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INTRODUCTION 

Restorative Community Pathways (RCP) is a juvenile diversion program approved and funded 
by the King County Council, and managed and operated by the King County Department of 
Community and Human Services.  

The King County Prosecuting Attorney’s Office (KCPAO) is and has been invested in an 
objective evaluation of RCP. After reviewing the initial evaluation plan and having discussions 
with those managing that evaluation plan, the KCPAO determined that setting up a specific 
independent evaluation of RCP recidivism rates was an important path to an objective evaluation 
of re-offense rates.  

The KCPAO secured an independent evaluator who was willing to donate their time to this 
work:  Claus C. Pörtner, Professor of Economics at the Department of Economics, Seattle 
University and External Research Affiliate, Center for Studies in Demography and Ecology, 
University of Washington. In the interests of transparency and advancing the state of knowledge 
in this area, the KCPAO supported Professor Pörtner’s recommendation to publish the results of 
the evaluation.  

As requested by the KCPAO, Professor Pörtner has completed an initial report describing RCP 
recidivism as measured by subsequent system contact.  Professor Pörtner’s report is attached, 
and the KCPAO views it as an important first step toward future, more comprehensive analyses, 
which will hopefully include 1) identifying a valid comparison group1, 2) examining practices in 
other counties,  3) developing better methods for determining which youth are best suited to 

1 Since nearly all the eligible youth in King County while RCP has been running were referred to RCP, with the small exception 
of those referred to another program when RCP said they did not have the capacity accept additional referrals, there is no group 
within King County, during the same period, to compare to. An examination of Piece, Snohomish, or historical King County data 
may yield some helpful comparisons, but that is work for the future and it would still be limited by looking at youth from 
different areas with different demographics, criminal system practices, and/or different time periods. 



 Prosecuting Attorney 
 King County 

Page 2 
 
diversion (with attention to misdemeanors vs. felonies2), and 4) evaluating differences in 
effectiveness across participating nonprofits, practices, and curriculum. 
 
On point #3, the KCPAO is currently working with Professor Pörtner to evaluate recidivism rates 
for traditional prosecution with a comparable felony cohort. The results of that analysis are 
expected in the next few months and will help inform next steps about whether the KCPAO 
continues to send non-violent felonies to RCP.  In the meantime, the KCPAO is making the 
decision to pause felony diversion referrals to RCP pending the results of Professor Pörtner’s 
secondary analysis.    
 
METHOD 
 
The KCPAO obtained statewide data on criminal charges against those referred to RCP from the 
Washington Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC)3. Given the data available, recidivism 
for purposes of Professor Pörtner’s evaluation was defined as:   
 

• having a subsequent “contact” in the form of a criminal referral to the KCPAO (referral 
data is not available for other counties) or  

• having a case from another jurisdiction filed/reported to AOC (AOC data only shows 
filed cases and court recorded diversions recorded) for an offense that was committed 
after referral to RCP.  

 
LIMITATIONS  
 
As the KCPAO has noted during evaluation discussions, a three-year follow up period is the 
accepted best practice among researchers when analyzing recidivism. However, because RCP is 
a relatively new program, there are not yet enough referrals from three or more years ago to 
support meaningful analysis over that timeframe. Accordingly, this analysis is limited to looking 
at recidivism at 6, 12, and 24-month post-referral. These shorter windows have resulted in 
statistically small sample sizes, which researchers would advise readers to be even more cautious 
about drawing any conclusions. 
 
Another key limitation in understanding the results from this report is that there is very little 
research into juvenile recidivism within the “traditional” juvenile justice system for Washington 
state.  
 
One report from the Washington State Center for Court Research (WSCRR) titled “Juvenile 
Recidivism in Washington State: A 2014 Court Cohort and 2015 Juvenile Rehabilitation Release 
Cohort”  looked at recidivism in two ways:  

(1) a new offense committed within 18 months of the start of their follow-up period that 
was disposed of in AOC data and  

 
2 The following types of cases are NOT sent to diversion: Shooting threats at a school, Unlawful possession of a firearm, Armed 
robbery, Armed carjacking, Homicides, Sexual assaults, Intimate partner violence, Serious physical assaults, Physical assaults 
involving a weapon, Any crime type involving the review of a Senior DPA who, after reviewing the case, believes that diversion 
is not appropriate (and where diversion is not mandatory under state law).   
 
3 A special thanks is due to Andrew Peterson, M.S., Ph.D., Senior Research Associate with AOC, for his work assisting us. 
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(2) an offense committed within 12 months of the start of their follow-up period that 
resulted in a “referral or petition filed in court” 
 
This methodology will necessarily show less recidivism than the methodology used to evaluate 
RCP because it misses referrals, other diversions, and cases not filed with the court. “Diversions” 
in this report are not clearly defined but appear to be court diversions given the data source.  
 
This report showed: 

• an overall 18-month recidivism rate of 30.3%,  
• an 18-month recidivism rate of 21.7% for diversions,  
• an overall 12-month recidivism rate of 32.1%,  
• a 12-month recidivism rate of 23.1% for diversions,  
• a King County specific 18-month recidivism rate of 25.6%, and 
• a King County specific 18-month recidivism rate of 10.9% for diversions.  

 
The timeframe of 10+ years used in this report, plus the differing methodology and the lack of 
comparability between the youth mean that comparisons between the results of this report and 
RCP are of questionable value.  
 
Further complicating any comparison between RCP outcomes and older juvenile justice data is 
the context in which the interventions occurred. Youth in the RCP cohort participated during the 
COVID-19 pandemic, a period marked by extreme disruption to school, family stability, 
community services, and behavioral health supports. Program operations and service delivery 
were all affected, often in ways that limited consistent engagement and follow-through. In 
contrast, the 2014–2015 cohorts studied by the WSCCR were not subject to these same systemic 
stressors. Any observed differences in recidivism rates may be attributable, in part, to these 
broader societal conditions rather than the relative effectiveness of the programs themselves. 
 
While recidivism is a commonly used metric to assess diversion programs, it fails to account for 
other important outcomes such as increased stability, increased engagement in school or work, 
improved well-being, improved decision-making, improved protective factors or reduced system 
involvement. Moreover, whether a young person reoffends in the future can be influenced by a 
host of external factors —such as housing insecurity, trauma, peer environment, or systemic 
inequities —that lie beyond the control of the diversion program itself.  
 
RESULTS 
 
Professor Pörtner’s analysis showed 902 referrals to RCP where at least 6 months had passed 
since the time of referral at the time of the data pull. Of the 902 referrals, 809 were referred to 
RCP at least 12 months prior to the data pull; 496 of the 902 were referred at least 24 months 
prior to the data pull. Overall, the recidivism or number of RCP referrals with a subsequent law 
enforcement “contact” is as follows: 
 
 

Time since 
referral 

Total RCP 
Referrals 

 No New CJ 
Contact 

New CJ Contact 
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  6 months 902  735 (81.5 %)4 167 (18.5 %) 
12 months 809  583 (72.1%) 226 (27.9 %) 
24 months 496  296 (59.7 %) 200 (40.3%) 

 
These recidivism/contact rates vary amongst the different groups of persons referred to RCP (for 
a felony or misdemeanor) and whether they accepted RCP, did not provide consent, or were 
returned to KCPAO (generally because they were unable to be contacted).  It is important to note 
that each subset of referrals in Table 8 of the report results in some very small numbers that 
Professor Pörtner warns should a be “interpreted with caution”.  
 
Given the small numbers, the KCPAO has condensed the data presented by Professor Pörtner 
into somewhat larger groups below. Overall, there appears to be little difference in 
recidivism/contact rates between the groups by RCP status (accepted, no consent, or returned). 
However, it does appear that those referred to RCP on a non-violent felony may be more likely 
to have subsequent contact than those referred as a misdemeanor. 
 

Time since referral Accepted % with new 
CJ  contact 
(contact/total referrals)  

No consent % with 
new CJ contact 
(contact/total referrals) 

Returned % with new 
CJ contact 
(contact/total referrals) 

   6 months 16.9% (95/562)5 19.6% (21/107) 21.9% (51/233) 
12 months 26.4% (131/496) 28.4% (29/102) 31.3% (66/211) 
24 months 37.7% (112/297) 50.6% (43/85) 39.5%% (45/114) 
 
Time since referral Felony Referred to 

RCP % with new CJ 
contact (contact/total)  

Misdemeanor 
Referred to RCP % 
with new CJ contact 
(contact/total) 

   6 months 30.5% (69/226)6 14.5% (98/676) 
12 months 41.3% (81/196) 23.65% (145/613) 
24 months 53.2% (50/94) 37.31% (150/402) 

 
 
CONCLUSION  
 
The KCPAO commissioned an independent evaluation of RCP – a juvenile diversion program 
approved and funded by the King County Council and managed and operated by the King 
County King County Department of Community and Human Services – to measure program 
recidivism.  Several significant study limitations necessitate caution in interpreting the results of 
this report; these include relatively small sample sizes, newness of the program, lack of a 
comparison group, and unique impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic. The initial report shows a 

 
4 Of 902 referrals to RCP, 735 (81.5%) of those youth had no new criminal justice system contact within 6 months 
of referral. 
5 Of 562 youth who accepted RCP, 95 youth (16.9%) had new criminal justice system contact within 6 months of the 
referral. 
6 Of 226 felony referrals to RCP, 69 (30.5%) had new criminal justice system contact within 6 months of the 
referral. 
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24-month recidivism rate of 37.31% for misdemeanors.  (This also means that 62.69% of 
participants had no further contact with the criminal justice system at the 24-month mark.)    
 
The initial report shows a 24-month recidivism rate of 53.2% for felonies. As a result, the 
KCPAO is making the decision to pause felony diversion referrals to RCP pending the results of 
Professor Pörtner’s secondary analysis, which seeks to evaluate and compare recidivism rates for 
RCP vs. those of traditional prosecution. 
 
Under Washington State law, most juvenile misdemeanors are subject to mandatory diversion.  
King County must preserve juvenile diversion as an effective and viable option for case referrals.   
 
King County diversion programs should: 
 

• Be transparent and accountable 
• Help lower recidivism  
• Help decrease racial disproportionality 
• Help both harmed parties and those accused of causing harm 
• Produce meaningful and measurable outcomes 
• Be independently evaluated to determine effectiveness  
• Be cost effective 

 
 
Our youth deserve opportunities to succeed.  Harmed parties deserve opportunities to heal.  
Taxpayers deserve cost-effective programs that create meaningful improvements.  Everyone 
deserves diversion programs that demonstrate positive results and improve public safety. 
 
The KCPAO is committed to working with all King County leaders to continue to build and 
improve diversion to benefit all our communities. 
 













Median: 7 days Median: 9 days Median: 84 days

Offense to
 PAO Referral

PAO Referral to
 RCP Referral

RCP Referral to
 Next RCP Status

0 100 200 300 0 100 200 300 0 100 200 300

0

200

400

600

Days

C
ou

nt

Median: 61 days Median: 141 days Median: 116 days

RCP Referral to
 RCP Accepted

RCP Referral to
 RCP No Consent

RCP Referral to
 RCP Returned

0 100 200 300 0 100 200 300 0 100 200 300

0

20

40

60

Days

C
ou

nt












