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| SUMMARY

" The Youth Diversionafy Unit of‘the Rhode Island»Family Court began 5
’accepﬁing referrals iq'September 1974, Durin@,the'first six month period -
ofvprogram operation, 431 juveniies have been diverted from:juvenile court
procedures. Twenty~two of these juvéniles were subsequently charged with

. a}second offense, resulting in a recidivism rate of 5%. The diversion pngpam~

vﬁQS';emoved appro;imately 20% of the total referrals fromuiﬁutine‘coﬁfﬁ,ppde‘ : if'ff;g
éedﬁres,' The caseworkers handle a case forbperiods ranging from one week
éo two months in which a.juvenile may réceive a simple warning, or superf, 
"vision and counseling or he may bé referred to another agéncy;' The pro— 
ject's impact on the court's backlog is beginning to be felt’and this efkec¥ !

should continue as the program continues,. The Youth Diversionar& Unit is

achieving it's goals and objectives in an =fficient manner. The project

e | directors must be commended for the well designed and administered system

of record keeping and data management . . : o ' : BRS¢
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CONCLUSIONS . Ac%é‘{_uv . S

To determine whether the YDU has achieved its stated goals agg obgect-

bivés,ylt is necessary to analyze performance on two levels: (1) 1mpacts on

individual behavior and (2) effects on court system. These measures are

i The number of juvénilé offendérs who return to Famlly Court,on Secondvor

?;i.A Tmpacts on IndividualkBehaﬁior

’Goals 1, 2 - Objectives 1, 2 These goals and objectives address them-

" selves to providing an alternative to court processing for first time ofh';i
"*f:fenders; and reducing the likelihood-that those diverted will return to

- courf on subsequent petltlons, fAn analysis ofkthe data collécted demon~

strated that the YDU is dlvertlng an average of 72 juveniles per month from

regular court processmng. This flgure is below initial progectlons but

proaect managers felt that assigning a larger number of dlvertees Lo, the )

: f' workers' caseload would drastically reduce the quallty of service dellvered

by the worker5¢ Slnce the program was establlshed in September 19?4, near—'

:iy 500 cases have been investigated. Four hundred and thirtybone (431)'bff_ "

these have been successfully diverted. Of thosefdiverted, 22 have returned,r

“tq court on a second pet::,tlonc Thls amounts to a rec1d1v1sm rate of 5 1%

[
S

subsequent petitions, i.e. fepeéters; COntr{bute to mdre than one‘hélf of

‘lall pétitioné fileda There is presently no way to count those guvenlles who

make one appearanca in court and never return. Although the re01d1v1sm rates"

for Famlly Court cases and dlver51on cases are not strlctly comparable, theyv

S do 1nd1cate thar dlvertlng Juvenlle offenders from regular Judlclal channels  7fif‘ 

(11)




is an improved method for dealing with certain offenders.

II. System-Wide Bffects

‘Goals 3, 4, 5 ~ Objectives 3, 4, 5: 'Theee goals and objectives seek

to reduce the backlog of caeeS“scheduled forvhearings, shorten the period

'; between referral and final d15poszt10n and lessen the caseload of guages

L4

: 'here admlnlstratlve relief is more approPrlate.f The data needed to examlned

the courtw1de effects of dlvertlng first tlme offenders from tradltlonal

:Jud1c1al channels is not as readily avallable as the data on 1nd1v1dual d*f -
cases. If the YDU is removing 20% of all petltlons from the court calendar, '

it should be expected that the backlog will decrease even if the total num- ff;w

ber of referrals increases by 20%., The 1mpact,of a diversion prognam onrf, Ry

‘attorneys, the public defender s office, on prosecutors and on other rela-
‘ted‘agencies is impossible to measure at this time. The curfent _system ofvy}

‘“prosecutlon 1nvolves part-tlme attorney sollcltors who represent Lhelr mu-

"n1c1pallt1es 1n charges against the juvenile. This results in contlnuances S

and,dlsmlssals and the time between referral and final disposition may be

- as long as one year. The YDU usually investigates and settles afease withv>n%'

in ei'ght‘weeks° In addition, the family and the juvenile are kept informed"

- and partlclpate 1n dev1s1ng a plan for the Juvenlle. Prior to the incepté'.‘ﬁd
'V1on of the~program, 7 Juvenlles were dIverted by the Intake Unlt per monchnl

The YDU has 1ncreased thls flgure by nearly 2OOA Cases, like truancy, whlch

'have hlstorlcally taken up a,great deal of the court's “time w1th mlnlmal

S

d?resulus are belng handled by the YDU u1th success° Removmng these»casee f'f?[»“' .

e‘from court hearlngs allows the court to concentrate on other offenders.
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RECOMMENDATTONS

ln order to obtaln a more complete picture of. the effect of the program '
v on juvenlles dlverted and on the Family Court, a twelve month evaJuatlon
study should be considered. The development of an improved data management

~;system at Family Court is underway. The reorganlzatlon of these records

Kxefzshould contrlbute to. a more accurate analy51s of the court-w1de effe“ts °f

7id;ver51on, While certain 1nternal reviews are done in staff meetlngﬁ, the
“use of the third party cbnsﬁltant to evaluate andvimprove worker perﬂarmance’
- should continue. Continuous examination of the following;prbjectwactivifieg,.
. must be done to insure that the project is meetihg»its'gbals and‘objectivee:g
(1) Staff performance must be monitofed.(Z) Agencies that'arevmoet su0cessff i
ﬂ?yfgl in deeling with clieﬁfs should be identified (3)‘Facters leading to |
jclient success of failure must Be isolated (4) Program policy must under~
* go. constant fe-evaluation to make the project responsive to thejneeds;ef

 ”xAthe individual and to the demands of the court.
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T. HISTORY AND DEVELOPMENT

The Youth Dlver51onary Unit (YDU) of the Rhode Island Famllv*Court was

' establlshed 1n‘1974 to divert flrst-tlme offenders from the tradltlonal

court procedures. It is the‘first statewide diversionary program in the o

ki

"_nation. The Youth Dlver51onary Un1t is staffed by flve Youth Dlver51onary

Workers (YDW) d1rected by a Supervmsora The workers recelved three weekp
of 1nstructlon in writing reports and 1nterv1ew1ng cl:.entso They were also S
introduced to the operatlons of the. Juvenlle Justlce system and made aware'

v of the wlde range of community resources that they might use ;n referrlnv:"

their‘cllentsa The YDU began acceptlng clients in late September 1974

" " Pt =
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A. The Inteske Unit _ f | | B e

- Whether a child is referred to Family Court depends to a great'extenﬁ S .ni?‘jj

on the policy of a police department or school admlnlstratlon and to a
’»smaller degree on the severlty of the offense or the actual behav1or of the  ~

‘chlld° eome pollce departments refer all thelr 3uven11e problemf and ‘some:

- school officials refer all their truants to the court. Some pollce departmg*g‘

ments, like the Providence Police; have developed»written guldellnes de- :f*§e

flnlng whlch Juvenlles ought to be referred to other than court channels¢~.ﬂ;%

Thls department makes great use of the Youth Serv1ce Bureau. =

All cases comlng 1nto Famlly Court are handled by the Intake Depart*’

ment. Thls unlt screens all petltlons to. determlne the actlor to be takennf'd
‘eThe Pet1t1on sets forth the spec1flc charges agalnst the Juvenmle, the named7f i
of the. referral agent who ls flllng the complalnt 1nformat10n abouf the

. chlld‘s famlly and any addltlonal facts ‘that may be helpful to the court in:éﬁ”fﬁf;;
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e e;{bly he handled admlnlstratlvelyo! In a small number of cases, lntake Super--

" B. Youth\Dlver81onary Unit

-2~

,determlnlng what w111 happen to the case. A search is made of the;court
’ records to flnd whether the child has been known to the courta If there is
a prlnf record of referral, the—petltlon w1ll be “scheduled for a court.

jhearlng. If the auvenlle is a flrst time offender, the petltlon will proba-

+

,viaor w1ll dlrectly refer the auvenlle to another agency for actlon. Cli-;:;_pf_a

” ents may be sent to the Driver Improvement Cllnlc, the Youth Serv1cerBurean,'5l“d

Probatlon and Parole, Child Welfare Serv1ces oxr some other department

The great ma30r1tj of flrst time offender cases are sent to the YOuth

'.Diverslonary,Unlt. Since these cases are new to the court, they,have no.:

court file. fCases selected for diversion are assigned a file number’by the

'{ YDU Superv1sor and are separated from al] other Family Court fllesn 'ThefYDU::”;
quuperv1sor carefully 1nspects each petntlon and decidés on the ba51s of

"fseveral criteria whether to;asslgn & worker to the case, ,These factons lné’iat,l
-oludeyageigf’the juvenile, whethendrestitution was made, whether‘guilt nas;f

& eadmitted, and 50 on.

If the decision is to divert, avYDw isfassigned to the case. A call .

"15 made to the: 3uven11e s home as soon. as p0551ble to arrange an 1nterv1ewq

,Durlng thls Jnltlal contact the worker 1nforms the parents of the charges

b*agalnst the. Chlld, learns whether counsel has been retalned and acqualnts

g them w1th the dlver51on program. If an attorney has been retained, the YDi

iw:Lll contact the attorney to 1nform him of the dlver51on alternatlve, If{ :,Qozf

*7fifthe chlld and hls parents 1n51st the Chlld is not gullty and want the case ;@d]““?

e
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' fo be heard, no further work is done by the worker. The file is fetunned‘to'b
»the Intake Unit fof,proper handliné,f If an attorney has not been retained
and the child and his family are interested in participating inlthe progrem,v ‘.,; &;
an eppointment is arranged for a home visiE, Follow-up correspondence is |

'Sent‘to,remind the family,of,the‘interview; Durlng the personal v151t the

‘;,‘WOrker~explains the orogram‘in detailf After the worker is sure that fhe,,

Juvenlle and his parents understand the phllosophy of the program, and are

w1111ng to part1c1pate,‘a Parental Consent Form and Informatlon Release

o .

f_Authorlzatlon are signed.- These indicate that the rlghts to a hearxng, to

. gounsel and to remain silent are waived and “that 1nformat10n about the caae »¥~:?,
may be released by Famlly'Court personnel to appropriate individuals end ki
'agencies.k The signing of the consent form is‘interpreted by the oounflto; L

- be an admission of-guilt‘to the charge. Once tne case is?diverfed,‘the-pe;;‘j ::lﬁip

- tition will not be acted upon furthere If the child commifs enotherloffense; 'vjl;{if

',vhe will be heard on the latter petition. The worker will enoourege thet o
eaees where a child.is»only marginnlly‘innolved_aodehis pertioiﬁation"isjif

l‘Questionaole.be returned to courtp In most of’thesekceses, cherées ageinsﬁ,

_the chlld have been dropped by the complalnantsa | ‘ |

| If the family agrees to partlclpate in the program, Lhe worker: w1ll
1gather 1nformat10n to assess the ohlld!s-needsob A plan is developed by fhe;sffl

' worker, the parents and the ‘child. This mey consist‘of enrollment’in e ‘

‘ ‘remedlal readlng program, employment Ain Gall-A-Teen, counsellng at a mentalp“

fhealth center, referral to a Youth Serv1ce Bureau or ‘any of a number of re—fio

ia'souroesq A worker may determlne that no further actlon 15 necessary on the~,[
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cases The projected perlod of worker ;nvolvement in a case is between one ff‘

‘Qeek and six months averaglng around.elght weeks. Complete follow-up of’all o ‘, ij
’rexerrals is done to insure that the guvcnlle has been enrolled in a pro»

gram or counseled. A1l subsequent 1nuerv1ews and - correspondance w1th the

e i3uVen11e and hle family are recoraed 1n the flle° A complete demcrlptlon

“VVDf all actlons taken by the worker on behalf of the Juvenlle and reoommend—f
‘ ‘atlon‘that the case should be closed are also 1nc1uded 1n‘the fllen A sub- v:. w7;fo;f
jective determination of success or failure is made by the WOrkerei Therg .frf

P

“is no established policy for terminating a case. Committing aneoffehse?ﬁillf g

not mean that the youth is automalically dropped from the progrem;: ann:fé?"t ) zf;»

|  eaBe,is judged-on its own merits. o L e

individuals.who file‘complaints against the child are informed Of‘ﬁhe;'
;‘stetue of the Case,»ine.,.that it is oeingvdiver’oed° Diversicnoisfdis- !

»oussed with the referring agency, usually the police department or school

'.administration,.and an agreement is usually reached. If the police have

5

:’filed.a complaint for a victim, for example, & woman who has had her podket;l - Effﬁ
_beok snatched;by a grouﬁ of boys, the YDW will oontact the victim to;seee ;';mg
g if‘restifution can be made. This arrangement may involve paying fof da—e“t:‘
"f‘oimages done, or ”worklng off” the damages° ; |
| As alluded to prev1ously, p011c1es governlng dlver510n of JuvenllesA» ‘;oef‘:'éﬁf.f
,5vary greatly among pollce departments° Some departments refer all youuhs»A:ﬁ |
: to Famlly Court regardless of the severlty of offense, prior record or com—‘7
& plalnt agalnst the Juvenlle and ex1stence of serv1ces in the communltyo‘ |

:,,Some pollce_departments~are tolepent;of 1aw-break1ng behav1or up to the

LR
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i‘Aiv”the pollce are hassling the kids" can be kept to a mlnlmumn"

5=

- point where citizens demand action. Some departments are anxious to handle

i
i

most juvenile cases at the local level. One of the reasons for this is the

'curreht system of prosecution in the juvenile court. Part-time attorney-
solicitors represent cities and towns.din proceedings against juveniles.

. "Referrals to the court are made by the. various pollce agen01es
- without benefit of participation of the local ‘solicitor. A1l i
v‘lnvestlgatlve work, the designation of witnesses and’ chargeﬁ,lv« e
and pre-trial preparation in general is handled solely by the <
police. The solicitors do not ordinarily appear at arraignments i
and, as a practical matter, do not enter a case until a plea :
of not guilty is entered by the child. VWhere a plea of .guilty b
or nolo contendere is entered at the arraignment, -the sollcltor A

would play no role at all." 7
This haphazard system of representation makes prosecutioh,diffiéultfin~Fa;¥f“?
mily Court. Cases are poorly preparedgbsolicitors are unfamiliar with.the‘»;%
Cése; heariﬁgs are delayed by éontinuanpes; and dismissals arerfrequent.

”Dxpanded prosecutlon services . . . -would not only provide

better community representatlon in meeting the growing number

of adversary challenges, but would reduce the worst excesses:

of adversary conflict by emphaulzlng dlvers1on, negO‘latlon
and rehabilitation.’ >

The Youth DiVersionary WOrkefs establish gOQd working relationships’
w1th pollce personnel and keep 14nes of: communlcatlon open 8Q ‘that cha:r'gefsv'-;;ﬁé

by the pollce that ”the courts are babylng th@ kids” and by the courts uhat

If the chlld and hls famlly are uncooperatlve, 1f there are o agencmeg ;:

'~in.the communlty equlpped to handle the problems of the guvenlle and 1f 1t1:

.appears that dlver51on is not the approprlate alternatlvp for the Chlld the

&

case may be»returned ‘to Family Lourtg“The number assigned to the case by

B YDﬁvis'femoved_and the folder is énﬁered~1nto regular‘court racordsn- All

Pt i st
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11nformat10n deallng w1th the dlver51on program for the Chlld is removed- so’
‘fthat the hearlng is based on the petltlon alone, not ‘on the "fallure" o;

.the child who has been given the opportunlty of a sn801al programo

 §and the YDU Superv1sor, the petltlon remalns in f*Le and the case 1s retlredi‘w

“for closedo5v' ' o B | ERReS .‘f‘f

e

If a Juvenlle completes the program to the satlsfactlon of the workcr

[

_j?

i
i

kO
S
s




L partment 1mmed1ately because the Juvenlle vas not a flrst tlme offender or

T because the Juvenlle 1n51sted he was not gullty and/or demanded a hearlng

IL._ ANALYSIS OF GOALS AND OBJECTIVES .~ . "«

There are flve magor goals and\;elated obJectlves outllned by the .

Youth Diversionary Un1 These are as follows:'

2
B

. GOAL 1: ~ "To provide an alternative to the traditionalvprocedures of

the Juvenlle Court System for those youths of the State of7

© Rhode Island referred to Famlly Court for relatlvely man
offenses where no record of prior referral exmstsqﬂ 3:1'

/OBJECTIVL 1: The Youth Diversionary w1]l dlvert between lOO and 1)0 flrst

time and status offenses from regular court procedures per

~month. e

ot

" The grant proposal projeoted'that the YhU would betableitohhandie ove :
100 new referrais per montha, Actual experience in pronect operatlons de-tvv 2
onstrated that the needs of -the cllents could not bhe served by 1ncrea51ng i
the'caseWOads of the five workers above 300' Since the program bcgan acceptv‘
'n{lng referrals in late September, over 490 cases have been 1nvest1gﬂted by

the YDU (see Table 1).  Five of these have been returned to the Intake De-'

' because he was an out-of-state re51dentoe Fourteen cases have been reburned i

3

AR

» to the court because a second petltlon had come into the court before the
dlver51on;was completedo Thlrty-three cases have been returned to the court
’ o'Seven cases have ‘been returned to ‘the court after the worker 3551gned to the

' {caee has contacted the famlly and found them to be unw1lllny to nartlcwpate ?ufff'“

' fhlln the program (see Table 2) In total 59 cases have been lnvestlgated b

-
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‘37t1t10n filed: agalnst the guvenlle subsequent to his completlon of the d1'

8-

the,YDU and returned to juvenile court procedures before the diversion plan
was worked out for ﬁhe~juvenileu

" Approximately 430 cases have been successfully diverted by the YDU (see

'~Table 3). ”SUCCeSuful d1versmon” is deflned*here as Ythe absence of a pe-

. version plan."” This averages out to 72 juveniles dlverted per month° Al— 'fffﬁ
| though this figure ig below the proaected/level of 100 - 150 dlverted per

_month, it represents a sizable portion (20%) of the total juvenile refer;alsﬁlvf'

to Family Court.

GOALVQ: To reduce'the recidivism rate for those diverted.

'QBJEQEiVEVZ: The recidivism rate for those diverted will be lower than fha‘,‘

rate for other referrals processedjthrough/Family Court.

 Of the 430 cases that have been successfully diverted, twenty~two (22)

. juveniles have been referred to the court on new petitions, This is the

" recidivist group. If one divides the recidivists’by'the total numbers di- -

verted, a rate of recidivism ean be obtained. The recidivism rate for the .

first six months of project operations is 5.1%. In comparison,

UStatistics from the Family Court Research Office show :
thet a full 56% (1973) and 53.15% (1974) of all cases heard
in the above categories (wayward and delinquent, excluding
motor vehicle offenses) were appearances for a second or
- subsequent offense. " 4‘ '

S}

YA six to twelve month féllow-up of all juveniles'diverted might be necessary
‘fto-obtain‘a more accurate picture of recidivism. Tt could be ekoected that
"‘ﬂ:the numbers of dlverted Juvenlles returnlng to court on a second petition ‘ﬁj,:

w111 1ncrease‘as thelr 1ength of’termlnatlon from program particirvition 1@—?{

. SIS (EI Lo : St
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creages. In other words, the effects of the program may bégih'to wéﬁr off |
after a certain period. There are no.statistics curfenfly available onvthe ,
average length of time between first and éubsequent charges for juvenilel~
‘offenders,' Whether a case that has been diverted ought ﬁo reméin‘ac%ivé”

:.'untll the Juvenlle reaches hls elbnoeenth blrthday or whether the flle ought i_.ff

&+

o to be sealed upon successiul completlon of the guvenlle in: uhe diverslon

'program is a record-keeping issue whlch has programmatlc lmpl;catlons.
Using either system will have an effect on the calculation)of,the recidiviem.

rate.

gpAL 3 To reduce the backlog of juvenile cases.

<Q§g§ggly§;z; By removing those cases that can be handléd moreAapproprlatélyl’y
lthrough other channels, the backlog of juvenile cabes V&ll P
begin to slow 1mmed1ately and stop growing af*° a gix monthéslﬁii'
period. . | |
.Although there are no statistics indicating court badklog; if is’appa%;vif
rent that the YDU has removed .over 400 cases from the courﬁ‘calendarél'gqmggi
" 'of the most time-consuming casésifaCed by the court are»t%uants;’disobedient'

. children and illegal use of alcohols The Youth Diversiqnaxy*Uniﬁ'has_ﬁqndé o fl f%:?

‘led 55 juveniles who were charged with truancy. Most of thesé¢case§ we?e}{i

- settled withoﬁt a court hearing by srranging remedial reading programsffdiﬁf"ﬁ

cu551ng problems wlth school admlnlctrators, enrolling the Juvenlle in. a. Sl }ff»}ﬁf

;recreatlonzl program and superv151ng the Juvenllep n regard to the 1lle—

’igal possess1on and use of alcohol, thprp is an Alcohollsn Counsellng Unlt

‘lat Famlly Court and Juvenlles may be reierred he"e°




"months or more between the filing of a petition and the final disposition '
~of the case. Cases may be continued for a year and often juveniles and

' their families become confused over the stetus of theiy case. The XOuth‘ B . ‘féf

SRR T . Rra

"”f,thé action taken. These actions are of three major types: warning and = ?f,-, .
'r fo1le-up contacts1 Youth Diversionary Worker counse Ling and SupeerSlon,

 and’referra1_to agency. - Of the 208 cases dlverted between J?n“ary,l,_1975!'

| '!‘én& ﬁaréh 31, 1975.f40%’were handled by warnings, 40%>by YDW bounéeiing and VP&

) Superv151on and. 20% by referrlng the case to another agency (see Table 4) -  i i ﬂifﬂ

f'Uslng a communlty’based agency Wlll usually take up more of thc workerts o B e

 f1‘t1me.:,An average“of three followmup-contacts,wlll be made,wlthrthe‘agency ‘“"”

_to insufe'that the juvenile is‘enrolled ih a programQ vRegardless&bf'thek

oy b. .' T e Qe

‘Tt is difficulb to measure the impact of diverting first time offenders .

" from the regular juvenilé court procedures on the backlog of cases in the

court. Tt is possible at this time to suggest that a lower number of cases

~ being heard will eventually result in a- decregsed backlog of'casesol ' o ;3
,fGOAgLft_ To reduce the time lag between‘raferral,of‘thércasefand final |

| ‘disposition of the case in Family Court.
OBJECTIVE li: The time period between filing a petition and closiné'of thé
case will be reduced to between one week and two months for

those dlverted.

‘,In regular Family Court proceedings, there may be a timae 1&330£ six

‘Diversionary Unit emphasizes immediate intervention into the case. Famili88 »
_are contacted within three days of the filing of the petition. Final dis-

~ position of the case may take from one week to several months depending on

Lo
v
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j~‘r " action’ taken by the worker, the perlod spent on the case is usually shorter

“than that experienced in the juvenile court,

GOAL 5: To lessen the caseload of judges where administrative dispo~
sitions would be sufflclent.

QEQECTIYQ_Q: Administrative dlSpQSltlons w111 increase by 75 during‘ﬁheffe'v~”
grant period. :

A1l cases handled by the YDU are dlsposed of "admlnlstratlvely”; through

channels other than court procedures, Prior to the 1nce0t101 of thls pro- z'&ﬁigé‘fﬁ

gram, some cases were handled by the Intake Unlt 1nformally. Nonegudlclalq,f§f#e:

4

dlsp051tlons averaged around 27 per month.compared to the current Flgures i

- of 72 per month. This ;s a 51zab1e increase, The Intake Unit contlnues

~to divert or dispose of cases administratively, without recourse to the YDUe
(see Graph I). Most of these caees are sent to the Youth Sefﬁice Bure%u?\ -
Traffic Clinic, or Probation Deparimente When these ceses are ieferred out».lff~

ﬁo'social agencies, little follow-up work is done by the Intake Department.

The Intake Department hasn't the personnel to make certain éhet'ethei‘agen~(‘
cies are effectively handling their elienté° ‘The develepment of avunit
’spe01flcally de51gned ta handle flrst tlme offenders through other than
'l‘court channels has increased ‘the numbers of admlnlstraflve dlspos1tlonsp‘
.Thorough follow—up of those dlverted nay also insure that the quallty of

"serv1ces given to these Juvenlles has also 1mproved°

In summary it appears that the Youth Dlverslonarj Unlt is achlev1ng
\.ifs-goals and obaectlves eﬁf1c1ent1yo Caseloads range from 25-30 for each

worker and every effort is madé to take actlon‘on.afqase as qu;cklyiaS’pos-

o




o h
= =12~
" gible. The impact of removing minor cases from the court calendars is being
Ce 7 .felt in Fémily Court and tﬁis effect should continue. Relieved of status

offense cases and minor complaints, judges are able to utilige their time

mor¢ efficient1y by concentrating on those serious cases that demand court

*

- attention,’

5 uhiﬁ. Individual file folders are well-assembled and arranged; allowing the

_7 offense’characteristics like age, sex, residence, educational and‘pccupaw
vtional.sbatus of the juvenile_énd charge and petitioner against the juvéhile°
,yin addition, these sheets indicate whether the case has been successfully

diVerted,and vhat action(s) were taken‘on behalf of the youth. These log

> it
IR,

'f*‘Sﬁgets provide a third-party evaluator with an excellent base of informa~
'7tionu» The Youth Diversionary Unit is a good example of the need for evalu-
»ation planning before the program begins operating. The project directors

were sensitive to this requirement and designed their information system

50 that evaluation could be done.

‘{' ,;fThe’datg.collectionlsystem‘isfwell-désigned and administered in this =~ | .. .

; caseworker and the supérvisor to accurately monitor the case. : In addition,f{i  L5'

A ) | B L

e < A, SRR

;fhié information is transferred onto log sheets which record iﬁdividﬁalfand‘i"y




III DEVELOPING DIVERSION PROGRAMS = = .0

As stated previously, the Youth DiverSionary Unit of the Rhode Island.,‘ ' B
. Family Court is the first state-wide diversicn program in the nation. Di-

~version programs for adults and juveniles are usually designed to”assist St

L&

first time minor offenders. The actions taken as an alternative to court.

,procedures 1nvolve job tralnlng and placement, counsellng and eoucatlonal_,l :

f,a851stancea The programs dlffer w1th respect to ages of cllents, type of;»'
'offenders excluded from dlver510n and p01nt at whnch the programs 1ntervene

in the legal processing of the case. Re01d1v1sm rates for "dlvertees" vary ';"

B
g Widely° Juvenlle diversion programs in Oklahoma and California have achleve\, ‘
/\ ¥

a 3%‘and 1003% recidivism rate_respectivelyn Adult dlvcrsmon programu havu

‘experlenced recidivisim rates of 143% in Manhattan, 19% in New-Haven5f27A lnx;
Newark and 24% in 7 programs funded by tho Department of Lahoy's ~Differences oi'“"t? iftf

~dn rates can be attributed to size of caseload tralnlng of etaff, relat10n~ S

ship*to prosecutor's office, and type of offense the unit chooses to'handle, e

The development of programs to divert juveniles and adults from the

ecrlmlnal process has been endorsed and flnanc1ally oupported by the Amerlcan u’
Correctional Association, ‘the American Bar Association and‘the Natlonal Ad7 o
- visory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. Research'findingswr

have demonstrated that diversionois one method that canvbe'used to not only':

‘address the problems of the offender but also a551st the court _ conceng~

' trate on serious cr1m1nal matters,

;3513;:&i'




TABLE 1

HUMBER OF CASES INVESTIGATED

BY THE YOUTH DIVLRSTONARY UNTT?

© MONTHLY BREAKDOW;

,hlrkuumqnth

September _19’74

October 1974

November 1974

December 1974

January 1975

~February 1975
2 March 1975
i Total

* This figure repre
progress reports.

ot

sents an approximation derived from quarterly

SEPIVAR 27, 1974 - WARCH 31, 1975

Yoo

- Number of Cases

. sy b

29
72
72*
72*
%

75
82

v vt -

ko7

e e T PN




TABLE 2

REASONS FOR CASES RETURNED TO COURT:

SEPTEMBER 197! - MARGH 1975

g Momth 1 2 3k 5.6
’Septémbervlé74 12 1 1 i 1 Z 0 0
October 1974 | 5 3 V5 1 41 0

~ November - 1974 5 3 5 o 1 0
De¢ember’ 1974 0 0 O | 0 0 1

= January 1975 1] 5 2 110 2 dh
'AFebruafy 1975 | lv 1 ‘ 2 g 3 f‘z i 0

' 'March 1975 | 0O 3 2 7 'i_ 1 0
Total 81 % |16 {17 {22 f‘ 7 15

1 ~ Second petition filed before diversion.
2 = Juvenile claims not guilty as charged°
-3 = Demands court hearing. :
4 ~ Second petition filed after dlvers1on of first =
5 -~ Non-~cooperation of child and/or family.
6 - Assigned to YDU in error.

L

recidivism.




I 4
IABLE 3
MUMBER OF CASES SUGORSSFULLY DIVLREZEL_
: ]
SEPTEMEER 1974 ~ MARCH 31, 1975
Hontn . Number of oades
SBeptember 1974 : S 29 ‘
October 197k o . 6l | e
November 1974 65* o S a?§ 

December 1974 N ' 65+
JénuarY" 1975 , ' 72
Fobruary 1975 o . 67

March 1975 ) 69 B (R T i ot

‘Total Lz

o * 1hls flgure represents an approximation derived from quarterly N
" progress reports° ‘ ' .
. : i

-16-

v

e, LT




TABLE 4 .

ACTIONS* TAKEN ON 208 CASES SUCCESSFULLY DIVERTED:

JANUARY 1975 - MARCH 31, 1975'

_____Honth A2 3
Jamary 1975 0 3k 19
February 1975 : 28 0 %3 12
March 1975 | 26 19 16
Total g 8 by

1~ Wérning and follow-up contacts. | _
w2 « Youth Diversionary Worker counseling and supervision.
3 = Referral to agency. '

- * Multiple actions were taken on a few cases.
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g . TOOTNOIES
_ Prosecution in the Juvenile Courts: Guidelines for the Future by M.

“'Maréin Finklestein et al. Law Enforcement Assistance;Administratioh;
i  D¢C&mbBr~1973p'_p. 769. o “'1.. “k ; l‘” ) 1 .j'{.’ ﬂ:' .;i:ff

wls

& Ibid;}:@;;78€   ”' T

:nYoﬁfh:DiﬁerSionary Pilot Project. Quarterly'Repofts,‘vOctoEéf;; ﬁecem;" '

;beﬁ'19?4. January - March 1975. p. 3.

Ibid.. pe ke
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