


























Attachment A

3,031,316$               
2,895,894$               
5,927,210$               
4,700,000$               
1,227,210$               
4,258,526$               

Service Description 2018-2019 2019-2020 2020-2021 2021-2022 2022-2023
1 CSEC Victim Services Advocate Advocacy (Advocate and CSEC Survivor) Services; First Responder 

Protocol Response; Prevention and Intervention Workshops for youth 
and parents. 
Note: Probation’s contract with Saving Innocence ends Dec. 2018; 
howeverProbation will do DAA to extend contract through Dec. 2019.
DCFS new CSEC Advocacy contracts begins approx. Sept. 2019 and ends 
Nov.2022

315,000$                  1,756,666$               2,000,000$               2,000,000$               1,000,000$               

2 CSEC Empowerment Youth Club Monthly gatherings with CSEC youth to provide mentorship, life skills 
learning and leadership opportunities

30,000$                    20,000$                    20,000$                    20,000$                    20,000$                    

3 Individualized Incidental Restoration 
Fund

Provides funding to purchase interventions that address the child’s 
underlying needs and promotes child safety, permanency, stability, 
well-being, and self-sufficiency.

125,000$                  25,000$                    25,000$                    25,000$                    25,000$                    

4 Public Health Nurse 
(Cover this under Title IV-E funding - 
$185,000 per FY)

A dedicated PHN to work closely with DCFS youth, caregivers, and 
CSEC Children’s Social Workers to ensure medical needs are being 
met.

185,000$                  185,000$                  185,000$                  185,000$                  185,000$                  

5 Children’s Law Center (18CM042) 
Move to HST in 2020- $295,000 per FY

Hired additional CLC attorneys in DREAM Court (dedicated CSEC 
courtroom) to have a reduced caseload to improve service delivery to 
youth.

295,000$                  295,000$                  295,000$                  295,000$                  295,000$                  

6 National Center for Youth Law (17PB0025) 
(Move to HST budget - $200,000 for FY 18-
19)

Provides consultation and technical assistance in the development of 
CSEC policy, protocols and procedures.

200,000$                  200,000$                  -$                          -$                          -$                          

7 Sherriff’s Locate Team (18SH0155) Funds LASD to pay officers overtime to locate missing youth 100,000$                  100,000$                  100,000$                  100,000$                  100,000$                  
8 DPO II STAR Court Liaison (18PB0021) Funds specialized CSEC staff in STAR Court (dedicated CSEC 

Delinquency Courtroom) to support youth and Probation staff who 
work with the youth.

120,000$                  120,000$                  120,000$                  120,000$                  120,000$                  

9 LAPD Locate Team 100,000$                  100,000$                  100,000$                  100,000$                  100,000$                  
10 Time Study/Direct Costs Kay Tyree (FT), Marie Canamoso (FT), Gina Hamilton (PT) and 

Rachel Elliott (PT)
600,000$                  600,000$                  600,000$                  600,000$                  600,000$                  

385,000$                 385,000$                 480,000$                 480,000$                 480,000$                 
1,685,000$               3,016,666$               2,965,000$               2,965,000$               1,965,000$               
2,070,000$               3,401,666$               3,445,000$               3,445,000$               2,445,000$               

CSEC ALLOCATION/ROLLOVER BALANCE 2,574,000$               -$                          -$                          -$                          -$                          
TOTAL EXPENDITURES

CSEC Initiative

FUNDED BY CSEC ALLOCATION/ROLLOVER
FUNDED BY HST/TITLE IV-E

Approximate balance for FY 17-18: $1.2 million
Estimated budget for FY 18-19: $4.2 million (includes allocation and rollover funds)

Approximate expenditures for FY 17-18: $4.7 million

Los Angeles County Department of Children & Family Services
CSEC SPENDING PLAN 2018 - 2023: GENERAL FUND

Total County Welfare Department Allocation FY 17-18: $3 million

Approximate total budget for FY 17-18: $5.9 million
FY 16-17 Unspent rollover funds: $2.9 million
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Attachment B

Summary of Proposed HST Funded Programs and Services for CSEC
March 13. 2018

CSEC Initiative Service Description
Original 
Budget

2015-16 
Budget

2015-16 
Actuals

2016-17 
Budget

2016-17 
Actuals

2017-18 
Budget

2017-18 
Actuals

2018-19 
Budget

Available 
Balance

1.  Victim Services Advocate   Advocacy (Advocate and CSEC Survivor)                                                    
   First Responder Protocol                                   
   Educational Workshops 

$1,312,500 $100,000 -$100,000.00 $212,500 $500,000 -$412,000.00 $500,000 $800,500

2.  Training 1    CSEC Awareness                                                            
   CSEC Continuing Education                                            
   Foster Care Provider training                          
County Department Specific training                               
   Protocol Implementation training

$750,000 -$60,000.00 $250,000 $250,000 -$440,000.00 $250,000 $250,000

3.  Individualized Incidental                
Restoration Fund

See page 7 of report dated October 16, 2015 for 
available services 

$360,000 $90,000 $90,000 $90,000 $90,000 $360,000

4.  CSEC Survivor Advocate Survivor Advocates (3)                                               
   1 for Probation                                                                       
   2 for DCFS

$360,000 $90,000 $90,000 $90,000 $90,000 $360,000

5.  Evaluation Consultant services to complete evaluation $141,500 $70,750 $70,750 -$141,500.00 $0

6.  Prevention Awareness 
Tool Kit

Cost of printing CSEC prevention workbook and 
tool kit

$80,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $80,000

7.  CSEC Website & Safe 
Place Communications 
Campaign

CSEC Website and Safe Place communications 
campaign

$240,000 $60,000 $60,000 $60,000 $60,000 $240,000

8.  Housing Set aside half of available total funds for housing 
resources, including the possibility of funding to 
develop a safe facility (capital project funds). 

$3,244,000 $3,244,000

TOTAL $6,488,000 -$160,000.00 $0.00 -$993,500.00 $5,334,500
(1) $250,000 previously moved to Probation's 2015-16 budget and deducted from the original HST fund balance.  Therefore this figure is not included in totals reflected in the chart.



 

 

 

 
 
 
 

  

This report is a summary of the preliminary findings of two of the 
three research components in the current project. 

A full report will be available at a later date. 
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 BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE  

 
The commercial sexual exploitation of children and youth (CSEC/Y)1 can involve child 

sex trafficking, child pornography, child sex tourism, and trading sex to meet basic needs often 
referred to as “survival sex.” Traffickers often prey on already vulnerable children and youth, 
such as those with histories of child abuse or neglect, violence or chaos at home, those involved 
in the child welfare and/or the juvenile justice systems, or those who have run away from home 
or placements. Between 2009 and 2016, prior to changes in California law making the crime of 
prostitution and related crimes inapplicable to minors, there were over 1,500 arrests of youth 
under 18 for prostitution-related offenses in Los Angeles County alone (Probation Case 
Management System).  Between 2013-2018, there were almost 3,000 child welfare referrals 
made related to potential victims of CSEC/Y in the County (CWS/CMS Datamart, July 9, 2018).   
 

Because of the staggering numbers of children and youth being commercially sexually 
exploited (CSE) or at high risk of exploitation in Los Angeles County, in 2010, the County began 
its efforts to better understand the issue and strategize about how to more effectively prevent 
CSEC/Y. In response to a growing awareness and increasing recognition that CSEC/Y often 
have prior interactions or current involvement with the child welfare and/or juvenile justice 
systems, the County began to train public agency staff about CSEC/Y and to implement policies 
and programs to provide specialized supports to children and youth using a collaborative, 
multidisciplinary model.  Over the past eight years, Los Angeles County has become a leader in 
developing innovative programs and services to prevent CSEC/Y and support those currently 
being exploited. 
 

This Report presents the preliminary results of a first-of-its-kind study about the 
experiences and impact of different types of services and placements on the safety, well-being, 
and stability of CSEC/Y. In July 2016, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors approved a 
motion directing further research about the County’s specialized services and placements for 
CSEC/Y. That motion initiated the current research project which aims to explore the experiences 
and perspectives of girls and young women2 who received specialized CSEC services in LA 

                                                
1  Throughout this report, we use the term CSEC/Y to refer both to the act of commercial sexual exploitation of 
children and youth, and to children and youth who have been commercially sexually exploited. We also are 
deliberate in our use of both children and youth. Often one or the other is used as a catch all—when the statistics 
demonstrate that both young children, as young as 9 in Los Angeles County, and older youth fall victim to 
exploitation. Additionally, research and literature has demonstrated that children and youth of color, specifically 
black girls, are viewed as older and imputed with more control over their decisions, which often leads to their 
criminalization for actions for which their white counterparts are not (see Phillips, J. (2015) Black Girls and the 
(Im)Possibilities of a Victim Trope: The Intersectional Failures of Legal and Advocacy Interventions in the 
Commercial Sexual Exploitation of Minors in the United States. 62 UCLA L. Rev. 1642).   
2 To date, a majority of identified victims in Los Angeles County are girls and young women. Thus, this research 
focuses exclusively on girls and young women. Through training and education, the County is becoming more 
effective at identifying boys, young men, and transgender individuals. 
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County, including assignment to the specialized CSEC unit through the Probation Department 
(Probation) or the Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS), referral to a specialized 
court for CSEC/Y—either the Succeeding Through Achievement and Resilience (STAR) or 
Dedication to Restoration through Empowerment, Advocacy, and Mentoring (DREAM) Court—
and connection to a specialized, community-based advocate.  
 

The study considers both the subjective experiences of girls and young women through 
interviews and surveys, as well as administrative data from Probation and DCFS.  Specifically, the 
research includes three interrelated components: (1) surveys of CSE and non-CSE girls and young 
women in the juvenile justice and/or child welfare systems to evaluate their perspectives on 
placement options and specialized CSEC services; (2) in-depth interviews and corresponding case 
file reviews to highlight CSE girls’ and young women’s trajectories through the juvenile justice 
and/or child welfare systems to understand their experiences in their own words; and (3) 
administrative data from Probation and DCFS to compare CSE girls and young women and a 
matched non-CSE comparison group on placement stability and system histories, and to assess for 
potential differences in placement stability between CSE girls and young women who received 
specialized services and CSE girls and young women who did not receive specialized services. 
 

This Preliminary Report presents the initial findings and recommendations drawn from the 
first two sets of data—the surveys and in-depth interviews—and from a separate but related 
landscape analysis about services and placements for CSEC/Y across the country.  This Report 
concludes with a brief description of the next steps for the research. 
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LANDSCAPE ANALYSIS3 
 

In Los Angeles County, and across the nation, despite increased attention to the issue of 
CSEC/Y, and the development of programming to serve the population, there has been little 
research demonstrating the most effective types of placements and services for CSE and at-risk 
children and youth. This dearth in research limits our understanding and implementation of 
evidence-based practices and programs to support CSEC/Y.  To address this gap in knowledge, a 
landscape analysis was designed and conducted by Northeastern University in collaboration with 
the Children’s Advocacy Center of Suffolk County, and the National Center for Youth Law. This 
analysis examined the characteristics of residential placements across the nation that are 
providing specialized services to victims of child trafficking, which includes CSE as well as 
labor trafficking.4  By understanding common characteristics across programs, we hope to begin 
to build a knowledge base from which to develop promising practices.  
 

To identify specialized programs and placements for the target population, researchers 
searched existing lists of placements that house victims of child trafficking, conducted a state-by-
state online search for programs associated with the terms “exploitation,” “trafficked,” 
“trafficking,” “human trafficking,” and “at-risk youth,” reviewed advocacy websites, and 
contacted child welfare agencies.  Once identified, researchers asked placement providers to 
complete preliminary surveys, and then requested and conducted in-depth interviews. The study 
identified 92 programs that provide specialized CSEC/Y programming, 67 of which offer 
specialized programming related to commercial sexual exploitation in residential settings.  Of the 
67 residential placements, 61% served CSEC/Y exclusively, while 39% served an integrated 
population. The researchers contacted all residential placements identified through the 
preliminary survey as serving trafficked youth, and conducted in-depth interviews from 23 of the 
specialized placements that consented to participation.   

 
Although the study was not able to determine the most effective practices or identify 

whether certain features of programming led to better outcomes, based on the surveys and in-
depth interviews of service providers, the landscape analysis uncovered common features of 
these placements, which include: 

                                                
3 This landscape analysis study was conducted separately from the current study and was supported by independent 
funding from the Gardner Howland Shaw Foundation.  We include a discussion of this landscape analysis because it 
serves as an important backdrop to the current study and the state of the research on specialized programming 
around the country for CSEC/Y. The National Center for Youth Law is a partner on both studies as part of its efforts 
to broaden the knowledge base about CSEC/Y both in California and around the country. A final report on the 
landscape analysis is forthcoming. 
4 The landscape analysis study also examined the legal landscape in each state as it relates to child trafficking, 
specifically whether minors can be criminalized for prostitution, whether a mandatory mechanism exists to protect 
victims of child trafficking from delinquency adjudications for prostitution, and whether the law provides access to 
specialized services for child trafficking victims.   
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● Specialized training for staff members including information on CSEC/Y, trauma-

informed care, de-escalation strategies, and input from survivors, as well as 
internal support for staff members; 

● Therapeutic or clinical programs designed to address the needs of CSEC/Y, 
focusing on skill-building, coping skills, substance use, empowerment, and 
counseling/supports that, in some cases extend support to the whole family; 

● Smaller programs in home or home-like settings, and specialized foster care 
models; 

● Engagement in multidisciplinary team meetings, wraparound services, and 
partnerships with survivor mentors;  

● Safety planning, including variation in security levels of facilities, and protocols 
and programs to respond to and engage youth who run from care, including a 
large percentage of placements that keep beds open when kids have run away.   

 
The study found that on average, the specialized placements had 11 beds, although the 

researchers identified three programs that maintain over 200 beds per program that were 
analyzed separately. The research team also found that 96% of specialized programs serve 
female youth, 61% serve or would accept transgender youth, and 39% serve male and female 
youth.  Forty-six percent of the placements were in rural areas, 36% were in urban areas, and 
18% were in suburban areas.  In addition, the study found that 10% were locked facilities, 28% 
were unlocked, and 62% were staff secured.  Of youth served, 88% of youth had prior child 
welfare system involvement, and 78% had juvenile justice system involvement. 

 
While the study identified trends in services and placements for CSEC/Y, it found that 

few programs regularly and consistently collect data and conduct program evaluation.5  
Additionally, the study found that there are no standard metrics for measuring success and 
effectiveness across programs, making it difficult to analyze the comparative effectiveness of 
different types of services and placement types, and their impact on youth.  Absent standardized 
definitions of what constitutes “success” or longitudinal data documenting outcomes of 
particular programs, it is difficult to draw conclusions about which programs “work.”  Further, 
few programs elicit feedback in a systematic way from youth about the impact or effectiveness 
of their programs, or their experiences within the programs.  

 

                                                
5 One exception was the Citrus Helping Adolescents Negatively impacted by Commercial Exploitation (CHANCE) 
program in Florida, which was evaluated by researchers at the University of South Florida (see Armstrong, M. I., 
Johnson, M. H., Landers, M., Dollard, N. & Anderson, R. (2016). Citrus helping adolescents negatively impacted by 
commercial exploitation (CHANCE) pilot study: Progress report year 3 Tampa, FL: Louis de la Parte Florida Mental 
Health Institute. University of South Florida.) 
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 In addition to the inconsistent data collection, lack of formal evaluation, and inconsistent 
metrics about program activities or outcomes, the study also identified other program challenges. 
These challenges include: funding and resource constraints, lack of housing and specialized 
services for boys, male-identifying youth, and LGBTQ youth, difficulty addressing safety needs 
and preventing harm during periods when youth are missing from care, and discrepancies across 
states in programs’ abilities to hire survivors on staff.  

 
These findings, from across the nation, highlight the need for continued research and 

evaluation on placements, programs, and services for CSEC/Y. The next sections in this 
Preliminary Report represent Los Angeles County’s continued innovation to drive this work 
forward.  
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IN THEIR OWN WORDS:  
A SURVEY OF GIRLS’ AND YOUNG WOMEN’S PERSPECTIVES ON 

PLACEMENTS AND SERVICES 

Overview of Methodology  

A survey was developed by Michelle Guymon, the Director of the Child Trafficking Unit 
in the Probation Department, and the National Center for Youth Law, in an effort to gain direct 
feedback from youth regarding their perspectives on placements and specialized services (e.g., 
specialized Probation Officers and social workers, collaborative courts, and CSEC/Y community-
based advocates). Both CSE and non-CSE girls and young women were asked to respond to the 
survey by representatives from Probation or DCFS. Respondents were recruited through a variety 
of methods including through their social worker or Probation Officer in person or via telephone, 
at a youth event, and in placements.   

Summary of Findings  

Of the 121 girls that responded, 56% were from Probation (n = 68) and 44% were from 
DCFS (n = 53). Just over half were identified as CSEC/Y 60% (n = 73) and 40% (n = 48) were not 
CSEC/Y-identified.  

Placement Preferences 

 

 
 
The majority of CSE girls and 
young women (87%) preferred 
unlocked placements. For 
instance, one youth stated she 
preferred unlocked placements, 
“Because I at least feel at 
home,” and another stated, “So I 
can feel like I am actually a part 
of the community.” 
 

 
 
CSE girls and young women 
preferred small group homes 
(e.g., 6-bed homes) and foster 
homes over large group homes 
because they had more personal 
time and attention from staff, it 
was quieter and calmer (e.g., 
less drama), and they had more 
personal space (see Table 1).   
 

 
 
CSE girls and young women 
preferred local placements over 
remote or out-of-state 
placements because they were 
closer to family. Yet, CSE girls 
were more likely to rank out-of-
state placements higher in 
preference compared to non-
CSE girls. Specifically, 14% of 
CSE girls ranked out of state as 
their first choice compared to 
2% of non-CSE girls. 
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Regarding out-of-state 
placements, CSE girls and 
young women reported that they 
were less likely to go absent 
without leave (AWOL) and it 
was easier to focus on 
programming.   

 
 
Girls and young women 
preferred integrated placements 
as opposed to CSEC/Y-only 
placements. Many girls reported 
recruitment in CSEC/Y-only 
placements and experiences of 
being persuaded to AWOL to 
return to “the life” as problems 
associated with CSEC/Y-only 
placements. 

 
 
Ninety-nine percent of CSE 
girls and young women 
surveyed reported running 
away, from placement or home, 
compared to 79% of the non-
CSE girls and young women.  
 

 
Table 1. Summary of CSE girls’ perspectives on the positives and negatives of different size placements. 

 Pros Cons 

Large Group 
Home 

 More socializing 
 More activities 
 More staff to make you feel 

comfortable  
 More services  
 Learn to deal with different 

personalities  

 Drama  
 No privacy  
 Fighting (easier to get into 

one and more around you)  
 Unclean  
 Too many girls, causes a 

range of problems  

Small (6-bed) 
Group Home 

 Less drama because fewer girls  
 More personal time and attention 

from staff  
 Home-like  
 Quieter and calmer  
 Can prepare your own meals, watch 

TV, have your own bed  
 More personal space  

 Staff  
 Fewer activities and 

programming 
 Drama  
 Small space  

Foster Home 

 Like a real home  
 More freedom 
 More family-like  
 More normalcy 

 Not your real family 
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➢ CSE girls and young women were asked what type of training they believe group home staff 
should have to work with CSE youth. The most common response was CSEC training. Girls 
expressed the desire for staff to understand what they have been through more, how to talk to 
them, and how to not be judgmental. For example, one youth stated,  
 

 
 

➢ When asked for a recommendation on how to improve placements, CSE girls and young 
women discussed ways to improve rapport and engagement between staff and themselves. 
CSE girls also recommended better staff, more money, better food, more outings and 
activities, better and more immediate therapeutic services, more clothes, and more passes. 
For example,  
 

 
 
Another girl recommended,  
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Specialized CSEC Services 
 

Brief Description of Services6  
 
 This study explored three types of specialized services for CSEC/Y currently provided in 
LA County: referral to a collaborative court, assignment to a specialized Probation Officer or 
case worker through Probation or DCFS, and connection with a specialized, community-based 
advocate. 

 

 CSE girls and young women surveyed overwhelmingly found these specialized services 
to be helpful. 
 
Figure 1. Percent of CSE girls who reported that specialized service was helpful.   

 

                                                
6 The specialized courts and the specialized units in Probation and DCFS were established using many of the same 
basic philosophies. While some components of the services are similar, there are differences, such as frequency of 
visits to court, intensity of supervision, and other practices, that vary between DCFS and Probation. 

Specialized Court 
(STAR & DREAM)

• A courtroom and judge 
established exclusively for 
CSE victims, which 
includes:
• Dedicated judicial officer
• Multidicisciplinary case 
planning

• More frequent court visit
• Youth voice more 
prevalent

Specialized Units: 
Probation Officer or Case 

Worker

• Case workers and Probation 
Officers who are specially 
trained to work with CSE 
victims. 

• More frequent interaction 
with youth

• In person and via phone and 
text

• Minimize transfers between 
social workers and Probation 
Officers 

CSE Advocate

• Specialized advocates from 
community-based agencies 
who are trained to provide 
support and advocacy 
services for CSE victims.

• Partner with DCFS and 
Probation

• Frequent in-person 
interaction

• Crisis response (available 
24 hours a day)

• Consistent advocate 
throughout service

• Survivors on staff

81%

97%

71%

84%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Advocate

Specialized Probation Officer

Specialized Social Worker

Dedicated Judge
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IN THEIR OWN WORDS: 
INTERVIEWS AND CASE FILE REVIEWS  

Overview of Methodology  

Researchers interviewed six young women and reviewed their case files in order to capture 
in-depth perspectives and narrative examples of how they experienced placements, their 
trajectories through the system, and services they may have received.  Probation identified three 
of the subjects and the remaining three were identified by DCFS.  In an attempt to capture a range 
of perspectives, researchers interviewed young women who had transitioned out of the system, 
those still receiving services, and those with experience in both systems.  Below is a sampling of 
information from the interviews and file reviews.  

Sasha 

Sasha is 17 years old and is African American.  She has been involved in both DCFS and 
Probation throughout her life. Her involvement in DCFS began at 3 years old and Probation at 12 
years old. From ages 12 to 14, Sasha experienced numerous out-of-home placements, ran from 
placements, and was commercially sexually exploited.  Her first placement was a large group home 
in Los Angeles, far from where she lived, where there was significant staff turnover.  Sasha 
received a specialized Probation Officer and was assigned to the STAR Court.  At 14, she went to 
an out-of-state placement where she remains today. She shared her experiences about placements 
that were difficult for her, as well as what she found helpful. 
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Latisha 

Latisha is 19 years old and is African American.  She has been involved in the child welfare 
system for her entire life.  She was removed from her mother the day after she was born with drug 
exposure.  Latisha went back and forth between being placed at home with her mother as her 
mother worked to get sober, and DCFS placements. When Latisha was 13 years old, her mother 
died. A few months later, Latisha was arrested for prostitution, which started her involvement with 
Probation. She explained that she ran frequently from placement because of conflicts with staff.  
She received a specialized Probation Officer and was assigned to the STAR Court. Her Probation 
case recently closed and she utilizes the AB 127 program to access independent living resources 
and services.  Latisha explained the way that her grief and trauma impacted her behavior, as well 
as her positive experience with the STAR Court. 

 

 

                                                
7 Assembly Bill 12 (Beall; Stats. 2010, ch. 559), as amended by Assembly Bill 212 (Beall; Stats. 2011, 
ch. 459), the California Fostering Connections to Success Act, makes it possible to access federal Title 
IV-E assistance for eligible child welfare or probation youth that remain in foster care up to age 21. 
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Skylar 

Skylar is 18 years old and is biracial. She first became involved with Probation at 13 years 
old, when her parents called the police because they believed she was out of control. Skylar 
continued to get in trouble at home and school and was eventually put in placement. At placement, 
she was first exposed to commercial sexual exploitation through peers. She ran from that 
placement and was subsequently commercially sexually exploited. Eventually, Skylar was 
trafficked out of state. When she returned, she was referred to the specialized Probation unit and 
the STAR Court.  After being arrested for robbery, she was placed at the Dorothy Kirby Center, 
where she participated in numerous services and activities, including family counseling, individual 
and group therapy, substance abuse counseling, anger management, life skills classes, and 
education. She later returned home where she currently resides with her parents and siblings. Her 
Probation case has since been closed. Skylar explained her experiences with peer recruitment, 
entry into exploitation, and how she felt supported by specialized services. 
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Jasmine 

Jasmine is 17 years old and is African American.  She was removed from her home when 
she was 12 years old when her mother gave birth to her youngest brother who was drug exposed. 
She lived with a supportive foster family for the first few years until she went to live with an aunt. 
After that, both of Jasmine’s parents died within a year of each other. Three months later, Jasmine 
ran away and was found soliciting sex from a Vice Officer. That night, her social worker and a  
specialized, community-based advocate responded to address her immediate needs and provided 
other intensive support as required by the Los Angeles Law Enforcement First Responder Protocol. 
After bouncing between relatives’ homes, her trafficker, and placements for the following few 
years, Jasmine became very focused on school. She graduated from high school and was accepted 
to multiple 4-year universities. Jasmine highlighted the impact of positive and negative 
relationships on her trajectory. 

 

 

Jada  

Jada is 17 years old and is African American.  She was dually-involved in Probation and 
DCFS. She came to the attention of DCFS as a victim of commercial sexual exploitation at 15 
years old after being kidnapped, trafficked out of state, and left on a street corner in Los Angeles. 
Jada then struggled in several out of home placements. She frequently ran away and got in trouble 
for fighting. Jada was also experiencing several mental health issues. Eventually a fight at a 



   

 

  

 15 
 

placement initiated her involvement with Probation which, coupled with her CSEC history, led to 
an out-of-state placement. After returning home from placement, Jada continued to run away, leave 
school without permission, and do drugs. One day, she was lured by a trafficker into a car and was 
raped by multiple men. Jada now struggles with her trauma and her mother has quit her job in 
order to take care of her. Jada discussed the judgment she experienced.  

 

Christal  

Christal is 19 years old and is African American. She recently had a baby and is receiving 
independent living resources through AB 12. Christal’s history in DCFS started when she was 
two years old. Throughout her life, she was referred to DCFS a total of 48 times for allegations 
of abuse, neglect, and exploitation. Her father was charged and served prison time for the 
attempted rape of her sister following several domestic violence incidents against her mother. 
When Christal was 16, she was recovered by Vice who found her on Craigslist, where she was 
being sold for sex. She was assigned a specialized case worker through DCFS and a specialized 
advocate. She then went to a small group home placement and shortly after became pregnant. 
She moved into her own apartment two months before her child was born. Christal reflected on 
her trauma, and the benefits of the harm reduction approach utilized by her previous placement.  
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

The preliminary recommendations below are based on the findings from the surveys, in-depth 
interviews and case file reviews, which derive primarily from the youth’s stated preferences and 
experiences.  These recommendations also draw from the findings of the landscape analysis 
discussed above.  The final report will contain additional findings and recommendations which 
incorporate analyses of Probation and DCFS administrative data. 

 
1. Recognize and Address the Impact of Trauma: As the preliminary findings indicate, 

many CSEC/Y in Los Angeles County have experienced significant trauma, including 
childhood physical, emotional, or sexual abuse, and traumatic loss, prior to their 
exploitation.  These traumatic events increase youth’s vulnerabilities to exploitation, 
decrease their ability to cope with other life stressors, and impact their behavior, 
placement stability, and willingness or ability to engage with providers and services.  
Providing trauma-informed services to CSEC/Y means addressing the whole youth and 
the multi-faceted needs associated with trauma exposure and traumatic stress reactions 
such as health and mental health services, education support, assistance with pregnancy 
and/or parenting, as well as identifying strengths and sources of resilience.  Trauma-
informed practices should be employed throughout all programs and services for 
CSEC/Y and should incorporate: 

○ Trauma-specific screening and assessment strategies to identify trauma triggers, 
traumatic stress reactions, and posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD) in order to 
refer to appropriate treatment and increase the use of adaptive coping strategies; 

○ Utilization of, and referral to, evidence-based trauma-specific interventions that 
include psychoeducation, self-regulation skills, adaptive coping skills, safety 
skills, and, when appropriate, trauma processing;  

○ Recognition of additional stressors of racial inequities and discrimination that 
disproportionately impact girls and young women who are exploited; and 

○ Understanding of birth-parent trauma and intergenerational trauma that may 
impact the family system and caregiving. 

 
2. Promote Consistent, Healthy Relationships: Steady, healthy, supportive relationships 

with trusting adults and peers are critical components of effective programs and services 
with CSEC/Y.  Children and youth routinely report that their close relationship with a 
caring adult was the primary factor that helped them to move from exploitation to safety 
and stability.  Additionally, they report the importance of feeling genuinely cared for and 
loved.  Because many CSEC/Y are bonded to their exploiters and depend on them for 
love and care, adults working with CSEC/Y have an opportunity to demonstrate that 
those needs can be fulfilled in healthy, safe ways. The same is true for CSEC/Y who are 
engaged in survival sex. Some examples of ways to promote these relationships include, 
but are not limited to: 
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○ Specialized case management/supervision/social work services, that involve more 
frequent and strategic interactions with CSEC/Y; 

○ Specialized, community-based advocacy, that partners with the public agencies 
and provides around-the-clock support; 

○ Connection to family, broadly defined (e.g., non-relative extended family 
members), and other natural supports, when appropriate, even when the youth is 
not placed with them; 

○ Collaboration across agencies to establish a common philosophical approach to 
serving and supporting CSEC/Y; and  

○ Consistency in staffing assignments (i.e., Probation Officers, case managers, 
social workers) and communication between team members working with a youth 
to ensure continuity when a youth moves in and out of care, or between 
placements and services. 

 
 

3. Center and Promote the Child and Youth’s Perspective: Many youth involved in public 
systems, especially those who have been commercially sexually exploited, feel 
disempowered and that they lack agency. CSEC/Y routinely report the benefit of being 
included and feeling heard in decisions that affect their lives. Balanced, honest, and 
developmentally-appropriate discussions with children and youth about risk and safety 
issues, using the lens of the Reasonable Prudent Parent Standard8 will promote 
transparency and trust between the adults and the children and youth.  Specific strategies 
should include:  

○ Facilitating inclusion of youth voice and meaningful participation in meetings, 
court proceedings, and other decision-making points, and explaining to youth the 
reasoning behind decisions that do not align with youth’s expressed preferences; 

○ Conducting focus groups on an ongoing basis with CSEC/Y to understand current 
needs and trends; and  

○ Establishing a mechanism to gather individual feedback from CSEC/Y on an 
ongoing and/or real-time basis about what is working and the problems or 
unaddressed needs related to specific placements, service providers, and staff.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
8 A state standard that defines the basic goals a parental entity or guardian should have for a child in order to make 
decisions and provide a living environment that is in the best interest of the child.  
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4. Require Comprehensive Training:  Preliminary research shows that youth respond 
more positively and are more engaged with public agency workers, service providers, 
caregivers, community partners and other individuals who understand the dynamics of 
commercial sexual exploitation and common issues facing CSEC/Y, while at the same 
time recognizing and supporting the whole youth beyond their experiences with 
exploitation and without judgment.  All individuals working with CSEC/Y, from public 
agencies to private partners and family members, should be trained on these topics, as 
well as promising practices and approaches for engaging CSEC/Y.  Trainings should 
include, but not be limited to:  

○ Understanding risk factors for and forms of CSEC/Y;  
○ Reducing “otherizing” of CSEC/Y by dispelling common myths and 

misconceptions about CSEC/Y;  
○ Employing promising and collaborative engagement strategies (e.g. Child and 

Family Teams) that promote trust and consistency with healthy adults and peers;  
○ Understanding the prevalence and impact of trauma on CSEC/Y in their behavior, 

stability, wellbeing, and coping;  
○ Methods for preventing CSE and discouraging peer recruitment within 

placements;  
○ Supporting youth to remain in placement or at home, and decreasing absences 

without leave (AWOL) by understanding and addressing underlying needs that 
lead CSEC/Y to run from home or placement; and 

○ Employing harm reduction strategies, which prioritize long-term safety through 
ongoing safety planning; recognizing lasting change is not immediate, trust 
building takes time, and returning to exploitive situations is a part of the recovery 
process. 
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NEXT STEPS 

 

This Report presents the preliminary findings from two of the three research components 
of the full project as well as a separate but related landscape analysis. The third and final research 
component is an analysis of administrative data from both DCFS and Probation. Administrative 
data from each agency is being analyzed to compare CSE girls and a matched non-CSE comparison 
group of girls on placement histories, placement stability and system involvement. In addition, 
administrative data is being used to assess for potential differences in placement stability between 
CSE girls with specialized services and CSE girls who did not receive specialized services.  

 

 

 


