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Challenge to the States

The 1992 reauthorization of the. luvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (.llIIP) Act of 1974
added Part E, State Challenge Activities, to the programs funded by the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Ilelmquency Prevention (0JJIDP). The purpose of Part E is to provide initiatives for States parhclpat-
ing in the Formula Grants Program to develop, adopt, and improve policies and pmgrams inlor
more of 10 speclhed Challenge areas.

‘Challenge Activity C

beration by establishing programs (such as expanded

.{ncreasing community-based alternatives to incar-

use of probation, mediation, restitution, community

. Service, treatment, home detention, intensive supervi-

sion, and electronic monitoring) and developing and
adopting a set of objective criteria for the appropri-
ate placement of juveniles in detention and secure
confinement.

Background

A basic tenet of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion (JIDP) Act of 1974, as amended, is the development of
community-based alternatives to incarceration in lieu of large
congregate institutions. The Act states that “it is the declared
policy of Congress to provide the necessary resources, leader-
ship, and coordination . . . to develop and conduct effective
programs to prevent delinquency, to divert juveniles from the
traditional juvenile justice system, and to provide critically
needed alternatives to institutionalization” (42 U.S.C. 5602,
sec. 102 (b)(2)).

The Act defines a community-based facility, program, or
service as “a small, open group home or other suitable place v
located near the juvenile’s home or family. and programs of
mmumty supervision and service which maintain community
and consumer participation in the planning, operatlon and
evaluation of their program which may include, but not be

limited to, medical, educational, vocational, social, and psy-
chological guidance, training, special education, counseling,
alcohol treatment, and other rehabilitative services” (42 U.S.C.
5603, sec. 103 .(1)).

The national reliance on large congregate institutions for juve-
niles should be replaced, at least in part, by a system of com-
munity-based programs and services that provides a flexible
continuum of responses to meet the individual needs-and risks
of juvenile offenders. Section 223 (12)(A) requirés the
deinstitutionalization of status and nonstatus offenders; section
223 (12)(B) urges the use of the least restrictive community-
based alternatives appropriate to the needs of the child and
community; and section 223 (14) requires the removal of juve-
niles from adult jails and backups. Congress has also required
in.Section 223 (23) that States reduce disproportionate confme-
ment of minority youth in secure facilities.

These Tequirements challenge States and local jurisdictions to

prov1de a comprehenswe system of commumty-based pro-

rhénts tothe JJDP Aci sﬁ‘engthened this purpose by estabhsh-
ing.Part-E State.Challenge Activity to provide

grants to States to increase community-
based alternatives to incarceration and
to-develop and adopt objective criteria
for the appropriate placement of
juveniles in detention and secure
confinement (42 U.S.C. 5667c.,

sec. 285 (b)(2)(c)).




Congressional interest in community-based alternatives to in-
carceration is reflected in the national standards and practices
of many professional organizations, including the National
Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judgés, American Bar
Association, American Correctional Association, National :
Association of Counties, National Juvenile Detention. Associa-
tion, National Association of State Juvenile Correctional
Administrators, National Conference-of State Leglslatures In-
ternational Assocratlon of Chlefs of Police, and the Boys and
Girls Clubs of America. The National Council of Juvenile and '
Family Court Judges; among others, championed-a-“balariced
approach” to juvenile justice. The Council recommended a
community-based approach to youth crime and a juvenile jus-
tice system that émphasizes offender accountability, commu-
nity protection, and enhanced competency of the youthful
offender. :

Community-based alternatives.to incarceration are bétter than
secure confinement for several reasons. First, juveniles suffer
from an inordinately high risk of self-destruction and physical
and sexual abuse in secure confinemeiit, particularly in facili-
ties that also confine adult offenders. While secure confinement
may be required for serious juvenile offenders, it has“inappro- -
priately bécome the prevarhng sanction-for many. youth who- -

present no.danger to the.community-or the court process.-Sec- = -~ -

ond, the capacity for secure confinement.is finite. Each new -
bed can cost $50,000 t6 $200,000-to build." Third; conﬁnin_g'~
* juveniles in secure facilities is costly. In 1986, the 50 States"
spent almost $1.5 billion to operate secure juvenile facilitiés,

.-with annual per capita costs ranging from-$23:000.-to $45;300:% -

Fourth, studies of State training schools and local detention -
centers have.shown that more than half.of the juveniles in.*-~
~ such facilities do not need to bé there. ‘For €xamplé,a 1987-7

~ study found that léss than 40 percent of the youth in Flor1da s.
institutions qualrﬁed for trarnlng 'school. placement 50 percent
of the juveniles in the Cahfomra Youth Authority system
could have been diverted if community-based alteratives had
been available; and 65 percent of the résidents of Delaware’s
only training school were found to pose little or no risk to the

~ community.?

 Central to the successful implementation of this State Chal-
lenge Activity will be: (1) local implementation within a state-
wide framework; (2) a representative planning process; (3) a
specific and objective criteria for placement related to'the
needs and risk of each youth; and (4) a flexible continuum of
programs and services that provides effective options for each
youth coming into contact with the juvenile juStice system.

Local Implementatlon Within a Statewnde
Framework

To provide community-based alternatives to incarceration, lo-
cal programs and services must be organized in a flexible con-
tinuum that provides local practitioners with a menu of options
that meets the needs of each youth who-comes into contact
with the juvenile justice system. This requires State and local

-action on several fronts The State must prov1de a legrslatlve

framework for thé prov151on of community-based services an

hlgh quality care and custody, objectrve and specrfic criteria

for placement in the continuum; a ‘process for the efficient - -
delivery of services; training to avoid local dupllcatlon ‘and, in
some cases, funding support to ensure: comprehenslve coverage

" inall counties. . . R

For example in 1983 Ilhn01s leglslatron estabhshed a statewide
public/private partnership that authorrzed the 1llinos T‘Depart-
ment of Children and Family. Services' (DCFS) to set- standards

admrmster funds, and provide guidance to local crisis units to

_ operate community-based programs throughout the State. The
" local crisis unit assists youth who are status offenders, delin-
quents, teen parents, substance abusers, and vrctrms of emo-
" tional and behav1oral d1sorders

The program emphasizes the formation of partnerships among
agencies involved.in youth services to provide more-extensive

- services than one agency could provide alone. Interagency net-
- work panels meet on a regular basis to share program informa-

tion, establish linkages, and staff cases as needed. The program

- also relies on volunteers:from-the community who-provide ad-

_ - ministrative supportto. the-agency-or work directly. with youth:-
.as advocates.or tutors. The program also offers.services for _

-pregnant.youth and teen parents; services for delinquent youth;. -+ - .

- community development programs in-high-risk, low-income: -

-_areas; and followup and advocacy services that include long- .

term counsehng desrgned to. reumfy and preserve families.

v’ Representatlve Planmng Process

Because the juvenile justice system is so complex, local offi-
cials must make hard choices about juvenile justice programs

" in their communities. Limited resources, conflicting ‘placement

philosophies, residential facility overcrowding,-and a lack of
viable alternatives to incarceration all contribute to the difficul-
ties decisionmakers face. A representative planning process
will make the decisionmaking process managéable and help
avoid costly planning mistakes. Itcan be’ adapted to almost any
situation, whether the task is planning for a statewide or re- - _
gional network of alternative seérvices or imiproving conditions
of confinement in alocal detention centéf. The'method is

also useful in evaluating programs after changes have been
implemented.

A representative planning process reflécts three basic prin-
ciples.® First, planners must be committed to the use of objec-
tive criteria. Accurate projections -about the type and size of
services should be made by first collecting accurate data about
needs. Court officials often make detention decisions based on
vague guidelines concerning the youth’s potential for
reoffending if released. When the basis for a detention decisio
is poorly articulated, placement officials may be unable to jusfb
tify their decisions. Illegal biases, such as the reputation of the
family; the youth’s personal appearance; or-his-or her race,
gender, or socioeconomic status in the community, might enter
into the decisionmaking process. If detention criteria are based



' measurable set of factors, they will provide an accurate

ormation base from which to begin planning. Officials will
also reach a consensus more quickly and understand the service
needs of juveniles more clearly.

Both the American Bar Association Juvenile Justice Standards
Project and the National Advisory Committee Report to the
Administrator on Standards for the' Administration of Juvenile
-Justice recommended that individual jurisdictions adopt spe-
-cific and objective intake criteria in-all.facilities where youth
-may be detained.- In addition, numerous demonstration.
projects and independent studies have recommended the use of
detention criteria because of the economic benefits. Research
alsoindicates that when intake workers base placement deci-
- sions on objective criteria, the need for secure detention-drops

substantially without compromising public safety or the integ-
rity of the court process.’

Second, a representative planning process fosters a greater
commitment to choosing the least restrictive placement for
each youth. Until recently juvenile justice workers have oper-
ated on a one-facility-for-all basis (usually secure residential
detention), where serious offenders, runaways, truants, and
misdemeanants were placed in the same program, regardless of
their needs. A range of service options, such as temporary shel-
ter care, emergency foster care, and home detention programs,

do not demand an irreversible commitment from the of-

er increases program flexibility and enhances the ability of
local officials to devise innovative solutions to problems and to
‘respond to an individual’s changing needs.?

A third principle of the representative planning process is that
-program planners should look at proposed services from the
“perspectives of both youth advocacy and administration. The
- JIDP Act requires that decisionmakers in the juvenile justice

- system consider juveniles’ welfare and accountability and ad-
dress effectiveness, cost efficiency, and community protection.

Because the needs of juvenile offenders are different from

those of adult offenders, the planning process must allow for

the participation of concerned citizens, youth advocacy groups,
and youth caught in the system, so that their interests are repre-

_sented in plans for new programs and faciljties.’

- To ensure the incorporation of these principles into the plan-
ning process, planners should follow six steps:' ’

- Ofganize the plan by identifying the problems, establishing .

criteria, and gathering data.

B Assess the needs of the entire juvenile justice system and
" the juvenile offenders it serves.

B Obtain public input and support.

.Establish policy and develop plan.

B Implement the plan by developing programs, revising
policy, and training staff.

B Monitor outcomes.

A Flexible Continuum of Community-
Based Services |

State and local efforts to deinstitutionalize status and nonstatus
offenders;- remove juveniles frem adult jails and lockups, and
address the disproportionate confinement of minority youth
provide the criteria for developing and assessing the continuum
of community-based alternatives to incarceration. The follow-
ing eight criteria are essential in developing a successful con-
tinuum of community-based services to meet the individual
needs of youth entering the juvenile justice system. These crite-
ria are drawn from the experience of the Jail Removal Initia-

‘tive, a project sponsored by OJJDP in 1980. Although the

initiative did not address alternatives to State institutions, it did
incorporate local policies and practices that now characterize
successful community-based alternatives to predispositional
and postdispositional incarceration."

1. Nonsecure Alternatives

A separate secure juvenile detention facility is inappropriate ““
for many youth. Communities that recognize this and deve- g
lop a network of alternatives to secure detention are better )
equipped to find alternatives to juvenile incarceration. In addi- ‘g
tion, sites with nonsecure alternatives are able to make better E
use of available resources and rely less on secure detention, %
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which is two to three times more expensive than nonsecure
alternatives.'

2. Access to Secure Juvenile Detention

It may be impossible to eliminate secure detention, but if

adult jails and lockups are the only secure settings available,
then jailings will most likely continue. Communities that
cannot afford to build a secure facility can usually avoid incar-
cerating serious offenders by arranging purchase-of-care agree-
ments with other counties. For many rural areas, purchase-of-
care agreements are the most important components of their
systems.

3. Specific and Objective Detention Criteria

At the heart of any plan to.providé commiunity-based alterna-
tives to incarceration is a set of detention criteria that local
officials have approved and adopted. These criteria should pro-
vide specific and objective guidelines for each placement refer-
ral. These guidelines should emphasize verifiable information
such as offense and court history, so that each case is handled
equitably, with only youth who require it placed in secure
detention.



4. Around-the-Clock Intake

Centralized mtake services must be available on a 24-hour

~ basis and be staffed by trained personnel. For most communi-

ties 24-hour services can be provided economically through on-

- call staffing arrangements. Communities that are able to set up
-central intake units are more successful at placing juvenile of-
. fenders appropriately. Police can brmg juveniles-to the unit -

where intake staff make placement decisions according to-spe-
cific and. objective detention criteria. If intake staff fail.to con-

- trol these dec151ons chances are greater that there will be a

large number of unscreened Jallmgs

5. Commltment From the Commumty

. Local offlcxals need to make an active commmnent to the goals

of communify-based altematlves to incarceration if the pro-.
gramris to sicceed. Whenever youth are taken into custody,
they come in contact with law. enforcement officials, juvenile
judges, probation officers, detention center directors; and in-
take personnel Law enforcement part1c1pat10n is-especially
critical because it is the responsrblhty of the referring officer to
notify intake personnel when a youth-is taken-into custody and

- may be placed in jail. Any breakdown 'in intake services in-

creases the likelihood of juvenile incarceration.-

6. Written l{olicies and Procedures

Carefully written policies and procedures do not prevent juve-
nile jailings, smce«formal guidelines.can be:ignored<But:writ- -
ten policies. and procedures represént a-commitment'to an -
efficient and consistent program that is effectively adminis-

“tered. Written gu1delmes also convey a commitiment to a phi-
" losophy and amculate the program’s methodology With

specific guidelines to follow personnel can avoid:problems-

‘that would otherw1se arise.

7. An Effectlve Momtormg System

Removal strategles have to be modified periodically as prob-

‘lems occur and circumstances change. Communities that ac-

tively monitor their programs from the start can identify

' problem areas more qu1ckly and adjust their pollcles on an

as-needed basis, while sites without effective monitoring pro-

- grams may realize they have problems after it is too late to
solve them. :

" 8. Local Sponsorship and Funding

Using local funds and personnel to administer community-
based alternatives to incarceration ensures that those most di-
rectly affected by the program will understand and support it,

- which will contribute to the program’s success. Local funding
also increases the community’s incentive to support the pro-

gram and to provide seed-money, without which the program
could not begin. An overdependence on nonlocal funding may
lead to the failure of the program.

. These problems can ‘be corrected if key personnel in the juy

Whrle these elements are 1mportant factors in building’a’ col

tinudm’ of community-based alternatives to incarceration, the

most sngmﬁcant is the development ofa specrﬁc and ob]ectlve
set of cntena for placement

The Essentlal Role of Speclfic and
Objectlve Crlterla for Placement

» Expandmg the use of altematlves to: 1ncarceratlon requires- that '
. key players in the Juvemle justice system. agree to a viable mix

of programs. They must also agree on which juveniles are
suited for which options, based on specific and objective place-
ment criferia. All parts of the juvenilé justicé system must work

together to produce the de51red results, -

The fallure of the _]uvemle _]uSIICC system to achieve these goals
stems from three causes. First, key players in the justice system
do not agree on which juvenile offenders are best suited fora
particular placement option. Second, agency. persofnel do not
understand how the various cmponents of the system work

and do riot have adequate information about the Juvemle of--.
fenders who go through the system. Third, agency personnel

fail to communicate clearly with.each:other about-organiza® -
tional capabilities or about the 11m1tattons of spec1ﬁc programs

and placement optlons 13

nile justice system. are willing to:make fundamental-changes -~

- the way'they do’ busmess ‘The Intermediate ‘Sanctions’ PrOJect

of the National Institute of Correctlons developed a process to-
address such problems M

_ Estabhsh an: orgamzed work group of key players in the

system who agree to commumcate regularly about place—
ment of Juvemle offenders

] Estabhsh quality baselme information about how the sys-
tem works, including structure, decision pomts and author— .
1ty and 1nfluence L

| Continually'? clarify goals-and outcomes

[ Gather and analyze data on an’ ongomg ba51s to momtor
and' evaluate proposals.and programs

B Review the pohc1es and practlces ‘of 1nd1v1dual agencies to
_ ensure that each is producmg the desnred outcomes

B Change pohcy to gulde' the. development and use-of juve-
nile offender program optlons

Specific and ob_]ectlve criteria are of two types: predispo-
sitional, used to determine the juvenile offender’s risk of re-
offending and flight from the jurisdiction, and postdispo-
sitional, used to determine the risk presented by the offend
and his or her needs.




The use of predispositional criteria in the decisionmaking pro-
cess ensures that the goals of public safety and timely court
processing are met while maintaining the principle of least re-
strictive placement. In 1985 the National Advisory Committee
for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention established
the following guidelines concerning eligibility for secure de-
tention. Juveniles should not be securely detained unless
they:!® :

»l Are fugitives from another jurisdiction; or

. Request protection in writing in circumstances that present
an immediate threat of serious physical injury; or

M Are charged with a crime of violence (criminal homicide,
forcible rape, kidnaping, robbery, mayhem, aggravated as-
sault, and extortion accompanied by threats of violence),
which, if committed by an adult, would be a felony; or

B Are charged with a serious property crime or personal
crime other than a crime of violence, which, if committed
by an adult, would be a felony, and

B Are already detained or on conditioned release in connec-
tion with another delinquency proceeding; or

B Have a demonstrable recent record of willful failures to
appear at family court proceedings; or

‘I Have a demonstrable recent record of violent conduct
- resulting in physical injury to others; or

B Have a demonstrable recent record of adjudications for
serious property offenses.

The probation officer’s professional judgment should play a
role in deciding whether to detain a juvenile. Some youth who
are “eligible” will not be referred to secure detention, while
others “not eligible” may present an unforeseen risk or have an
active warrant that may require their detention.

Jurisdictions that have implemented similar criteria have con-
sistently reduced the number of admissions to secure detention
without increasing the failure to appear or reoffense rates.
Predispositional criteria should reflect community values and
promote community protection, the integrity of the court pro-
cess, and the principle of the least restrictive alternative.

The use of postdispositional criteria, on the other hand, com-
bines objective risk assessment with an assessment of family
and individual needs, which not only ensures public safety but
assists in the development of flexible, individualized plans for
supervision and treatment of each offender. Objective postdis-
positional criteria form the basis for an offender classification
and case management system.

he system should provide a thorough assessment process that
documents a youth’s criminal history, current needs, and poten-
tial risk to the community. It should also offer a wide range of

service programs, ranging from secure institutional confine-
ment to minimum community-based supervision. The goals of
the assessment process are to minimize risk to the community,
identify needs of youth, determine appropriate placement, as-
sist in the development of a plan that offers a continuum of
care, and link youth to needed services.

All elements of the process should be incorporated at an early
stage: E

B Scoring procedures should be simple to ensure proper
completion of the scale.

B The classification rationale must be readily apparent and
accepted by probation staff.

B The subjective judgments of the probation officer should, to
some extent, be maintained.

B Periodic reassessments should be an ‘integral part of the
classification process.

B Classification should be incorporated into the agency’s
recordkeeping system. Automation will provide rapid ac-
cess to information and ease the classification process.

B Representatives from each level of the organization should
be involved in all aspects of the assessment process—from
the design of the classification instruments through staff
training. This fosters a sense of “ownership” of the pro-
cess and prevents line staff from concluding that changes
are only management’s attempt to increase accountability.

B A variety of options within each supervision level should
be developed. The service delivery system should offer
options as diverse as its client-population.

@ A process for reassessment should be established for
youth already in supervision programs. The progress of the
" youth, the program, and the classification system should
constantly be reassessed.

Promising Approaches for Community-Based
Alternatives to Incarceration

While programs will be as different as the youth they serve, a
number of research studies and programs offer useful insights
into increasing the number and success of community-based
alternatives to incarceration. The RAND Corporation, in

One More Chance: The Pursuit of Promising Intervention
Strategies-for Chronic Juvenile Offenders, identified seven
elements that should be present in successful programs. The
program must:'¢

B Provide opportunities for each youth to overcome adversity
and experience success, thus encouraging a positive self-
image.
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B Facilitate bonds of affection and mutual respect between
juveniles and their guardians, and promote involvement in
conventional family and comminity activities.

B Provide frequent, time.ly,v'and accurate feedback for both
_ positive and negative behavior.

B Reduce oreliminate negative role models and peer support
for negative attitudes or behavior.

B Require juveniles to recognize and understand thought pro-
cesses that rationalize negative behavior.

B Create opportunities for juveniles to discuss family
matters and early experiences in a relaxed, nonjudgmental
atmosphere.

B Vary the sequence and amount-of exposﬁre to program
components to adapt to the needs and capabilities of each
" . participating youth.

Community Research Associates, in their report Assessment of
Model Programs for Chronic Status Offenders and Their Fami-
lies, offer nine characteristics of effective commumty-based
programming:"’

B The program must foster ‘bonding between youth-and staff-
(e.g., teacher, counselor,:volunteer):: -

B The program must:recognize that, with this population, one
must expect a reasonable degree of attrition. - ‘

B Administrators must be prepared to continue proriding ser-
vices until youth can function autonomously.-(There should
be no 2-week limit on'stay.)

B The program must be well organized; have good working
relatronshlps with other sectors of the child welfare/juve-
" nile justice community, schools, and other youth service
agencies (i.e., be able to resolve turf battles); and be profes-
sronal

B The program must have good leadership.

M The program must show a wrllmgness to deal with the en-
tire spectrum of youth problems, stemming from health,
family, and finances.

M The program must be committed to dealing with the
youth’s family when possible and appropriate. .

B The program must be founded upon the philosophy that a
community-based, noncoercive approach yields the best
results

] There must be a process for reacceptance into the program.

Program models for alternatives to secure detention pending
court disposition include, but'are not limited to: (1) sumihons
or citation; (2) 24-hour intake services; (3) home detention;
(4) emergency shelter care; (5) runaway programs; (6) hold-
over facilities; and (7) staff secure facilities. Brief descriptions
of these community-based alternatives are described in

Chart 1.

Postdispositional alternatives to incarcération’include, but are
not limited to: (1) intensive supervision programs; (2) elec-
tronic monitoring; (3) restitution and community service;

(4) mediation; (5) mentors; (6) outreach and tracking; (7)-com-
munity programming; and ¢)) group homes and therapeutlc
communities.

Conclusion.

Developing and:expanding community-based.alternatives to - -
incarceration is a challenging goal that many.States and local
jurisdictions may decide to adopt because of the staggering
costs and litigious nature of building and maintaining.secure
detention facilities. The ingredients of 'successful programs in-
clude adopting a representative planning process-to-secure-the
support of the public and’all lévels of the juvenile justice sys-
tem; developing a flexible continuum of community-based ser-
vices; and establishing objective criteria for appropriately
placing juveniles. There is a range of commiunity-based ser-
vices to choose from, depending on the jurisdiction’s needs.
States and local jurisdictions have successfully used intensive
supervision programs, electronic monitoring, restitution,-me-
diation, mentorirlg, and outreach and tracking, all of which of-
fer new directions in community-based alternatives to juvenile
incarceration.




- Chart 1 — Pre-Dispositional Alternatives

Summons or Citations:

When the police arrest a.youth; inistead of taking
him or her to detention, they may issue a ticket/sum-
mons/citation. The youth is released to his or her
home and notified when.and where to- appear in
court. o

Program Emphasis::
Youth charged with offenses who, based on specific

criteria; can be released with'a, summons to appear
in court. :

Suitable Location:.

Any police department/juvenile court.
Program Characteristics:

l Sxmphﬁes and expedltes court process.

- ® Eliminates the need for taking a youth into tem-

“porary custody:

- Cost Factors:
Minimal administrative costs. .

Twenty-four Hour Intake Services

Detentions and jailings can be reduced substantially
through the availability-of 24-hour detention intake
screening services. At intake, fundamental deci-
sions are made that may have profound conse-
quences on youth and their communities.

Program Emphasis:

Capability to accept cases on a 24-hour basis from
all sources feeding youth into juvenile justice sys-
tem—police, courts, schools, families, individuals,
child care agencies.

Suitable Location:

B Any juvenile court.
B Any county or city offices.

Program Characteristics:

B Provide imimediate problem assessment and
evaluation screetiing.

W Provide crisis intervention and counseling.

8 Provide referrals to services or nonsecure
alternatives.

B Make case-by-case release or detention decision.

Cost Factors:

B Staff training.
@ Staff salary.

Detention intake services go hand-in hand with the
use of objective release and detention criteria in
determining who of the juveniles referred to court
needs to be-detained and who ought to be released
or referred to nonsecure detention or to other
services. o '

Home Detention

Home detemion.progréms:permit youth to reside in
their homes pending their-appéarance in court. They
meet with home detention caséworkers daily.

Project Emphasis:

Youth who can remain in ‘theirf,_ow‘n or a surrogate
home during the court process but who reqilire. some
supervision or assistance in order to. insure their
court appearance.

Suitable Location:
Cities and counties of any size.

Program Characteristics:

B No facility. :

B Short-term home crisis intervention.

B Added supervision foi-youth during the court
process.

R Design of individualized programs durmg the
court process.

B Limited-caseloads, intensive contact.

B Provide courts with information.

Cost Factors:

W No capital investment.

W Staff salaries:

W Considerable less costly than residential
detention.

Home detention programs can be run for less than
$15 per client per day “The annual budget can be as
low as $30, 000 for an eight to ten client average
daily populatlon
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o Chartl—PreDrsposrtlonal Alternatlves (contmued) :

'Emergency sheltér care serVices prov'lde temporary L
residential placement for youth who do.not require ~
locked security but who are unable to stay in therr cL

" homes or who do not have homes.

Project Emphasis:

Provide immediate shelter ina crlsrs for youths who :

need a place to stay—overmght or longer.

Suitable Location:
M Shelter homes

@ Individual homes
B Group homes

® Runaway shelters

Program Characteristics: .

W Utilize existing resources

B Focus on crisis resohition

B Personal attention to and close supervrsron of
youth

Cost Factors:

B Administrative support costs and salaries.

‘B Ongoing training for volunteers or paid: atten- -
dants. : :

B Private services may- need facrlrty purchase or o

lease.

$80 to $1 10 per day for full service: shelters

o Program Emphasrs R
Youth who imust be: supervrsed to prevent, them from

running away, but who should not’ be placed ina .
: jjsecure detentron facrlrty e

'  Costs
As a residential program annual costs: are exceeded -

- ..only by those for secure ' defention. Expect to pay -

15

Stgff Securg Facrlltrgs

bv Studres have shown that many youths currently

detained do not requrre secure. detentron to protect
the public:as much as'to ensure the youth appear -

in court or for hrs/her safety For these’ large | num- o
. “bers of youths, staff secure facrlrtres rather than

- archrtecturally réstrictive: programs; may be more -
’ approprrate

: Smta‘ble Loc‘atron

o ;'Rural or urban settmgs In a rural area it may be the : .
© ... pfimary custodral program, while in‘an urban j Jurrs- o
diction it:may be desrgned to complement a secure r L

: - 'M_Other usable space.

detentlon facrlrty

i.Program Characterlstlcs

‘l Full time contmuous staff supervrsron
'l Use of detentron crlterra to prevent overuse of

- program.

l Hrgh staff-to-resident ratros
-l All programmmg (e:g., educatron, recreatlon

< ete.)-provided onsite. -

1

B | Facrlrty constructron and marntenance
W Staff salaries. : a
» n Program servtces

be as high as $l40 per youth per day

Hgldgver Fgcllitlgs

- ?The problem of Juvemles going to custody often re-

" sults from a crisis situation and the need to'maintain
;supervrsron overa young person for a short period -
_ ‘of time, Holdover facrlrtres are excellent optrons for
‘ 1mmed1ate detentron needs, partrcularly in rural ar-
. ;Aeas where few other optrons exist.

: Program Emphasrs.
e "‘Immedrate crisis supervisiofi of young people who

cannot be safety released rrght away.

" Surtable Locatlon' e
. | Exrstmg publrc burldmgs such as police or sher-

“iffs departient, hosprtals community mental
health centers, etc..

AI Juvenrle résidential. alternatrves such as shelter

ot group homes.

-~ Program Characteristics:
‘. : ~Provide custody and individualized; intensive super-
-~vision for up to 24 hours.

'~Cost Fa‘(f:tors"
"B Staff trarmng

W Staff salaries’ pard on an as- used basis. -
. Food services.,

. Costs for the part “timne staff are usual]y about $8 per "
-~ hour: of § supervrsron with the- annual trammg budget
T (85, 000 or more) factored on.as: ‘well. ' )
" Costs for staff secure resrdentral programmmg s . ;Recently, urban Jurrsdrctrons have been developrng .
very high compared to other alfernativés. The actual
“cost of full- -service, fully programmed detentron can

holdovers:in pollce lockups .using: cadets to provide

.f'supervrsron ina nonsecure program area. 1

i
'
'
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hppendix: Descriptions of and Contacts
or Promising Programs

The programs listed in this section contain one or more of the
elements associated with effective graduated sanctions pro-
grams and have been judged to be efféctive.by officials in the
_]lll’lSdlCthﬂS where they have been 1mplemented :

However, these programs do not yet.have: evaluatron results ..

‘Some-of them are curréntly undergoing. evaluatrons ‘and: more
1nformat10n on their effectiveness will 'soon be avallable The

) follow1ng section contains brief: descrrptlons of thesé.promising

programs and identifies-the specific target population that each
ore'serves.

Immediate Sanction

First Offenders Program

Target Population: First-time offenders

In this program first-time offenders and their parents attend a
7-week program that addresses family communication, peer
pressure, the juvenile justice system, substance abuse, preg-
nancy prevention, AIDS education, and how to access other
youth service support systems.

.ontact. Lydia Ashanin

Communications Speczaltst
Youth Development Inc.
66301 Central NW.
Albuquerque, NM 87105
(505)831-6038

Y—'Cap

Target Population: J uvenile offenders ages 9-16

This program provides intensive services and treatment to

-high-risk offenders and families referred by the school system

aiid'the jiivenile court. The program 1ncludes group counselmg,

‘tutoring, parent skills, recreation;.and-a big brother program.

Primary interventions 1nclude 1nd1v1dual/famrly counsehng,
mentonng, ‘and academic educatron

Mark Dtckerson

E. amtly Intervention C oordmator
Y-CAP: Metro Juvenile. C ourt
802 Second Avenue. . . .
Nashville, TN 37210

(615) 8628068

Contact

Conta_ct

- Partners

Target Popnlation: Delinquent and at-risk youth

This mentorsnip program matches adult volunteers with youth
ages 8 to 18. The mentoring relationship promotes positive
change by allowing youth to observe an alternative way of

- living. The: program¢provides-training, counseling, and support
- groups for youth.and parents; recreational/educational activi-
ties; healthand.déntal care; and community service projects.

Contact: Tina Shaffer -
Marketmg Coordinator
Bartners.

910 16th Street, Suite 426
Denver, CO 80202

(303) 5954400

Peer Jury Program
Target.Population: First-time, nonviolent offenders

This program is.a joint community. éffort that seeks to foster
change in the lives of young offenders by offering them the
option of participating.in community service. The program
recognizes that community service provrdes an offender with
appropriate.role models for socially acceptable behavior and
helps to prevent the youth from having a police record.

Contact: Donald Cundriff
Chief of Police

Police Department
1200-Gannon-Drive
Hoffman Estates, IL 60194

(708) 8821818

Earn-It
Target Population: Nonviolent, low-risk offenders

This sentencing alternative program arranges work opportuni-
ties for young-offenders. to eriable them to pay for damages
they have caused. Youth allocate two-thirds of their earnings to
restitution;and keep-one-third as:an incentive. The program has
an 80:to 85.percent:success rate for- keeping youth out of court

- and: from becommg repeat offenders

Judzth Sadoskz ’

. Earn-It Program Manager
-Ci ity ‘Hall" ‘

.3 Washmgton Street B
‘Keene, NH 03431
(603) 357-9811




PACE Center for Girls -
Target Populatlon Delmquent and otherwise troubled girls
" ages12-18 :

-+ This program prov1des comprehenswe educatlon and treatment
services, 1ncludmg md1v1dual and famlly counseling, accred-

. ited educauon career planning, pregnancy prevention, cultural '

. awareness lrfe skllls .and. volunteer opportumtles

Gazl Henson -
S Program Development Manager
. ... PACE Center for. Girls ,
7 9250 Cypress Green Drive, Suite 1 06
' Jacksonvzlle FL 32256
- (904) 737-3275 .

. _'Contact

-i..'Intermedlate Sanctlon

Alternatlve Rehabllltatlon Commumtles (ARC),
'Inc., Day Treatment-

' Target Populatl on: Adjudlcated offenders ages 13—18

“This treatment pr gram i§: for senous and chronic juvenllea
offenders in need of § superv1s1on counselmg' and education. -
Youth recéive services.in a. commumty-based settmg as an.

.alternatlve to placement ina: remote fac111ty

‘ C_'bntact:Damel Elby = |

Executrve Dzrector -

! "Alternative Rehabzlztatzort Commumtzes Inc.
*2743 North.Fi ront Street

Harrlsburg, PAI7H0

( 71 7) 238—71 01 '

3

} Pmnellas Marme Instltute (PMI)
”'Target Populatlon Dellnquents ages 15—18

This procram provrdes treatment and:aftercare services, to :

- 'youth adjudicated delinquent by juvenile courts. It focuses on
individualizéd-education and marine activities, such as scuba

: dlvmg and. sallmg A12- -week aftercare program is prov1ded

"followmg completlon of the 6- month PMI program

Bob Weaver
President .

. Aésocidted Marine Institutes
5915 Benjamin Center Drive
Tampa, FL 33634
(813) 887-3300

'Contact

-

Adolescent Sex Offender Treatment Program

Target Populatlon Low-rlsk youth adjudlcated for asex
offense R _ -

ThlS program an altemauve to, mstltutlonal treatment prov1des
assessmént and treatment services; to youth charged with: ’
sex-related offenses: It encourages offenders to accept respon-

_ s1b111ty for their actions and to-acquire. skillsfor healthier ways

of coping ¢ w1th emot1onal needs. Primary. interventions. 1nclude

. group therapy, 1nd1v1dual and farmly counselmg, and skrll

»Contact

development

Gmny Vanderzee
Therapzst T
:Adolescent Sex Offender Treatment Program
Kent County Juverile: Court -
1501 Cedar Street NE.: -~ f '
- Grand. Rapzds -Mi 49503

- (616) 336—3700

J uvemle Intensrve Supervrsron Program (J ISP)

. Target Populatlon. Incarcerated youth returmng to the

: commumty

" This program targets a. select group. of Juvemle offenders pos-
" ing a minimal risk to. the public. Applrcants earn-the privilege: .

’ Contact

10

ence t0 a series of short:term goals and to obllgatlons such as

of: entermg and réemaining in the program ‘by:continuous: adher..u

education, employment and personal accountablhty -

~Philip: Hill - .
- Director = N
- :Juvenile Intensive Supervzszon Program
Admtmstrattve Oﬁ" ice of the Courts o :
. CN-987 LA Sl ey
- Trenton; NJ 08625 R :
: ‘l -’(609),633—6547

| ;"New Start Program

Target Populatlon Chromc property offenders

Durmg thlS 6- month program residents- spénd t the first 12
weeks at the Lloyd E. Rader Center, ‘where: they are: assrgned in
oroups of elght ‘There,: physrcal training, - recreational: therapy,
and communication activities' build. self-esteem Group-interac-
tions provide real-life material for | group counselmg The riext
12 weeks of-the program mclude closely supervrsed commu-
nity trackmg

Contact: Larry Dobbs

Program Director

New Start Program
Lloyd Rader Center
Route 4,Box9

Sand Springs, OK 74063
(918) 245-2541"



' daint Creek Youth Center

arget Population: Serious felony offenders ages 15-18

This program draws on such treatment philosophies as positive
peer culture, reality therapy, and critical thinking processes. By
adhering to well-defined behavior goals, residents move
through successive phases characterized by increased privi-
leges and responsibilities. Security is achieved through struc-
ture and constant staff presence.

Elizabeth Baldwin
Ohio DYS

51 North High Street
Columbus, OH 43266
(614) 4664314

Contact:
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