RCP Downtown Renton Staff 7
10.18.24 Focus Group Choose 180 Staff 4
10.29.24 Interview CIN Staff 1
11.13.24 Interview Collective Justice Staff 2
12.03.24 Interview Collective Justice Staff 1
12.10.24 Interview PAO Staff 1
12.10.24 Focus Group RCP Downtown Renton Staff 9
12.11.24 Interview PAO Staff 1
4.7.25 Interview RCP Downtown Renton Staff 1
4.7.25 Interview DCHS Staff 1
4.9.25 Interview DCHS Staff 1
4.14.25 Interview DCHS Staff 1
4.21.25 Interview DCHS Staff 1
4.21.25 Interview DCHS Staff 1
4.24.25 Interview Public Defense 1
5.16.25 Interview RCP Staff 1
5.19.25 Interview DCHS Staff 1

impactjustice.org Evaluation of King County Restorative Community Pathways (RCP) 84



TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF RCP PARTICIPANT INTERVIEWS/FOCUS GROUPS

Type of Interview RCP Partner Youth/Family or CMEH Number of Participants
12.12.24 Interview EACS Youth & Parent 2
1.6.25 Interview EACS Youth & Parent 2
2.7.25 Interview EACS Youth 1
2.24.25 Interview EACS Youth & Legal Guardian 2
2.18.25 Focus Group RCP Renton Youth 5
2.19.25 Interview 1 PICA Youth 2
2.19.25 Interview 2 PICA Youth 2
2.20.25 Interview 1 CIN Youth 2
2.20.25 Interview 2 CIN Youth 2
2.21.25 Interview 1 Choose 180 Youth 1
2.21.25 Interview 2 Choose 180 Youth 1
3.13.25 Interview EACS Youth & Parent 2
5.5.25 Interview RCP Renton CMEH 1
5.5.25 Interview RCP Renton CMEH 1
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Appendix 11: King County Demographic Overview

TABLE 1. DEMOGRAPHIC BREAKDOWN OF KING COUNTY

Prevalence (% of total Median Age Median Household Education Level (% with a

population) (years) Income bachelor's degree or higher)

All - 37.1 $122,148 55.9%

White 56.7% 411 $126,907 58.7%

White alone (not Hispanic

or Latino) 54.3% 42.0 $128,016 59.2%

Black or African American 6.5% 333 $65,975 30.7%
American Igilt?:eand Alaska 0.6% 322 $62,961 25.4%
Asian 19.9% 354 $151,389 66.5%
Nat"’epgcai‘;‘i’ca'l';gsgerther 0.7% 318 $83,087 16.4%
Some other race 4.9% 29.0 $78,453 23.9%

Two or more races 10.6% 25.4 $105,227 47.8%
Hispanic or Latino origin (of 10.8% 28.4 $89,684 31.9%

any race)

Note. Source: 2023 American Community Survey 5-year estimates.
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TABLE 2. DEMOGRAPHIC BREAKDOWN OF YOUTH (AGES 10-17) IN KING COUNTY

Percentage of Population

White 93,866 46.8%
Black or African American 14,502 7.2%
American Indian and Alaska Native 772 0.4%
Asian 32,630 16.3%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 1,843 0.9%
Some other race 1,068 0.5%
Two or more races 23,641 11.8%
Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race) 32,335 16.1%

Note. Data is calculated treating Hispanic/Latino as a racial group. All other racial groups only reflect youth who do not identify as Hispanic/Latino. Source: 2021
American Community Survey 5-year estimates.
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Appendix 12: King County Prosecuting Attorney’s
Office Data

TABLE 1. BREAKDOWN OF CHARGES REFERRED TO KCPAO IN KING COUNTY

Crimes Mis- Property

All Referrals Against % CAP
Persons

Drug & other % PDOF Sex Offense

demeanors Felonies

2019 2785 510 18.3% 1640 58.9% 351 12.6% 284 10.2%
2020 1982 383 19.3% 1151 58.1% 242 12.2% 206 10.4%
2021 1143 249 21.8% 595 52.1% 102 8.9% 197 17.2%
2022 1662 385 23.2% 855 51.4% 163 9.8% 259 15.6%
2023 2182 515 23.6% 1008 46.2% 387 17.7% 272 12.5%
2024 2328 592 25.4% 1053 45.2% 423 18.2% 260 11.2%

(to ZMO;??)” 592 184 31.1% 293 49.5% 76 12.8% 39 6.6%
Avg: 2019-21 1970 381 19.3% 1129 57.3% 232 11.8% 229 11.6%
Avg: 2022-25 2057 497 24.2% 972 47.3% 324 15.8% 264 12.8%

Note. Source: King County PAO Data dashboard: juvenile data.
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TABLE 2. BREAKDOWN OF CASES REFERRED TO THE KCPAO AND DISPOSITIONS

Referrals Filings % Filed Diverted % Diverted % Other

2019 2785 1027 36.9% 1058 38.0% 646 23.2%
2020 1982 732 36.9% 845 42.6% 525 26.5%

2021 1143 338 29.6% 422 36.9% 328 28.7%

2022 1662 462 27.8% 662 39.8% 421 25.3%

2023 2182 683 31.3% 869 39.8% 564 25.8%

2024 2328 887 38.1% 776 33.3% 692 29.7%
(throuz(_:johzi/larch) 592 219 37.0% 245 41.4% 197 33.3%
Joerage: 1970 699 35.5% 775 39.3% 500 25.4%
2/3‘;‘*23%822 2057 677 32.9% 769 37.4% 559 27.2%

Note. Source: King County PAO Data dashboard: juvenile data.
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TABLE 3. RACIAL BREAKDOWN OF YOUTH WHO HAD THEIR CASES REFERRED TO THE KCPAO AND THOSE WHO HAD
THEIR CASE FILED OR DIVERTED

Race & Ethnicity Disposition

White/Caucasian Referrals 33.6% 28.2% 28.2% 29.8% 37.1% 40.6% 37.8%
White/Caucasian Filings & Diversions 33.8% 27.7% 29.9% 31.9% 35.3% 38.5% 39.4%
Black/African American Referrals 33.5% 32.1% 35.2% 35.5% 33.4% 31.9% 32.6%
Black/African American Filings & Diversions 35.6% 35.6% 38.0% 35.9% 37.4% 33.9% 32.5%
Asian/Pacific Islander Referrals 7.8% 8.4% 8.5% 7.1% 7.5% 6.9% 8.2%
Asian/Pacific Islander Filings & Diversions 8.0% 8.8% 7.9% 7.9% 7.2% 8.1% 7.9%
American Indian/ Alaska Native Referrals 1.6% 1.1% 1.4% 1.5% 2.6% 1.9% 1.1%
American Indian/ Alaska Native Filings & Diversions 1.8% 1.4% 1.1% 1.7% 3.2% 2.0% 1.2%
Hispanic/Latino Referrals 14.6% 18.3% 16.5% 14.5% 13.2% 12.6% 12.2%
Hispanic/Latino Filings & Diversions 14.9% 17.8% 16.6% 15.6% 13.1% 13.7% 12.6%

Other Referrals 0.6% 0.9% 0% 1.1% 0% 0.7% 0.6%

Other Filings & Diversions 0.2% 0.9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Unknown Referrals 7.6% 9.7% 8.1% 8.7% 6.3% 5.4% 7.5%

Unknown Filings & Diversions 5.6% 7.0% 6.5% 5.8% 3.9% 3.9% 6.4%

Missing Referrals 0.9% 1.3% 2.1% 1.9% 0% 0% 0%

Missing Filings & Diversions 0.4% 1.0% 0% 1.2% 0% 0% 0%

Note. Source: King County PAO Data dashboard: juvenile data.
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TABLE 4. AGE BREAKDOWN OF YOUTH WHO HAVE CASES AGAINST THEM REFERRED TO THE KCPAO

Age (years)

1" 1.7% 1.4% 2.4% 1.2% 1.2% 1.3%
12 4.4% 4.1% 3.9% 4.8% 3.4% 4.2%
13 8.9% 10.3% 11.9% 8.2% 9.1% 8.2%
14 16.0% 17.0% 15.1% 15.1% 13.5% 13.6%
15 21.9% 22.5% 19.9% 19.7% 18.8% 20.5%
16 22.0% 22.9% 22.1% 24.8% 25.1% 23.7%
17 21.7% 19.9% 23.2% 26.1% 27.8% 26.7%
18 1.5% - - - - -
Other 1.9% 1.8% 1.8% - 1.1% 1.8%
Average (excludes Other) 15.2 years 15.1 years 15.1 years 15.3 years 15.3 years 15.3 years

Note. Source: King County PAO Data dashboard: juvenile data.

TABLE 5. GENDER BREAKDOWN OF YOUTH WHO HAVE CASES AGAINST THEM REFERRED TO THE KCPAO

Gender

Female 28.4% 28.6% 32.0% 27.9% 30.3% 28.6%
Male 70.3% 70.3% 66.0% 71.1% 68.9% 71.0%
Missing 1.3% 1.1% 2.0% 1.1% 0.9% 0.5%

Note. Source: King County PAO Data dashboard: juvenile data.
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TABLE 6. BREAKDOWN OF WHERE CASES ARE DIVERTED BY PROGRAM

Court FIRS FIRS % RCP RCP % Other Other % Comm. Comm.

Diversion Diversion % Diversion Diversion %

2019 399 37.7% 315 29.8% - - - - 344 32.5%
2020 291 34.4% 295 34.9% - - - - 259 30.7%
2021 74 17.5% 243 57.6% 53 12.6% - - 52 12.3%
2022 82 12.5% 251 38.3% 322 49.2% - - - -
2023 255 29.3% 271 31.2% 270 31.1% 73 8.4% - -
2024 203 26.2% 243 31.3% 201 25.9% 129 16.6% - -

to 20 Y 48 19.6% 68 27.8% 66 26.9% 63 25.7% - -

o 255 32.9% 284 36.6% 18 2.3% - - 218 28.1%
s 180 23.4% 255 33.2% 264 34.3% 67 8.7% - -

Note. Source: King County PAO Data dashboard: juvenile data.
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Appendix 13: RCP Logic Model

KING COUNTY RESTORATIVE COMMUNITY PATHWAYS (RCP) LOGIC MODEL
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Appendix 14: RCP Eligibility Criteria

Offense

Felony or

Misdemeanor

Felony or

Misdemeanor Class

RCW 9A.36.031 Assault 4 Felony Class C Felony
RCW 9A.36.041 Assault 3 Felony Class C Felony
RCW 9A.52.030 Burglary 2 Felony Class B Felony

RCW 9A.52.070

Criminal Trespass 1

Misdemeanor

Gross Misdemeanor

RCW 9A.52.080

Criminal Trespass 2

Misdemeanor

Misdemeanor

RCW 9A.76.110

Escape (1st or 2nd degree)

Felony

Class B Felony

RCW 9A.46.020

Felony Harassment

Felony

Class C Felony

RCW 9A.46.020

Harassment

Misdemeanor

Gross Misdemeanor

RCW 9A.48.070

Malicious Mischief 1

Felony

Class B Felony

RCW 9A.48.080

Malicious Mischief 2

Felony

Class C Felony

RCW 9A.48.090

Malicious Mischief 3

Misdemeanor

Gross Misdemeanor

RCW 9A.76.020

Obstructing a Law
Enforcement Officer

Misdemeanor

Gross Misdemeanor

RCW 9A.56.350

Organized Retail Theft

Felony

Class B Felony

RCW 9A.56.068

Possession of Stolen Vehicle

Felony

Class B Felony

RCW 9A.48.050 (2nd

Reckless Burning

Misdemeanor

Gross Misdemeanor

RCW 9A.48.040 (1st) (1stor 2nd) Class C Felony
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https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=9A.56.068
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Felony or Felony or

Offense Misdemeanor Misdemeanor Class

**Cases involving the fo-
llowing factual circumstances
are not eligible for RCP: 1)Use

RCW 9A.56.210 Robbery 2** Felony Class B Felony or threatened use of a deadly
weapon/firearm; and/or 2)

bodily injury requiring more
than first aid at the scene.

Taking Motor Vehicle Without

RCW 9A.56.070 o Felony Class B Felony

Permission 1
RCW 9A.56.075 Taking Motor Vehicle Without Felony Class C Felony

Permission 2
RCW 9A.56.030 Theft 1 Felony Class B Felony
RCW 9A.56.040 Theft 2 Felony Class C Felony
RCW 9A.56.050 Theft 3 Misdemeanor Gross Misdemeanor
RCW 9A.56.065 Theft of Motor Vehicle Felony Class B Felony
RCW 9.41.270 Unlawful Display of a Weapon Misdemeanor Gross Misdemeanor
RCW 9A.52.095 Vehicle Prowling Felony (Both 1st and 2nd) Class C Felony

Offense severity depends on
substance.
Violation of the Uniform Con- ) Class B, C, Misdemeanor, or
Chapter 69.50 REW trolled Substance Act** Felony or Misdemeanor Gross Misdemeanor **Fentanyl possession or dea-

ling is not eligible for RCP.

Exclusionary Criteria

» Class A Felonies, and Attempt, Conspiracy, or Solicitation to commit a Class A Felony-Assault in the Second Degree
» Drive-By Shooting-Sex Offenses or any offenses alleging Sexual Motivation-Intimate Partner Domestic Violence.

+ Intra-familial Domestic Violence (these offenses will continue to utilize the FIRS approach)

+ Felony Traffic Offenses/ DUI

+ Unlawful Possession of a Firearm

» Robbery 2-Cases involving the following factual circumstances are not eligible for RCP: 1)Use or threatened use of a deadly weapon/firearm; and/or 2)
bodily injury requiring more than first aid at the scene.

» Fentanyl possession or dealing is not eligible for RCP

+ Threats to bomb or threats to harm learning environments/staff are not automatically eligible for RCP. Cases shall be reviewed on a case-by-case basis,-
considering1) whether there is any evidence of intent to carry out the threat; 2) any ability to carry out the threat; 3) disruption and impact on community
resources; and4) the respondent’s prior history of discipline at the school. All decisions will be approved by the Division Chief.
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Exclusionary Criteria

+ History-All presenting misdemeanor offenses are eligible for RCP regardless of the respondent’s offender history. Presenting felony offenses are only eligi-
ble for RCP if the respondent does not have a prior felony adjudication or pending deferred disposition

+ Pending Matters-Respondents who have pending charges in Juvenile Court are not eligible for direct referral to RCP on new matters
+ Detention-Youth who are detained(in secure detention or EHM)after a first appearance hearing are not eligible for direct referral to RCP on that matter

» Subsequent Referral-Respondents that have previously been referred to RCP may be considered by the KCPAO for second or subsequent referrals on a
case-by-case basis. Factors supporting a second or subsequent referral to RCP are

» Atleast one year has passed since the first referral to RCP and the Respondent has not engaged in any other criminal activity in that time;
+ The second or successive referral is being sent to RCP either contemporaneously with the first or very shortly thereafter;

+ And the second referral to RCP has an offense date that precedes the initial referral’s offense date.
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Appendix 15: Table of Valid/Invalid Observations for
RCP Performance Measurement Data

VELEL]E % Valid Invalid % Invalid

Age 1008 86% 166 14%

Basic Needs Met 816 70% 358 30%
Completion 946 81% 228 19%
Connection 591 50% 583 50%
Engagement 401 59% 284 41%
Gender 1134 97% 40 3%
Goals 789 67% 385 33%
Knowledge 575 49% 599 51%
Population (CMEH or Youth) 1174 100% 0 0%
Positive Identity 557 47% 617 53%
Race/Ethnicity 1065 91% 109 9%
Referral Source 1174 100% 0 0%
Satisfaction 551 47% 623 53%

Note. Table displays the number and percent of observations for each variable included in analyses (Valid and % Valid columns). The number and percent of
observations excluded from analyses appear in the Invalid and % Invalid columns, respectively. These refer to observations coded as unknown, blank, and not
applicable. Engagement measured two quarters after program enroliment.
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