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I. BACKGROUND 

 

In a continuing effort to enhance policy, practice and service provision for the youth and 

families involved with the Pulaski County Juvenile Probation Department in Arkansas, a 

comprehensive probation system review was undertaken with funding from a grant from the 

State Justice Institute, and in coordination with the Arkansas Supreme Court Commission on 

Children, Youth and Families (ARCYF). The Robert F. Kennedy National Resource Center for 

Juvenile Justice (RFK National Resource Center) was invited to conduct a comprehensive review 

as articulated below.  In partnership with the Pulaski County Juvenile Court Judges and relevant 

interested stakeholders, the probation system review and analysis began in January 2016 and 

concluded in September 2016.  The process included a review and examination of policy, 

practice and service provisions designed to inform immediate opportunities for system 

enhancement, improvement and reform that impacts positive outcomes for Pulaski County 

youth and families involved in the probation and juvenile justice system.   

 

The specific design of the review was guided by the 2011 publication entitled Probation Review 

Guidebook (RFK Children’s Action Corps, 2011, Janet K. Wiig and John A. Tuell) and was 

accomplished in discussions with the probation and juvenile justice system leadership 

personnel regarding the most critical issues that confront a department.  The overarching 

purpose for this review was to support Pulaski County’s long-term plan for comprehensive 

juvenile justice system improvement and identify opportunities for enhanced probation 

department performance based on best practice standards and concentrated on the following: 

     

 effective programmatic practices 

 effective and efficient court and probation management performance 

 improved recognition of the neuroscience of adolescent development and adoption of 

the principles and hallmarks of a developmental approach to addressing youth risks and 

treatment needs 

 improved utilization of evidence based practices and intervention services, and  

 implementation of enhanced prevention and early intervention and inter-agency 

approaches for youth and families with risks and needs in multiple domains 

 

The review and evaluation was conducted with a focus on four primary areas successfully used 

in other jurisdictions and described in detail in the Probation Review Guidebook.  The structure 

of the review and the recommendations and findings in this report includes the following 

elements and areas of concentration: 
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ELEMENT A:  Program Planning and Implementation 

 Policies and Procedures: Probation Officer Manual Review 

 Management Practices 

 Training 

 Probation Practice:  Probation Supervision and Services to Probationers 
 
ELEMENT B:  BEST PRACTICES AND BENCHMARKING 

 Best Practices Analysis of Programs and Practices 

 Benchmarking System Performance 
 
ELEMENT C:  PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT AND CLIENT OUTCOMES 

 Officer Performance of Case Processes and Achievement of Client Outcomes 

 Development of Client Outcomes 
 
ELEMENT D:  INTRA- AND INTERAGENCY WORK PROCESSES 

 Probation Case Flow Processes 

 Relationship with the Court 

 Interagency Case Flow Processes 
 

These elements guided the review and evaluation of the pertinent functions of the Pulaski 

County Juvenile Probation System and resulted in this report of findings and recommendations.  

The recommendations in this report seek to support the goal to enhance system practice and 

performance in ways that are consistent with current best practice standards focused on 

improving youth and family outcomes.  In partnering with the RFK National Resource Center, 

the Pulaski County Juvenile Court and its partners supported an analytic review and 

examination of current practices that included: 

  

(1) Assessment of current available individual and aggregate data to inform prevalence, 
demographics and characteristics, risks and needs, trends, trajectories, and outcomes for 
juvenile justice youth in Pulaski County,    
 
(2) Assessment of probation system process and performance in the areas of management 
policy, court practices, structured and validated screening and assessment tools, key 
decision points and probation officer decision-making; and identification of strengths and 
opportunities in these domains, 
 
(3) Analysis of case management and flow within the delinquency court, as well as its 
linkages with the organizations with whom it interfaces as the case moves through the 
system (e.g. child protection, education, behavioral health), 
 
(4) Ability to identify system and client outcome measures that drive system and case 
worker performance, and   
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(5) Ability to identify and access effective community based resources that match identified 
service needs through the use of validated screening and assessment tools and 
methodologies.   

The elements covered in this review and the recommendations made herein coalesce to 

support the overarching goal of improving youth outcomes.  According to research conducted 

by the Council of State Governments, there are four core principles that undergird achievement 

of improved youth outcomes: 

1. Use validated risk and needs assessments to guide supervision, service and resource 

allocation decisions. 

2. Implement evidence based and promising programs and services that are proven to 

reduce recidivism and improve a variety of other youth outcomes and evaluate the 

results of these services through effective data collection and analysis. 

3. Embrace a cross system approach to address the youth’s needs. 

4. Employ what is known about adolescent development to guide policies, programs and 

supervision practices.1 

These four core principles have guided the development of the strategies and 

recommendations made in this report and can continue to support the Pulaski County 

Probation Department’s future implementation of these recommendations. 

 

II. METHODOLOGIES 

The RFK National Resource Center employed an interactive consultation process designed to 

assist and support, not supplant, the authority, talents, current initiatives and work of leaders 

within Pulaski County Juvenile Court.  This initiative was accomplished with the guidance, active 

involvement and support of the Probation Review Management Team (PRMT) which included 

two of the three current juvenile court judges, the majority of probation and intake officers, a 

deputy prosecuting attorney, and three public defenders. The members of the PRMT (Appendix 

A) possessed the expertise and authority to oversee key decisions and activities potentially 

impacting reform.  We should note that this review would not have been possible without the 

support of Juvenile Court Judges Williams Warren and Branton, Jr. In addition to providing staff 

support for logistics, the judges were very generous in scheduling time with the RFK National 

Resource Center Review Team during each site visit. 

                                                           
1
 Core Principles for Reducing Recidivism and Improving Other Outcomes for Youth in the Juvenile Justice System.  

July 2014.  Council of State Governments Justice Center. 
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At the outset of the project, the RFK National Resource Center Review Team worked with the 

PRMT to examine the most advantageous methodologies proven to be effective in past RFK 

National Resource Center system reviews.  The PRMT met at regular intervals during the project 

period to develop and refine the collaborative work plan, to discuss relevant expectations and 

parameters, and to set any other necessary directions for the work.  

 

Throughout the review a collaborative approach was used to ensure that the process addressed 

concerns specific to Pulaski County. The template and multiple methodologies contained herein 

have been successfully utilized in numerous other jurisdictions and were utilized in this review 

to frame discussions and ultimately develop recommendations for the Pulaski County juvenile 

justice system. The engagement of agency/organizational leadership, court, probation, and 

other relevant practitioners and stakeholders was essential to the development of these 

recommendations and findings.  These recommendations capitalize on local expertise while 

seizing viable opportunities for reform. This collaborative approach increases the likelihood that 

the members of the judiciary, the probation department, the Administrative Office of the 

Courts, and other relevant and critical youth serving partners will actively implement plan 

recommendations. 

 

The Pulaski County Probation System Review used multiple methodologies to inform the 

analysis.  The following methods were used to carry out the elements of the review:   

 

Routine Meetings with a Designated Project Leadership Team  

During on-site visits, regularly scheduled meetings with the PRMT were convened to provide 

direction to the execution of the work plan, provide access to designated personnel, discuss 

and assess the progress of the evaluation, and to offer dynamic current suggestions to address 

preliminary themes or findings as the evaluation progressed.  This methodology permitted 

opportunities for remedial action without waiting for the final report to be completed.  As 

needed, conference calls were conducted to address relevant issues arising in between on-site 

visits.  

 

Document Review  

Beginning in March 2016, prior to the first visit, the RFK National Resource Center began a 

review of foundational documents, including the Arkansas Juvenile and Family Law Code (Title 

9, as amended 2015), Arkansas Circuit Courts Judges’ Benchbook, Juvenile Division (updated 

2014), AR Act 1010 (2015), and the ARCYF Juvenile Justice Reform Subcommittee Action Plan 

2014-2016. Throughout the process, documents were requested and reviewed as they related 

to the primary topics of discussion.  Policy and procedure manuals, memoranda, statistical 
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reports, program descriptions, assessment protocols, and procedural directives were used to 

inform the review and understanding of current practice in Pulaski County.   

 

Process Mapping 

A process mapping exercise was conducted in April and June 2016 with the PRMT and available 

probation and intake officers. (See list of probation officers participating in Appendix B).  The 

purpose of this exercise was to analyze interfaces, handoffs, bottlenecks, and other case flow 

processes and issues in the handling of cases both internal to the court and probation 

department and those impacted by external agencies and organizations.  The group discussed 

the information that is available at various decision points while identifying perspectives on 

interagency work processes and opportunities to improve practices in the priority areas for the 

review. 

 

Performance Measures and Outcomes Development 

Throughout the review and discussions with the PRMT, this methodology was used to support 

an increased awareness of how worker performance (practice and adherence to prescribed 

practices) was/is related to the desired sought outcomes for the client population. The 

methodology permitted a clearer identification of the probation practices and approaches used 

to identify and connect treatment and service intervention needs of youth and how – or if – 

those practices are positively connected to the achievement of desired service and treatment 

outcomes. The methodology formed the basis for enhancing opportunities to measure worker 

performance toward those outcomes and collect data regarding achievement of those and 

other identified system and youth outcomes. 

 

Key Stakeholder Interviews 

The RFK National Resource Center Review Team conducted interviews with the juvenile intake 

officers, probation officers, judges, public defenders and state’s attorneys, as well as service 

providers, school personnel and the director of juvenile detention during the April, June and 

September site visits to gain clarity and further understand their roles within the department 

and to gain more knowledge about the management practices. Additionally, the interviews 

were used to assess their program oversight practices and the communication processes within 

the probation department, with law enforcement and with the schools. The sessions were used 

to identify and analyze the areas of strength and challenges within the Pulaski County Probation 

Department.  These interviews provided multiple points of view that began to highlight 

potential areas of practice and programming reform within the department and the juvenile 

delinquency court process as a whole. 
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Best Practice Analysis 

The best practice analysis of the juvenile justice system, core to this system review, involved an  

ongoing review of the following practices framed against the current research and 

understanding of evidence based approaches and probation practices: 

 

 key decision-point processes 

 current data capabilities 

 case handling and case management practices and process 

 current data reports that inform probation management 

 desired recidivism measures and outcomes 

 methods by which the Structured Assessment of Violence Risk in Youth (SAVRY) and 
other risk/need screening tools are being used 

 

III. ANALYSIS, FINDINGS and RECOMMENDATIONS   

 

ELEMENT A:  PROGRAM PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION 

 

The probation system review began with an analysis of the Probation Department’s policies, 

procedures, and operations, specifically examining how probation practice is informed and 

guided by its memorialized documentation related to managerial oversight, supervision of 

clients, and training. This section provides descriptions of the Department’s governing 

documents and covers training, management practices, probation supervision, service delivery 

to probationers and the various views held about probation practices.   

 

A. Departmental Structure / Organization  

 

Pulaski County is the most populous county in Arkansas, with a 2015 census of 392,664, and 

includes the state capital of Little Rock. The census data indicate that 23.6 % of the population 

includes children under the age of 18 years.  The ethnic and racial data indicate that over 36% 

of the population of the county identified themselves as African-American; 53.5% identified as 

White; and 6% as Hispanic. Probation staff indicated that the great majority of youth in the 

Pulaski County juvenile justice system are African-American. 

   

Juvenile Court Services in Pulaski County operate under the direction and supervision of three 

elected Juvenile Court Judges.  At the time of the review, staff included 17 probation officers 

and four intake officers. There is currently no position in the court services structure with 

supervisory responsibility or the authority to direct staff. A probation officer coordinator 

position has a reduced caseload and performs some administrative duties which include 

collecting and compiling statistical reports from other officers. Staff are assigned to one of the 



8 
 

three judicial divisions and report directly to the juvenile court judges. However, the staffing 

levels at the time of the review were not evenly distributed and the officers described a long-

standing practice whereby officers rotated on a quarterly basis among the three court rooms. In 

the absence of managerial staff, it is up to officers to coordinate and collaborate to ensure that 

all three court calendars have coverage. 

 

Within this structure, there are probation officer assignments to specialized functions. These 

include two officers assigned to the alternative school (where a large percentage of probation 

involved youth are enrolled), officers designated to supervise female youth, and officers 

monitoring the population of sexual offenders. Among the “general” population of cases, youth 

are assigned alphabetically with each officer covering a portion of the alphabet. The new intake 

referrals/complaints are also assigned alphabetically to the four intake officers within the 

department. The assignment of cases alphabetically in a jurisdiction as large as Pulaski County is 

one of the factors that currently discourage any community based work by probation officers 

with youth and families. Many large jurisdictions assign cases geographically to facilitate officer 

interaction with family and youth in the community. Geographic assignments also allow officers 

to become familiar with neighborhood services and resources. 

 

B. Policies and Procedures  

 

This portion of the review and assessment was accomplished through document review, 

interviews, process mapping and extensive working sessions with the Pulaski County PRMT.   

  

Questions that guided this part of the review: 

 

 Do the mission, vision, policies and procedures link well to each other? 

 Do the mission, vision, policies and procedures reflect best practices?   

 Do the mission, vision, policies and procedures link well to daily juvenile probation 

operations? 

 

The RFK National Resource Center Review Team learned that the Pulaski County Probation 

Department is not guided by a current Probation Manual that articulates current methods of 

practice and policies or by a current set of Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs). There is 

currently no clearly articulated mission or vision for the Pulaski County court services staff, 

although staff did identify that their goal is to have youth successfully complete probation. The 

specific roles and responsibilities of juvenile probation officers are not being routinely driven by 

a memorialized set of preferred practices, covered by policies and protocols, or taking 

advantage of current research on adolescent development and/or current research and best 
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practices for balancing supervision/monitoring with the promotion of positive skill development 

for juvenile probationers.   

 

To be effective, an organization must have a clear mission that undergirds the strategies that 

guide its daily operations.  The policies, procedures and protocols that govern the daily 

operations must also be included.  A PriceWaterhouseCoopers study indicates that high-

performing organizations reported 31% greater effectiveness overall when vision, mission and 

values statements were clearly articulated and accountability plans were incorporated into a 

management strategy.2  

 

While the Pulaski County Probation Coordinator did provide a copy of the existing policies and 

procedures that direct the duties of the probation officers, the policies are generally limited to 

the expectations of judges for officers in each of the three courts. The policies provide no 

direction related to the supervision of cases. There are no policies that guide the frequency of 

contact with youth or the overarching goals of supervision. The RFK National Resource Center 

Review Team did note that policies and procedures were provided to officers as part of the 

SAVRY training, but there was no clear indication that those policies were driving intended 

practice, and certainly without consistency, in the Pulaski County probation department. 

 

The review process also included a discussion of the need to identify a definition for recidivism 

that would be both measureable and achievable.  In addition to reducing recidivism, as newly 

defined, the Probation Department needs to develop a comprehensive list of youth and system 

outcomes for which they will be accountable.  While there was general agreement on the need 

to define outcomes that would focus not just on compliance and recidivism but on fostering 

positive behavior changes in the youth served by the Probation Department, in the absence of a 

management structure, it is not clear who would be responsible for that task.   

 

The refinement of the mission and vision statement, clear articulation of detail about the 

restructured Pulaski County Probation Department that supports the refined mission, and the 

identification of youth and system outcomes should be the foundation for the new and 

updated Pulaski County Juvenile Probation Department Manual.  Probation officer roles and 

activities should be clarified and adjusted accordingly, consistent with the improved practice 

related to the implementation of the SAVRY, the selected risk-needs-responsivity tool for 

Arkansas.  The policies and procedures governing the implementation of this tool should be 

included in the manual (directly or by reference) as well as the process for using the results of 

the tool to guide case plan development and service delivery. 

                                                           
2
Aligning strategies for people and business. Retrieved March 10, 2010 from http://www.pwc.com/nz/en/clever-

companies/hr-best-practices.jhtml#alig  

http://www.pwc.com/nz/en/clever-companies/hr-best-practices.jhtml#alig
http://www.pwc.com/nz/en/clever-companies/hr-best-practices.jhtml#alig
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In addition to guiding the day-to-day practices of the probation officers, the development of an 

updated manual for Pulaski County Juvenile Probation and Intake can become the foundation 

for the curriculum used in orientation and in-service training.  The manual will also provide the 

components necessary to develop a more structured management and supervision strategy 

whereby probation officers know exactly what activities they should be performing and how 

their performance as JPO’s will be evaluated in conjunction with the achievement of outcomes 

by their probationers.   Lastly, the RFK National Resource Center Review Team recommends 

that the manual include the most up-to-date research on adolescent development, highlighting 

current knowledge about the difference between adolescents and adults and how this directly 

influences the evolving philosophy, policies, protocols and practices of the Pulaski County 

Juvenile Probation Department.  

 

C. Management Practices 

 

The RFK National Resource Center Review Team examined the question of whether the 

probation department utilized effective management practice(s) to achieve effective delivery of 

probation services.  That examination was based on the foundational belief – or best practice 

standard – that the Pulaski County Probation Department has in place a carefully articulated 

mission and vision, a clear set of strategies to achieve the mission and vision, and 

corresponding policies and procedures that clearly direct and evaluate the staff in its 

performance.   

 

As noted above, there is essentially an absence of systematic oversight of juvenile court 

services in Pulaski County. While the existing staffing structure is unusual in any size 

department, it is particularly impractical and unexpected in the largest jurisdiction in the state. 

The nature of the current practice in Pulaski County defines the primary responsibility of 

probation officers as liaisons to the court, as opposed to case managers with a primary 

responsibility of working with youth to reduce risk to reoffend.  The RFK National Resource 

Center Review Team can note being informed since the last site visit (September 2016) that 

practices have changed so that staff is no longer rotating among courtrooms. While this change 

may alleviate some concerns, it does not address the larger issue of lack of clear leadership and 

definition of the role of the probation/intake officer. 

 

A critical part of the probation review process also includes the examination of management 

communication practices that support organizational goals and achievement of desired 

outcomes in the following areas: 
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 Intra-Departmental Information Sharing 

 Inter-Departmental Planning and Preparation 

 Addressing Policy & Procedure Issues 

 Problem Solving 

 Department Performance Monitoring 

 Provide an Environment for Relationship Building, Employee Empowerment & Value 

Clarification 

 Discuss Inter- and Intra-Agency Issues 

 

In the absence of a unified management structure, the responsibility for communication falls to 

the officers and the probation coordinator. The three Juvenile Court judges who supervise the 

staff do not have consistent expectations or a collaborative approach to addressing the 

complex issues related to the supervision of court services. Two of the judges, Judge Warren 

and Judge Branton, were actively engaged in the review process while the third, Judge James, 

chose not to participate.  The tension among the staff related to the disparate expectations of 

the three judges was evident from the first site visit and persisted throughout the review 

process. While probation staff acknowledged the dysfunction, they also expressed concerns 

that a department manager would be the employee of one of the three judges and that would 

lead to unequal treatment of the staff of the other two divisions. The staff is clearly frustrated 

and demoralized, but anxious about the possibility that potential change will be worse than the 

status quo. In spite of the challenges, the RFK National Resource Center Review Team was 

impressed with the commitment and professionalism of many officers who strive to meet the 

needs of youth and families as well as the court and their colleagues.  

 

The recent assignment of the staff to the three judicial divisions will not address the larger 

issues of communication, managerial oversight and performance measures. In isolation from 

the additional attention to core managerial functions and an effective set of unified policies and 

procedures, such action will not significantly increase the likelihood of improved outcomes for 

youth and families involved in the Pulaski County juvenile justice system. 

 

The RFK National Resource Center Review Team encourages Pulaski County Juvenile Court, in 

coordination with the probation department to develop a management structure for juvenile 

court services responsible for directing all court services operations and in coordination with all 

relevant justice system stakeholders.  With such a structure in place the department will be 

able to adopt a meeting and communication structure that will ensure effective, efficient, and 

routine management, supervision and training for the probation department staff. The current 

structure of three different divisions reporting to juvenile court judges ensures a disjointed and 

inconsistent service approach that is devoid of clear accountability for outcomes. 
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Training 

 

During initial site visits, the RFK National Resource Center Review Team and the PRMT 

discussed the current requirements for staff training and availability of desired training for 

probation officers and managers.  Training requirements and opportunities are currently 

minimal and insufficient to ensure probation staff has adequate and current skills to perform 

the key job functions that increase the likelihood of efficient operations and improved youth 

outcomes. The new probation officer training is provided annually by the Arkansas 

Administrative Office of the Courts.  The orientation for new staff is essentially “on the job” 

training provided informally (e.g., absent a formal curriculum) by senior staff. The review 

revealed that the ongoing required training hours are minimal and not limited to job specific 

subject areas. Senior staff did note opportunities to attend statewide probation conferences in 

the past but that there are currently limited funds to support those training events which 

further depletes the staff chances of remaining current on best practice approaches to 

managing probation clients.  

 

It must be noted that it is common for organizations to limit orientation training to the 

minimum standards of employment, particularly in an environment of strained fiscal resources.  

The available training typically minimally covers the structure of the organization, human 

resource department requirements, legal mandates of the particular field, and policies and 

procedures.  If day-to-day practices are covered, it is often in the areas of technical skills the 

employee must have before they can do the work (e.g., how to complete forms and use 

computer or data entry systems).  Often, short shrift is given to the philosophy of the 

organization, the role the employee has in helping the agency meet their goals, and the training 

that is needed to support staff in reaching these goals. The absence of strong training and 

effective supervision and coaching all too frequently results in great variances in staff 

performance, sporadic achievement of outcomes and lack of employee engagement.    

 

The RFK National Resource Center strongly encourages the development of a training structure 

and curriculum that provides pre-service, orientation, in-service and special skills training on 

the mission, youth outcomes, and skills needed by the probation officers to support their 

achievement of these outcomes.  The recommended approach is to ask whether the training 

components assist intake and probation officers in meeting departmental goals.  These 

trainings may include Motivational Interviewing, understanding of the current research and 

concepts of adolescent development, specific evidence-based principles and program 

interventions, effective report writing, and individual case management at both the probation 

manager and probation officer level.  The anticipated opportunities for reform resulting from 

the recommendations for improved consistency in practice (e.g., processing of referrals, 
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structured decision making related to alternatives to formal involvement in and diversion from 

the juvenile justice system, etc.), combined with enhanced use of the SAVRY and subsequent 

case planning from the results (to be addressed in greater detail in Element B) will also be 

necessary to address within the revised training plan. 

 

The RFK National Resource Center Review Team therefore proposes the following 

recommendations related to our analysis and findings in Element A: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ELEMENT A: RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

1. Revise the Policy and Procedure Manual to accurately reflect the expectations of the 

department and guide juvenile probation staff in the delivery of service. Include the 

following components: 

a. Mission/Vision 

b. Outcomes specific to juvenile probation including youth and system outcomes 

c. Recidivism definition 

d. Current research on adolescent development 

e. Clear expectations related to individualized case plans and implementation of 

the Structured Assessment of Violence Risk in Youth (SAVRY) 

2. Clarify the Juvenile Probation Officer role and responsibilities with a focus on supporting 

positive behavioral change. 

3. Develop a management structure to support the implementation of evidence based 

practices and responsible for oversight of day-to-day operations, communication, problem 

solving, and departmental cohesiveness. 

4. Develop and refine a departmental training curriculum including pre-service, orientation, in-

service and specialty skill designed to equip personnel in all positions with essential 

competencies. 
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ELEMENT B:  Best Practices and Benchmarking 

 

In this element, the RFK National Resource Center Review Team focused on the analysis of the 

Probation Department’s internal processes, practices and programs.  The team used the 

questions detailed below in Section IV.A. to identify which programmatic issues and practices 

should be analyzed in depth.  The responses to these questions were developed and compiled 

through group interviews with the PRMT, the judiciary, state’s attorney’s office, and probation 

officers.  

 

A. Process Mapping – Identification of Improved Decision Making Opportunities  

 

The RFK National Resource Center Review Team facilitated a process for mapping the case flow 

of youth through the juvenile justice and probation system that identifies key decision-making 

points, cross-system interfaces, and opportunities for introducing enhanced best practices and 

new procedures and protocols.  The following protocol of questions and inquiries guided this 

portion of the analytic review: 

  

 What process does a youth go through in the Pulaski County Juvenile Court system? 

 What are the key decision points in this process? 

 Who makes these decisions? 

 What information is used to inform these decisions? 

o e.g., what guides the decision making recommendations to placement? 

o e.g., what guides the development of recommendations for dispositions? 

o e.g., what guides the development of a youth’s service plan?  

 How are programs and services assigned and what is the process for decision making? 

 What results are achieved by the current programs and practices? 

 What are the Probation Department’s programmatic strengths? 

 Are the programs and practices of the Probation Department the best that can be 

provided and are the programs carried out in an effective manner? 

 How do the practices relate to national standards for delivery of probation services? 

 

While a graphic depiction of the case flow was not produced, an ongoing collaborative analysis 

of the Pulaski County juvenile process map identified opportunities for enhanced practice that 

targeted alternative responses to formal involvement that balanced accountability with an 

emphasis on interventions that promote positive behavioral change. At each of the key points 

discussed with the PRMT and probation and intake staff, actions are taken that affect the 

youth’s future, including 1) whether to file the petition or divert the youth, 2) whether to hold 

the youth in detention or release them, 3) what the youth’s disposition and/or service plan 
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should entail, and 4) when the youth is able to leave/exit the probation and/or juvenile justice 

system.  

 

The process mapping exercise and analysis continued to highlight the inconsistencies and lack 

of clear protocols within the juvenile justice system. The three court divisions have disparate 

philosophies and practices, few of which had an obvious connection to current established best 

practice for reduction of recidivism and impact on other relevant and desired youth outcomes 

(e.g., behavioral health, education, family functioning). The implementation of the SAVRY has 

provided additional information to the court but the general consensus among stakeholders 

was that it has had little impact on practice and outcomes and that it was used inconsistently at 

the various probation and court decision points.  

 

The research is replete with findings that support the need for early screening and appropriate 

diversion for low risk youth. Research reveals that low risk youth are unlikely to reoffend if 

there is no intervention.3 However, when low risk youth are mixed with high risk youth, this can 

create a contagion effect and can actually increase the risk that this youth will reoffend.  

Further studies identified that unnecessary involvement in the system can also increase 

recidivism as demonstrated by the fact that youth who were put on probation were 12 times 

more likely to be arrested as an adult as those youth who aren’t put on probation.4 

 

The decision to implement a risk-needs-responsivity pre-screen, screen, and/or assessment 

begins with understanding the research on prevalence of delinquent behavior among juveniles 

and the negative effects that occur when youth who should not be in the system are processed 

with high risk juvenile delinquents.   Research confirms that aggression and delinquent behavior 

is near normative behavior as evidenced by the fact that 8 in 10 males will have police contact 

in their life while only 1 in 10 will have an arrest for a violent offense.  Self-reports by juvenile 

males in the general population raise that number with data that reflects 1 in 4 boys between 

the ages of 15-16 report they have committed a serious violent act in the previous year.   

 

Although committing delinquent acts is a fairly normal behavior for adolescent males, it 

becomes important to separate the low risk of reoffending youth from those who will become 

chronic/life offenders.  These youth follow a trajectory where they begin to act out at a very 

young age (emotional volatility, behavior issues, etc.) and it continues until it peaks at age 10- 

                                                           
3
 Lipsey, M. W. (2009). The primary factors that characterize effective interventions with juvenile offenders: A 

meta-analytic overview. Victims & Offenders, 4, 124–147. 
4
 Gatti, U., Tremblay, R. E. & Vitaro, F. (2009). Iatrogenic effect of juvenile justice. Journal of Child Psychology & 

Psychiatry, 50, 991–998. 
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12 and never comes back down.5  In addition, the severity of a youth’s offense is not 

significantly related to the future pattern of offending.6    

 

These research findings create a solid foundation for the use of a risk-needs-responsivity (RNR) 

tool that assists the judicial system in 1) protecting the public from harm, 2) holding youth 

accountable while addressing their underlying criminogenic needs, 3) ensuring that scarce 

resources are used efficiently and 4) reducing the development future delinquent behavior by 

diverting low risk youth from suffering the consequences of negative system involvement. 

A valid RNR assessment will assess two types of risk factors.  The first type are static factors that 

include number of prior arrests, age of 1st offense, early exposure to violence and age of 1st 

substance abuse.   The second types of factors measured are dynamic risk factors that change 

over time: impulsivity, callous/unemotional affects, parental discipline that is lax and/or 

inconsistent.  Valid risk assessments typically target multiple domains including offending 

history, substance abuse, attitudes towards crime, behavioral problems and personality traits, 

negative peer influence, school achievement and the presence of protective factors.  Matching 

the youth’s needs with appropriate services through an informed decision making tool 

enhances objectivity, reduces risk, increases rates of successful completion of services, 

improves resource allocation and reduces violations and recidivism.7 

 

The commitment to the RNR approach as a uniform practice by all the decision-making parties 

will also have positive consequences for caseload size.  The RFK National Resource Center 

Review Team takes no position on the current caseload sizes for the Pulaski County Juvenile 

Court Services Department and this is largely due to the currently ill-defined scope and variance 

of activities for JPOs in the department.  Interviews with officers repeatedly confirmed the 

conclusion that the primary activities of the officers related to court room functions. In addition 

to routine probation duties, officers indicated that they are called upon to perform drug 

screens for clients in abuse/neglect proceedings and are routinely assigned to fill in for bailiffs 

who are absent. While there were numerous indications that supervision practices varied 

significantly among officers, it was clear that there was minimal time available for interaction 

with youth. None of the regular supervision officers do field work (home visits, community 

visits) and some indicated that they do not routinely schedule office visits with youth unless 

there is indication of a problem. The SAVRY policies and procedures promulgated by the 

                                                           
5
 Farrington, David P. "The development of offending and antisocial behavior from childhood: Key findings from 

the Cambridge Study in Delinquent Development." Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry 6.36 (1995): 929-964 
6
 Mulvey, E.P., Steinberg, L., Piquero, A.R., Besana, M., Fagan, J., Schubert, C.A., and Cauffman, E. 2010. 

Longitudinal offending trajectories among serious adolescent offenders. Development & Psychopathology 22:453–
475 
7
 Vincent, Gina M.  Risk Assessment & Mental Health Screening in Juvenile Justice:  Maximizing the Impact of 

Interventions.  2015.  National Youth Screening and Assessment Partners. 
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Administrative Office of the Courts do have clearly defined contact standards for youth at each 

level of risk. 

 

It is difficult to determine the workload need of the department, beyond the need for 

supervisory staff, without clearly defining consistent expectations for supervision of youth. 

Currently it appears that officers can do little more than monitor the offenders and return the 

non-compliant probationers to court, an approach that does not support positive outcomes for 

youth and families and therefore fails to effectively address public safety concerns.  It is 

essential for the Pulaski County Probation Department to embrace the use of a more balanced, 

evidence-based approach to supervision which effectively incorporates the RNR methodology. 

This shift will provide a pathway to determine appropriate caseload size based on the more 

clearly defined JPO responsibilities that in addition to the monitoring task include working with 

probationers on their criminogenic problems through counseling, services and treatment. In 

order to optimize opportunity for field based casework, the court will need to re-examine how 

to assign cases, moving away from its current method (alphabetically) and exploring potential 

options such as assignment based on geography.  Minimally, the probation department should 

develop a measure to quantify the relative workloads of officers across the divisions. 

Ultimately, it is the position of the RFK National Resource Center Review Team that the ideal 

caseload size will be unique to Pulaski County Juvenile Probation; the process for making this 

determination, however, is universally applicable to all.  With this in mind, please reference the 

set of policy recommendations offered in Appendix C from the Perspectives8 publication for 

guidance in developing effective caseload size.  The list is extensive but provides a research-

based blueprint that comports with the best knowledge for establishing caseload size unique 

and appropriate for the Pulaski County Juvenile Probation Department. In the end, it is only 

with data that the leadership can advocate with other stakeholders for additional resources, or 

in the absence of resources determine the most critical functions for which the department will 

hold its staff responsible.  

 

In summary, it will be necessary for juvenile justice leadership to further examine the role of 

the probation officers and the current assessment protocols in informing the decisions for 

processing and disposing of cases in the delinquency system.  Further, an increased 

understanding of the current research on the neuroscience of adolescent development and 

behavior must provide the foundation for practices that seek to alter delinquent and 

maladaptive behavior and reduce the risk of re-offending and threats to the community safety.  

As the research and proven examples in the field have demonstrated, these practices can have 

                                                           
8
 Hinzman and Paparozzi. Caseload Size in Probation and Parole. Perspectives, American Probation and Parole Association 

(Spring, 2005). 
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a significant positive impact on the outcomes the youth experience and the reduction of 

recidivism in Pulaski County.    

 

B.  Structured Assessment of Violence Risk in Youth (SAVRY) Assessment and Case Planning  

 

An essential element of evidence based practice in community corrections is the objective 

assessment of actuarial risk and the identification of criminogenic risk and need. In Arkansas 

the required assessment for juveniles is mandated through the SAVRY, which is being 

implemented in phases throughout the state, Pulaski County having been trained in phase I. 

The purpose of the assessment is to identify the youth’s risk for reoffending as well as the 

individual risks and needs that make it likely that he or she will continue on a delinquent path. 

The risk principle indicates that the level of supervision and the intensity of resources should be 

driven by risk to reoffend as determined by an actuarial assessment. Those at low risk to 

reoffend are not in need of services to deter future behavior and may, in fact, be harmed by 

those services.9  Interviews with officers indicated that the SAVRY has not been fully 

implemented as intended. The SAVRY assessments are being ordered by the judges; if it is not 

ordered, probation officers do not complete the assessment. Officers indicated that they found 

it difficult to find the time to complete the assessment and one judge indicated that she found 

it unreasonable to expect officers to complete the SAVRY on all cases. The other two judges 

indicated that they found the information from the SAVRY to be of benefit in the sentencing 

process. There was little indication that assessment results, when available, drove the intensity 

and frequency of contact. In the absence of clear policy, officers may choose to supervise low 

and high risk offenders at the same level. 

 

There was early acknowledgement from probation officers that they were not developing 

individual case plans based on the assessment results. Case plans have long been the required 

method for documentation of identified goals and strategies to meet those goals. In the 

absence of ongoing training, coaching and performance feedback on the process, it is common 

for probation officers to rely on the court order to direct the focus of the work rather than the 

analysis of the assessment results. There is a strong body of research that indicates a significant 

reduction in recidivism when officers target criminogenic risk factors that are driving the 

offending behavior.  The case planning process includes an analysis of the assessment results, 

the prioritization of issues to be addressed in the supervision process, and the development of 

strategies and identification of resources to address the youth’s needs.  When the case 

planning process is implemented as designed, in collaboration with the client and using 

motivational techniques, it is a powerful tool to engage the youth in moving forward to pro-

social behavior.  In the absence of this process, the likelihood of success with higher risk cases is 

                                                           
9
 Lowenkamp and Latessa, 2004; Lowenkamp, Latessa and Holsinger, 2006; and Latessa, 2014. 
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greatly diminished.  In addition to providing a roadmap for the supervision process, the 

dynamic case plan provides an opportunity for the officer to model the transferable skills of 

goal setting and problem solving, which will mediate areas of risk for most youth. 

 

C. Targeted, Evidence-based Resources 

 

Much of the analysis referenced in Section IV.A should drive professional performance to make 

more effective connections to targeted interventions that ameliorate the risk for re-offending 

by treating the priority or critical areas of need.  The SAVRY results frequently point court 

involved youth toward cognitive behavioral interventions, family based services, and the need 

for substance abuse services.  One of the common concerns expressed throughout the review 

process related to the lack of effective interventions available. Most of the services available to 

court-involved youth are provided by the local contracted agency, United Family Services which 

is funded by the state executive branch. Those services include counseling and case 

management services as well as electronic monitoring.  The case management services 

provided by the agency seem to replace services which in most jurisdictions would be provided 

by probation officers, such as meeting with youth in the home and community. The agency 

director indicated that case managers provide monthly progress reports to probation officers 

but also stated that some officers are significantly more engaged in checking on progress than 

others. In addition to the local agency services, the court utilizes a 9 week residential program, 

(C-Step) for delinquent males. The description of the program fit the boot camp model and 

research does not support the efficacy of boot camp type programs in reducing new offending 

behavior. 

 

The PRMT acknowledged that there is an issue with lack of evidence-based services, which also 

diminishes the perceived usefulness of the SAVRY. Agency personnel indicate that reduced 

funding challenges their ability to expand services beyond the current level. When resources 

are limited it is even more critical to ensure that funds are directed to programs and services 

that are grounded in research principles and focused on addressing criminogenic risk and needs 

of youth in the system. The current prevailing probation officer practice all too often involves a 

reactionary response to non-compliance with provisions of the court order, minimizing focus on 

these treatment areas.  The PRMT should develop a plan for identifying and accessing 

additional evidence-based resources that serve these cognitive behavioral needs and family 

service interventions for probation system involved youth.  This effort should include 

exploration of new university partnerships and performance-based contracting approaches 

with community providers.    
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D. Data Development and Benchmarking 

 

The analysis of the Pulaski County Juvenile Court Services Department’s data collection, 

reporting and benchmarking capabilities identified this as an area of significant need.  The 

desired standard moving forward would recognize that data collection, management and 

reporting capacity is used to provide routine reports that supported a dynamic understanding 

of caseload capacity, trends, and probation client outcomes.   The probation coordinator and 

intake manager collect basic caseload information from officers but there is currently no 

capacity to analyze basic system performance indicators (e.g., case processing timelines, 

timeliness of report submission, etc.).  

 

The RFK National Resource Center Review Team learned that definition(s) of recidivism (to 

include not only post-closure of probation clients, but also probation completion and other 

routine probation department program success rates) are not established and there has been 

no determination of how the probation department will measure youth outcomes in the future.  

It was also learned that there exists a major gap in the capacity to identify specific 

probation/intake officer performance and/or job expectations. In the absence of the desired 

outcomes and specific benchmarks for probation/intake officers, data collection and analysis 

are not prioritized and system practice and prioritization of job activities and key decision 

processes are made without the benefit of data to support them.   

 

The development of the desired youth and system outcomes should be followed by a collection 

of the current baselines for each of these outcomes.  Once these baselines are identified, the  

probation department and stakeholders will have an opportunity to set their own benchmarks 

for success.  Using the recommendations in this report, the PRMT is encouraged to set realistic 

benchmarks that can be attained over time.   Change will take time.  However, starting with a 

baseline of the measures connected to the youth and system goals will be integral to tracking 

success.  In the absence of these baselines, it will be very difficult to measure the 

improvements as they relate to both the youth and system outcomes. 

 

The RFK National Resource Center Review Team has encouraged the use of a proven framework 

in previous Probation System Reviews (as well as in our history of work in the RFK National 

Resource Center Dual Status Youth Initiative) which is now detailed in the Data Planning in the 

Dual Status Youth Initiatives: Initial Suggestions article authored by Gene Siegel for the Robert 

F. Kennedy National Resource Center for Juvenile Justice in 2014. The article, the first of a new 

series of resources, was developed to support data-related efforts in jurisdictions undertaking 

dual status youth initiatives and probation system reviews. It is targeted to help jurisdictions 
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more effectively and efficiently collect, and report and manage data related to youth involved 

in the juvenile justice and probation system.   

 

The RFK National Resource Center Review Team strongly recommends that equal priority be 

given to the development of the data collection and reporting reforms preliminarily outlined in 

this section of the report.  What is measured is what matters and the effective use of data and 

benchmarking will provide the Pulaski County Juvenile Court and Probation Department, the 

court, and its key partners with the tools necessary to consistently employ an effective quality 

assurance/improvement methodology. 

 

The RFK National Resource Center Review Team therefore proposes the following 

recommendations related to our analysis and findings in Element B: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ELEMENT B: RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

5. Fully Implement the Arkansas Juvenile Probation Risk Assessment practices and procedures: 

a. Use the SAVRY assessment, which is already in place, to drive intensity and content of 

probation supervision and interventions. 

b. Develop and implement protocols for individualized case plans for each youth who is at a 

moderate or high risk to offend.  

c. Explore options for effective interventions to address criminogenic needs of youth and 

implement individual or group strategies likely to reduce re-offending. 

 

6. Develop a quality assurance protocol for all elements of the SAVRY and case planning 

requirements and specific performance measures for officers including engagement skills and 

effective use of targeted interventions with youth. 

 

7. Develop a training protocol that will ensure that officers have the knowledge and skills to 

effectively work with youth. 
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ELEMENT C:  PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT and CLIENT OUTCOMES  

 

The achievement of successful outcomes for probationers should be the main business of any 

probation department and the gravitational point around which all probation officers’ activities 

center.  “The achievement of successful outcomes depends on, first, a careful identification of 

what outcomes are sought; second, an examination and address of the factors that affect 

achievement; and third, the development of a measurement system to document achievement.  

The importance of the third item, or performance measurement, cannot be overstated because 

often what gets measured is what people value and where they focus their efforts.”10  

Interviews with officers and the PRMT indicated that the primary focus of probation is 

compliance with the court order. With the adoption of the recommendations in Element A and 

B of this report, the RFK National Resource Center Review Team believes that there will be 

much greater clarity on the outcomes (youth and system) for which the Pulaski County Juvenile 

Court will be accountable and the related activities of the probation department and its 

important allies/partners. 

 

Performance measurement is “the act of assessing an organization’s ability to do things, 

including measures of productivity (how much they do), effectiveness (how efficiently they do 

it), quality (how well they do it), and timeliness (how long it takes them to do it)…Performance 

measures tell us where the organization is relative to its goals, how well the organization is 

doing, and point to things that can improve the organization’s effectiveness.  Ultimately, we 

measure to improve the performance.”11  The National Center for Juvenile Justice (NCJJ) and 

the American Prosecutor’s Research Institute undertook the development of initiatives to 

measure performance of juvenile justice systems.  The success of their efforts, including the 

concept of developing report cards to the community provides a good framework for 

jurisdictions to develop strategies for performance measurement.  With these initiatives, six 

characteristics were found to be necessary to have a successful performance measurement 

strategy: 

 Mission-based outcomes 

 Unambiguous unit of analysis 

 Consistent data collection instrument 

 Reliable data collection agents 

 Clear strategy for entering and processing data, and 

 Regular and consistent dissemination of information generated by the data. (Ibid) 

 

                                                           
10

 Child Welfare League of America, Los Angeles Probation Audit Report. P. 46 
11

 Thomas, NCJJ, 2006, pp 2-3) 
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The foundational element to developing a strong performance measurement system is the 

identification of the outcomes for which the probation department will be held accountable.   

The two topics are inseparable and require simultaneous attention.  It is important to look at 

outcomes that extend beyond reducing recidivism and include outcomes that can be measured 

on a day-to-day basis.  These daily practice outcomes are also known as intermediate outcomes 

and include the numerous steps towards progress that have an influence on recidivism, but are 

more likely to reflect the success of what is under control by the probation department.  These 

intermediate outcomes may include enrollment in school, successful completion of a program 

or service, engagement of the family in the youth’s care, and paying restitution.  Reducing the 

youth’s risk of reoffending and protecting the community’s safety is the preeminent goal.  

However, it is the intermediate outcomes that assist both the youth and the probation 

department in reaching that goal.   

 

The importance of identifying client and system outcomes was discussed at the very first site-

visit and remained a topic of priority and discussion throughout the review.  The PRMT 

discussed several specific youth and system outcomes during the review that will guide the 

Pulaski County’s Probation Department’s practices, data collection efforts and performance 

management strategies.  These important youth outcomes exist and should be measured in all 

of the program areas overseen by the probation department and court services (e.g., probation 

supervision, diversion, informal, restitution, community service, etc.).  Once the desired client 

outcomes have been determined, leadership will then be able to identify the system process 

outcomes that will be necessary to impact the youth outcomes (e.g., reduction in probation 

caseload, referrals to the court, and detention).  These desired youth and system outcomes will 

then inform the policies and procedures, the training and supervision strategies and ultimately 

the role, activities and performance standards of the probation officer.   This creates a seamless 

relationship between all the probation department’s activities and provides a logical foundation 

for current and future system reforms, probation officer responsibilities and necessary 

management decisions. 

 

The RFK National Resource Center Review Team therefore proposes the following 

recommendations related to our analysis and findings in Element C (see next page): 
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ELEMENT C:  RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

8. Using a proven framework for data collection and management, create an effective process for 

using data and benchmarking to provide the Probation Department, the Court, and key 

stakeholders with the information necessary to identify needs, set goals and measure 

performance of the juvenile justice system. The process would minimally include: 

 Definitions of recidivism 

 Youth and system outcomes 

 Data elements/indicators to measure progress 

 Baseline measures and benchmarks 

 Court process outcomes including number of days between arrest and petition or 

diversion, number of days between filing and disposition, and number of days in 

detention. 

 

9. Develop performance measures for probation officers that correspond with desired youth and 

system outcomes and relate to the mission and goals of the department. 
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ELEMENT D:  INTER- AND INTRA-AGENCY SERVICES 

 

An examination of the inter- and intra-agency work processes completed the review and 

focused on analyzing the process map to explore the interconnected activities guiding decisions 

and service delivery.   Areas of focus included relationships with the judiciary, state’s attorneys, 

public defenders, and service providers; communication processes; and trouble-shooting.  

Information for this section of the review was gathered through interviews with two of the 

three juvenile court judges, the PRMT, alternative school personnel from the Hamilton Learning 

Academy, leadership staff of United Family Services, and a selected group of juvenile probation 

and intake officers who participated in the process mapping. The review of the Pulaski County 

Probation Department’s work processes sought to answer the following questions: 

 

 Is key information available to staff at critical decision making points? 

 Are there administrative improvements that could be made to the case flow process 

within the Department? 

 How can processes be changed to strengthen linkages with judges, state’s attorneys, 

outside agencies, contractors, and community-based organizations? 

 What ongoing forums exist to resolve issues between the Department and other 

agencies? 

 Is there good communication between the probation officers and therapeutic services 

regarding referrals? (i.e., evaluating the effectiveness of those referrals, provision of 

reliable information). 

 

As noted in Section III, there is essentially no management structure in place in Pulaski County 

Juvenile Court Services. While that fact has many implications for all aspects of juvenile intake 

and probation services, it is especially problematic as we seek to understand inter- and intra-

agency relationships. For external organizations, there is no specific person who can effectively 

represent the positions or concerns of the probation department. With other court system 

stakeholders, each officer essentially functions as an independent entity responsive to a variety 

of sometimes competing expectations. Officers are left feeling unsupported and disrespected. 

 

The lack of coordination and consistency in the three court divisions is challenging for probation 

officers, yet while everyone acknowledged there was a problem, no one was willing to discuss 

details or methods for resolution. The reorganization that has occurred since the September 

2016 site visit may alleviate some of the concerns, but many of the underlying issues remain. 

Members of the PRMT, in the absence of judicial membership, expressed significant skepticism 

that the probation system review process would lead to any significant system change. This 

skepticism is well-founded in the absence of required commitment on the part of all system 
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stakeholders to examine, amend, and endorse routine methods and policies that are 

subsequently implemented in all three divisions.  This critical effort should be a collaborative 

endeavor that will not reduce or limit the authority or discretion of the identified key decision 

makers, but rather augment their professional judgment with tools, resources, information and 

practices that have proven to improve outcomes for youth.  These tangible outcomes include a 

reduction in recidivism, improved public safety, and smarter and more effective use of limited 

resources.  In short, the gains may be realized in both human and fiscal terms. 

 

The RFK National Resource Center Review Team believes that there are several steps that must 

be pursued to build toward consensus for these reforms.  The initial step involves improving the 

understanding among all judges and state’s attorneys of the structured decision making 

methods, including the use of validated pre-screening, screening and assessment tools that 

contribute to greater understanding of the risk levels for alleged offenders. These tools also 

enhance an understanding of the effective treatment and service intervention approaches that 

do ameliorate risk for re-offending and contribute to positive behavioral change.  Fundamental 

to that understanding is the awareness of the most current and best research related to the 

neuroscience of adolescent development, which includes the research supported knowledge 

that youth are not inclined to consider long term consequences for their actions and are 

therefore more impulsive; that they are significantly more likely to be influenced by peer 

pressures than adults; and that youth respond more favorably to incentives within efforts to 

alter behavior.   The RFK National Resource Center Review Team believes that those charged 

with significant decisions impacting youth entering the juvenile justice system must participate 

in educational forums that result in a certified completion of training on these critical areas of 

research, practice and policy.   

    

Upon completion of the training phase, the RFK National Resource Center Review Team 

recommends that a representative group of the judges, state’s attorneys, public defenders and 

probation department personnel come together (e.g., ad hoc committee, task force, etc.) and 

craft policies for key decision points that: 1) improve the use of risk assessment methodologies, 

2) impact increased diversion from formal involvement, 3) improve targeted identification of 

effective service interventions, and 4) more effectively target dispositional orders that balance 

monitoring activities with oversight of treatment interventions.  By using the experience, skills 

and earned knowledge of the probation department personnel, the validated risk and screening 

tools, and the enhanced expertise of state’s attorneys and judges in a collaborative manner, 

Pulaski County Juvenile Court and Probation Department could expect to realize significant 

gains in outcomes for which the youth, the youth serving professionals and the community 

could be proud.  The policy recommendations should be presented to the larger body of judges 

and state’s attorneys for review and comment toward the goal of endorsement.  The adopted 
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practices and policies should then be developed in a training event prior to their 

implementation and a plan should be developed for periodic updates of training curricula for 

existing and new personnel among the judges, state’s attorneys and probation department 

personnel.     

 

A. Relationship with External Agencies/Service Providers 

In their white paper highlighting the four core principles that reduce recidivism, the Council of  

State Governments’ Justice Center identified collaboration across systems as the third core 

principle.   Youth on probation often present with higher than average substance abuse needs, 

education needs and child welfare involvement.  A coordinated approach between the systems 

improves the youth’s access to effective services that are timely and of high quality and result 

in a more efficient use of system resources.   Research proves this coordinated approach to be 

most effective.12 

 

As noted above, the absence of a manager makes it challenging if not impossible to effectively 

communicate the needs and expectations of probation to service providers. The primary service 

provider is funded by and accountable to a state agency, as opposed to local stakeholders, 

adding a layer of bureaucracy to the communication. There did not appear to be the kind of 

service array that should be accessible for moderate to high risk youth and their families.  It is a 

concern that the most popular service provided is electronic monitoring, which is not an 

intervention that produces change, but is rather designed to provide a level of custody, which 

unfortunately with impulsive adolescents often results in further violations and sanctions.  

There are no easy short-term solutions to the resource availability concern.  However, as to the 

communication concern, the RFK National Resource Center Review Team notes that the Pulaski 

County Probation Department should develop a practice directive for how JPO personnel 

routinely communicate with community service providers and clinicians providing counseling 

services to youth and their families.  This policy update should be shared with relevant service 

providers so that they understand the expectations of them for the probation clients and the 

probation department.  

 

The RFK National Resource Center Review Team therefore proposes the following 

recommendations related to our analysis and findings in Element D (see next page):   

                                                           
12

 Eric J. Bruns, “The evidence base and wraparound,” Eric J. Bruns and Janet S. Walker, eds., The Resource Guide to 
Wraparound (Portland, OR:  National Wraparound Initiative, Research and Training Center for Family Support and Children’s 
Mental Health, 2008); Beth A. Stroul and Robert E. Friedman,  A System of Care for Children and Youth with Severe Emotional 
Disturbances (Washington, DC: CASSP Technical Assistance Center, Center for Child Health and Mental Health Policy, 
Georgetown University Child Development Center, 1994). 
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ELEMENT D: RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

10.  Convene a stakeholder group for the purpose of developing new procedures for key 

decision points in the court process that are consistent with research based practice and 

improved youth outcomes. Develop a time limited memorandum of agreement for the 

member’s participation and goals, including but not limited to: identification of prioritized 

decision points (informed by the recommendations of this report) and assignment of specific 

tasks that ensure memorialization of procedures and connection to a training time line to 

ensure effective implementation for all impacted youth serving professionals.  

 

11. Develop multidisciplinary educational forums to ensure that key decision makers in the 

juvenile justice system are well versed in the current research on risk assessment, effective 

interventions and adolescent development. 

 

12.   Convene a task force to explore strategies for bridging the gap between identified 

service needs and current availability. 
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IV. SUMMARY AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

 

In late 2015, the Robert F. Kennedy National Resource Center for Juvenile Justice (the RFK 

National Resource Center) was engaged by the Arkansas Administrative Office of the Courts to 

conduct a Probation System Review in three Arkansas jurisdictions: Pulaski County, Sebastian 

County, and the 10th Judicial Circuit. The review commenced in January 2016, led by John A. 

Tuell, Executive Director of the RFK National Resource Center, and assisted by Peg Robertson, 

independent Consultant to the RFK National Resource Center. The purpose of the review was to 

assess current practices and identify how the Pulaski County Probation and Juvenile Court 

Services Department could, where necessary, improve the delivery and management of 

probation and court services through the adoption of evidence based practices and approaches. 

The Pulaski County Probation Review Management Team, identified in Appendix A, worked 

diligently throughout the review and was fully engaged in all phases of the process. This report 

represents a synopsis of the work done by all parties and the resulting recommendations for 

future endeavors. 

 

The RFK National Resource Center Probation System Review has been used extensively in 

jurisdictions across the United States since 2005 and requires strong leadership and a 

willingness to honestly and introspectively assess current practices in all departmental 

operations. The findings from the review process have generated 12 major recommendations 

for the leadership of the Pulaski County juvenile justice system to consider. Additional 

recommendations for state level authorities have been submitted to the Administrative Office 

of the Courts. 

 

There is much work to be done, but the RFK National Resource Center Review Team believes 

that the stakeholders in Pulaski County have the desire and commitment to move forward. We 

would like to particularly acknowledge the leadership of the Honorable Joyce Williams Warren, 

Honorable Wiley Branton, Jr., members of the Probation Review Management Team, probation 

officers, intake officers, and service providers who contributed their time, knowledge, candor, 

and expertise to the Probation System Review process. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



30 
 

APPENDIX A 

 

Pulaski County Probation Review Management Team 

The Honorable Joyce Williams Warren 

The Honorable Wiley Branton, Jr. 

Paul A Woods, Probation Officer 

Dan Howard, Probation Officer 

Roger Rasico, Intake Officer 

Valerie Phillips, Probation Officer 

Kristin Martin, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 

Dorcy Corbin, Public Defender 

Brenda Stallings, Public Defender 

Marty Carder, Public Defender 

Jennifer Carson, Law Clerk 

Gwen Williams, Paralegal, Administrative Assistant 
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APPENDIX B 

 

Probation Staff Participants – Process Mapping (Focus Group and Meetings)  

 

Paul A Woods, Probation Officer 

Dan Howard, Probation Officer 

Roger Rasico, Intake Officer 

Valerie Phillips, Probation Officer 

Robert Jones, Probation Officer 

Charon Meadows, Probation Officer 

Adrian Sanders, Probation Officer 

Robert Bonnette, Intake Officer 

Sabrina Hayes, Probation Officer 

Laura Robertson, Intake Officer 

Adrian Sanders, SAM Team 

Cheotia Polk, Probation Officer 

Jennie Promack, Probation Officer 

Mandy Limbird, Probation Officer 
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APPENDIX C 

 

The American Probation and Parole’s Positions and Evidence-Based Offender Program 

Committees presents the following policy recommendations for making determinations 

regarding the ideal caseload size: 

 

• Articulate principles for effective probation and parole supervision keeping the outcomes of 

short-term risk management, long-term behavioral reform of offenders, and justice for all 

(which includes restoration of victims) as the guideposts for the adoption or rejection of 

particular principles. 

• Identify PO workload tasks that are required to deliver effective supervision services within 

the context of the articulated principles.  

• Identify administrative and investigative tasks that are required of Probation Officers. 

• Conduct a time study to determine the amount of time needed to accomplish required tasks – 

offender supervision and administrative. 

• Establish workload units for all tasks performed by POs based on the findings of the time 

study. 

• Assign tasks to POs that respect the realities of the established workload measures. This 

means rigorous honesty with internal and external stakeholders. Simply put more cannot 

always be done with less. 

• Prioritize tasks/functions that the agency should perform. 

• Allocate workload resources to the tasks/functions according to the prioritization. 

• Present a rational for the prioritization of tasks/functions. 

• Identify tasks that cannot be adequately accomplished at current workload resource 

allocations. 

• Articulate the deleterious effects of not performing the tasks for which there are insufficient 

resources to accomplish. 

• Collect data that demonstrates that administering probation and parole services within 

realistic workload parameters reduces recidivism, and therefore victimization, more than if 

services are provided in an overburdened workload environment. 

• Demonstrate, through agency management information systems, that administering 

probation and parole services within realistic workload parameters enhances the ability to hold 

offenders accountable and assure that justice is served, more than if services are provided in an 

overburdened workload environment. 

• Collect data on the level of community and victim satisfaction with the services provided. 


