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Preface

The pilot Juvenile Alternative Services Project
(JASP) was funded to begin October 1, 1979 in HRS Districts
IIT (Gainesville), V (St. Petersburg) and VI (Tampa). The
pilot project intended to divert offenders from judicial
pProcessing and limit system penetration. It was hypothe-
sized that swiftly assigned community imposed sanctions
would result in a more effective juvenile corrections Sys=
tems and fewer subsequent law violations.

The pilot districts awarded contracts for the pro-
vision of JASP to local, private, non-profit youth organi-
zations. In subdistrict IIIa the Florida Association of
Adolescent Development (FAAD) provides the JASP services.
Youth Programs, Inc. (YPI) provides JASP in subdistrict IITIb
and District VI, and Juvenile Services Program, Inc. (JSP)
are the contracted providers for District V.

These local programs are contracted to provide to
Single Intake the following range of resources:

¢ Community Arbitration Boards -~ informal
arbitration proceedings for misdemeanants.

e Work Restitution - arrangement of monetary
restitution or service restitution to the
victim.

® Assignment to a Volunteer - (university,
community college, or junior college stu-
dents and community volunteers) for coun-
seling and related services.

@ Family Counseling -~ purchased on a unit
cost basis from local mental health centers
or family counseling agencies.

¢ Community Work Service - youth perform
voluntary work in their own community as a
consequence for their delinquent act(s).

® Employment - for the purpose of indigent
youth making restitution.

This evaluation describes the JASP operations, deter-
mines the extent to which objectives have been accomplished,
and assesses the project impact on diversion and recidivism.
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Executive Summary' el

The Juvenile Alternative Services Project (JASP) re-
ceives approximately 350 referrals each month. The typical
JASP referral is a white, fifteen year o0ld male who has com-

mitted a misdemeanor against property offense, and who has
no prior criminal history. The average length of participa-
tion in JASP is 60 days. Work restitution and community work

service are the JASP components most utilized.

The quality of JASP services and sanctions, as perceived
by Intake counselors and court personnel (judges, state attor-
neys, public defenders), is good. Approximately eightypercent
of these relevant juvenile justice personnel rated community
arbitration as "good" or "very good". The ratings for volun-
teer counseling, family counseling and employment were somewhat
lower and similar for both Intake counselors and court personnel.

JASP was designed to divert youths from judicial pro-
cessing and system penetration. Swiftly imposed community
sanctions, it was believed, would result in a more effective

juvenile justice system and fewer subsequent law violations.
After one year of full operation, JASP has realized most of
‘%'”’"

its objectives.
i

The descriptive research on diversion programs to date
has shown that net widening is a common aspect of diversion.
JASP, through the use of a matrix, has attempted to curb net
widening.

According to the research design employed, approximately
fifty percent of the JASP participants would have been judi-
cially handled, had the program not been available. This indi-
cates that the program is actually diverting half of the JASP
participants from judicial processing. The remaining half
of the JASP clients would most likely have been disposed at

the Intake level. "Net widening", as well as true diversion,
then, is occurring. District V has demonstrated the highest

level of true diversion, (63%), while District III has dis-
played significant "net widening" (75%).

’ A nine-month follow-up of youths who participated in
JASP and similar youths who did not participate showed non-
participants had a 25% higher rearrest rate. Nineteen percent
of the JASP clients sampled were rearrested, compared to 24%
of the comparison group. This suggests that JASP may be
effective in reducing subsequent law violations.

AT

i

hi3

i

P W s e
i " =

T e e g i 3 s o

oF

The
to a high o;o;gsger case for Jasp ranges from a low of 1
meaningless s &ASTaken alone, these cost figures a P16
it would be.th P represents any immediate co_t e
rough the avoidance of additional 4ist52V1ngs,
J e

1

A co 1 s
alternativegpiiézgn Of the costs of other dispositional
JASP in Distrin Vateg that the costs of serving youghs i
alternative dispo . and VI is less than the costs of pr Py
district whicl g Sitlons. District IIT is the onl p'TVlous
would seem that Sylatgs by showing an increase in ZogtSOt
tion, has experi 1Strict III, serving a less serious pog lIt
that accompany i:nced net widening and the increased g ots
increased confider Other less measurable benefits suCEStS
Munity Swuppors ange in the juvenile justice system 2°
justify the inc N4 Certainty of sanctions how s come

reased expenditures. ! ever, may

5
T
<y



Program Objectives

Program Description

b e g PR LR, e i

The Juvenile Alternative Services Project has three

primary objectives: SO JASP receives approximately 350 referrals each month.
. o . . i Chart I presents the trends in referrals since the project
® To divert youth from judicial processing and mini- ' ol began. As shown by the chart, referrals to JASP fluctuated

greatly when the program first began accepting referrals.
This has since stabilized.

mize system penetration.

e To provide swift and certain sanctions and services,

and = The typical JASP referral is a white, 15 year old
C . . f male who has committed a misdemeanor property offense, and
e To reduce the incidence of subsequent law violations. . who has no prior criminal history. Chart IT displays the
’ ; population profile for JASP closures during October-December
This evaluation will ascertain the extent to which the ‘ 1980.
objectives have been accomplished. Descriptive statistical o . . . )
information, survey results, a recidivism study and a cost c ' Analysis of the JASP population in each district re-
analysis will be presented. veals that the JASP population of District V and VI is com~
A prised of youth who commit more serious offenses and who

most likely have had prior contact with the Juvenile Justice

Data Sources
a Source System (see Chart II).

Five different data sources were required to complete . ; ,
this evaluation. The first source was the computerized JASP In addition to the wide differences between the types
client exit data. This data source provided descriptive data o of youths served, the districts also vary in case processing
on youth participating in JASP, the program components of Q ! ' : o times. Providing immediate and offense appropriate conse-
JASP, the amount of restitution paid and successful comple- - { e quences for delinquent behavior is an important theoretical
tion rates. A cohort of all closed cases from JASP during i << objective for JASP. By imposing sanctions immediately
the period October through December 1980 was selected for ‘o following the delinquent act, the association between the
this study. ‘ act and the consequence is clear for the child. Chart III

: displays (1) the number of days between Intake's recommenda-

The second data source utilized information from the tion and JASP receiving the case, (2) the number of days
JASP Recapitulation forms completed monthly by the Prevention/ o between JASP receiving the case and services beginning (3)
Diversion Specialists. The number of clients referred, the : L the number of days between beginning services and JASP closing
offense distribution of the clients and the services utilized L the case, and (4) the number of days between Intake receiving
were obtained from this summary report. P the case and the case closed from JASP (for October-December,

' 1980 closures). .

The computerized Intake Data also was a data source.
This data provided the population from which the Comparison
Groups were selected.

b s

The fifth data source used was from the survey of rele-
vant Juvenile Justice personnel.

R A g A e

The final data source was obtained from the Master Card %
file maintained at the District level. This provided the
recidivism information.
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Chart rI

JASP Population Profile

: SEX
; District Male Female
'\> IIIa 80.0% 19.8%
A ‘IIIb 78.2% 21.8%
:/ v 84.2% 15,85
;% ‘ v 76.9% 23.1%
A —
o RACE
o District Black White Other
. IIIa . 42.2% 57.0% 0.0%
! ‘ IIIb 21.4% 78.2% 0.0%
L v 77.4% TL.4% - 8%
. VI 25.0% 74.2% 8%
P District 12 and Under 13 and 14 15 and over
IIIa 17.8% 5 27.4% 52.6%
IIIb 8.2% 25.5% 64.1%
v 14.9% 26.1% 58.5%
Vi 11.5% 28.8% 59.2%
STATUS IIXa IIIb v VI
o I - .
;f {ﬁé No Priors 66.7% 8l.8% 65.6% 57.7%
i Previous Non-Judicial .
[N Referral 25.9% 13.2% 17.4% 37.3%
(. Other Previous .
; Judicial Handling 3.7% 1.4%  10.4% 1.9%
i YS Supervision
. Previously
?-‘ Tarminated 2.2% 3.2% 6.2% 3.1%
: ADMITTED OFFENSE
. Pelony: Against
. Persons 1.5% 1.8% 3.3% 1.9%
E Felony: Against ‘
b Property 27.4%  19.5%  44.0% 37.7%
I Felony: Victimless 75 3.2% 5.8% 2.7%
L Misdemeanor: Against '
G Persons 8.9% 5.0% 5.0% 6.9%
1 Misdemeanor: Against
b Property 44.4%  43.6%  23.2%  36.5%
L Misdemeanor: -
b Victimless 14:1%  22.7% 18.3%  11.9%
2 Other 3.0% 4.1% . 4% 2.3%
. .3  SOURCE OF REFERRAL
@ HRS Intake 71.1% 95.5%  89.2%  83.8%
o Court 17.0% 4.1% 10.4% 4.6%
- State Attorney 10.4% 0.0% 0.0% 11.2%
i QOther L.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Lo 7
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Chart TI1I

CASE PROCESSING TIMES

{(by calendar days)

DISTRICT Days Between Referred to Intake and Logged by JASP
0-14 15-44 45-60 61 or more Average
IITa 8.1% 57.0% 10.4% 20.7% 33 days
II1b 36 .8% 52.3% 5.5% 4.1% 21 days
v 24.9% 55.2% 7.5% 12.4% 27 days
VI . 8% 67.3% 16.2% 15.4% 40 days
Days Between Logged by JASP and Services Started
0-3 4-14 15-25 26 Oor more Average
ITIa 2.2% 28.1% 8.1% 3.7% 5 days
ITIb 0.5% 4.5% .9% 2.7% 1 day
v 82.2% 16.2% . 4% A% 2 days
vI 1.5% 36.5% 9.2% 20.4% 7 days
Days Between JASP Service Begun and Case Closed
0-14 15-30 31-75 76-90 91 or more Average
IITa 25.2% 24.4% 28.9% 6.7% 11.9% 44 days
IIIb 12.3% 23.6% 41.8% 6.4% 14.1% 49 days
v 4% 2.9% 36.5% 14.9% 44.0% 86 days
VI 8.1% 22.7% 36.9% 10.4% 18.8% 66 days
Days Between Referred to Intake and JASP Closing Date
0-50 51-100 10L-150 151-365 Average
IIiTa 31.1% 32.6% 15.6% 18.5% 81 days
IIIb 29.1% 49 .5% 8.6% 11.4% 72 days
v 3.7% 36.5% 26.1% 32.8% 115 days
VI 5.4% 41.5% 27.3% 25.0% 109 days
8

5

j

As the chart indicates, District IIIb displays the
shortest processing times, with an average length of parti-
cipation of 49 calendar days. Overall, the average length
of participation for the pilot areas ranges from 44 days in
District IIIa to 86 days in District V. The most marked
findings is that 44% of the youths in District V participated
in the program 91 days or more. The excessive length of
participation in District V is most likely influenced by the
heavy use of long term family counseling.

Chart IV shows the percent utilization of each JASP
componentt. Work restitution, family counseling, and
community work service are the components most utilized.

Chart IV

"UTILIZATION OF THE JASP COMPONENTS

District
IIla IIIb vV VI

Community

Arbitration 5.2% 14.1% 8.3% 1.6%
Work Restitution 24.4% 6.4% 28.6% 18.1%
‘Volunteer .

Assignment 1.5% " 8.2% 8.3% 8.8%
Family Counseling: .

Short Term 2.2% 10.0% 10.0% 9.2%

Long Term 8.9% 1.8% 43.2% 13.8%
Community Work

Service 83.7% 84.5% 75.9% 78.8%
Employment 0.0% 0.0% 18.3% 0.0%

1 Pcrcentages do not total to 100% because some clients
receive multiple services.
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Findings from a Survey of Relevant Juvenile Justice
System Personnel

Generally, community work service is heavily utilized L T
in District III. Family counseling is the most frequently L
utilized service in District V.

- During October-November, 1980, mail-out questionnaires B

. _ - were distributed to Intake Counselors, Judges, State Attor-
According to Chart V, of the youths a551?ned to Sanch i neys and Public Defenders from the Resource, Reallocation
tions and/or services in JASP, approximately 84% complete the o Pilot districts. Ninety perceat (166 out of 184) were com-
assignment. ) v o pleted and returned, an excellent return rate.
o - ’
Chart V iﬁ The purpose of the guestionnaires was to measure:
CIRCUMSTANCES OF JASP TERMINATIONS Knowledge of JASP
) ot P Quality of JAST services
District . Relationship with JASP staff
g Timeliness of JASP services, and
IIIa IIIb v vI : - !
— — 3 Quality of Intake practices
Sugc;sigiion 84 4% B83.2% 83.43 84.6% : Two questionnaires, one desigped for Intake Counselors
N opr Violation ~0.0% _I.4% .43 T .8% ‘ 1 and the other for Court Officials, yielded both closed-ended
Fer ie o — g‘f (multiple choice questions) and open-ended (fill in the blank
*Cooperate 8.9% 5.0% 15.43 6.5% questions) responses.
i1d 3 a 1.5%5 _4.1% . 8% _2.7% , _
gigig Moved Away s = Ta 0% 4% § Results from the Intake Counselor Questionnaire
i he average length of participation v 4 Appendix C presents the findings from the closed-ended
Chart VI displays t g g ; - i , p gs . )
by the program component assigned. As expected, Community 0 ¥ questions of the Intake Counselor Questionnaire. The high-
Arbitration has the shortest length of participation and G/ " lights of the findings are as follows:
Volunteer Assignment has the most lengthy. | ?; .
P e Over eighty percent of Intake Counselors surveyed
Chart VI L thought community work service, work restitution
_ 5 and community arbitration's service delivery was
Average Length of Participation by Program (calendar days) < : "very good" or "good". In particular, 95% of the
- j%{ counselors in District V rated community work ser-
Program IIIa IIIb v Vi Fio vice as "good" to "very good".
Community Arbitration 19 43 gi ég Yo e In contrast, approximately 40 percent of the coun-
Work Restitut oo L ig 114 95 & selors surveyed view family counseling, employment
Volunteer ASSLQnment 71 1 and volunteer counseling as "poor" or "very poor"
Fagilytcgunsellng: 58 65 72 62 ~ in delivery service.
ort Term ‘
77 L -
Long Term 90 103 84 i Uniquely, District V has the highest percentage
Communlty Work 53 e of counselors responding "poor" or "very poor" to
Service 41 47 83 R : ; ;
1 ot - — = Z Lo the_serv1ce de}lvery question for volunteer and
Emp Loyme 2 family counseling. (55% and 59% respectively).
44 49 86 66 |
TOTAL L This is a unique finding since family counseling
o is highly utilized in District V.
|
£ xi\ i K”‘;*\
{'\» i e
Ve ) <
10 é |




e The majority of Intake Counselors believe JASP staff Q li
understand Intake and the Juvenile Justice System
(72% and 70% respectively).

‘ . Seven out of forty-four counselors surveyed in
District V stated that Family Counseling was too brief.

e Although the majority of Intake Counselors view JASP : The average length of participation in Family Counseling,
staff as qualified, a comparably higher percentage S however, is 78 days.

(approximately 30%) of Intake Counselors in IIIa view
JASP staff as unqualified.

e s A g R D T A

e Approximately seventy-percent of the Counselors sur-
veyed believe that JASP staff share information re-
garding client neq@ds and progress.

e Almost 65% of the counselors surveyed view the refer- 1
ral process to JASP as simple. | ; ,

e Over seventy-three percent of the sample believed
that JASP is a valuable way of preventing further
delinquency among first time or second time delin-
guent youth. :

® Over 33% of the counselors surveyed indicated that
they would recommend more cases to JASP if the
admission criteria were less restrictive.

& Approximately 46% of the counselors surveyed indica-~ o é
ted that they would recommend more cases to JASP if Gﬁ;g :
the State Attorney was more accepting of diversion. — o <
g )

e Eighty percent of the counselors surveyed from Dis-
trict V agreed with the statement "Personal sanc-
tions are imposed more frequently in this unit than
they were a year ago". Approximately 50% of the ~
counselors from the remaining pilot areas agreed , '
with the statement. ‘ '

The responses to the open ended gquestions in the Intake
Counselor questionnaire also yielded interesting findings
(see Appendix E).

In District IIIa, seven out of the twenty-three Intake
counselors surveyed believed sanctions were not completed
speedily. It was believed by the counselors that youth were
not promptly contacted and JASP counselors did not work per- T
sonally with youth. This same problem was perceived by Intake o oo " \
counselors from District V (eleven out of forty-four surveyed). B
District V Intake counselors also stated that there was in-
sufficient communication between Intake and JASP regarding
appropriateness of referrals, no shows and client progress.

(
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Results from State Attorney, Judge and Public Defender

Questionnaire

Appendix D presents the findings from the closed-

ended questions of the State Attorney, Jgdge and Public
Defender Questionnaire. From those findings, the follow-
ing summary observations were extracted:

District IIIa

e The majority of court officials surveygd thought
the services provided in work restitution (57%) .
and community work service (78%), Family Counseling
(100%), and Community Arbitration (100%) were
"gOOd ",

e Employment for the purpose of re§titution was
viewed by 80% of the court officials surveyed as

"fair".

e Of the court officials surveyed, ;elations and
communications with Intake were v;ewgd as more
satisfactory and positive than relations and com~

munications with JASP.

e Sixty percent of the court officials believed that
the amount of information provided on the Intake
recommendation to the State Attorney form has im-
provecd.

e Sixty-seven percent of the court officia;s surveyed
thought that Intake recommendations provide suffi-
cient information. However, they also felt (40%)
the recommendations do not provide enough specific
informaticn about the JASP program.

e Similarly, sixty-seven percent of the court'offi—
cials thought that personal sanctions were imposed
more frequently. But, they also felt (50%) that
personal sanctions should be imposed more often
than they are now.

District IIIb

e The majority of the court officials surveyed rated
community arbitration, work restitution anc commun-
ity work service as "good". Volunteer Counseling
and family counseling was rated as "fair" by all of
the court officials.

14
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The majority of court officials surveyed in District
IIIb believe relations between their office, JASP
and Intake are positive.

Approximately one third of the court officials sur-
veyed believed that the quality of recommendations
has improved in the last 10 months.

The majority (70%) of court officials think that
Intake's recommendations/PDR's provide sufficient
information. But they also felt (45%) the recommen-
dations do not provide enough specific information
about the JASP program.

Only one-fourth of the court officials surveyed felt
personal sanctions are imposed more frequently by
Intake than they were 10 months ago. One-half of
those surveyed felt personal sanctions should be im-
posed more often, but 67% felt Intake counselors do
not have the time to adequately monitor completion
of personal sanctions.

District V

At least sixty-seven percent of the court officials
surveyed believed the quality of all JASP services
(except Employment for Restitution) was "good". Em-
playment for restitution received the only "poor"
rating (27%) of all the JASP services in District V.

The majority of court officials surveyed thought
that communications/relationship between their cffice,
JASP and Intake was satisfactory

Eighty percent of the court officials surveyed be-
lieved the amount of information provided in the
intake recommendation has improved.

Sixty-four percent of the court officials surveyed
in District V believed services provided by Intake
have improved. . Vo .

Despite the high percentage of court officials who
believe infcrmation providing and services have
improved, they also felt Intake's recommendations/
PDR's need to provide more specific information.

The majority of court officials surveyed believed

that personal sanctions are imposed more frequently
than they were 10 months ago.

15



Summarz

. The purpose of the survey was to provide management
information during the pilot period. The issues that sur-
faced were discussed with the providers and the District
personnel. Therefore, action has been taken to address the
ilssues and problems raised.

% ™
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Amount of Diversion or Net Widening

Past experience with diversion projects indicates that
projects may have difficulty controlling target populations
and actual flow into the juvenile justice system. This
difficulty, has resulted in what is referred to as "net widen-
ing" - namely, extending the client reach of the justice
system by widening the overall proportion of population sub-
ject to some form cf formalized attention.

To address the phenomenon cf net wideaing, this evalua-
tion asked the question "How many youths referred to JASP were
diverted from initial or further processing within the justice
system?" Before answering the gquestion, the alternative disposi-
tions available tolaw enforcement and Intake must be identified.

1) Basically, a law enforcement officer may decide to
either counsel and release a youth or refer the youth to Single
Intake.

»Counsel and

.~ Release

Ve

Police

hEN Single ‘
Y Intake

If the officer alters his arresting practices because
of the new diversion program, (for example, arrests more and
counsels and releases less) Level I net widening may resul%x.
That is, more youth are referred to Single Intake because of
the new program.

2) Once a youth is referred by law enforcement, Single

Intake may recommend to (a) sanction and release a youth or

(b) petition hin/her to court. The State Attorney must approve
this recommendation. The first decision does not result in
further processing within the justice system, the latter de-
cision does. Level II net widening results when diversion
programs serve youths who would not otherwise have been further
processed. o o o . - e -

Petition
/// ‘
,l
3ingle
Intake
~
~N
~N
N
N, No
Petition
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This evaluation utilized two approaches in measuring
diversion (or the opposite of diversion - net widening).

First, system rates were monitored to observe patterns in the i& !
number of referrals to Intake and the judicial recommendation -
and handling rates. According to the preliminary Evaluation

of Resource Reallocation referrals to Intake have remained

constant and judicial recommendation and handling rates have
declined. This indicates tha< Level I net widening is not

occurring (law enforcement in the pilot area are not refer-

ring more youths to Tntake) and Level II net widening (Intake
referring youths to JASP who otherwise would have received

less intensive attention) is minimal.

A more accurate measure of diversion (or net widening)
was obtained from multiple comparisons of matched, stratified,
and randomly selected samples of pre-JASP youth and JASP youth.
The identified pre-JASP cases (Comparison Groups) were matched
with JASR cases on such variables as age, offense, status his-
tory and HRS district. To assure reliable results, the JASP
sample and corresponding Comparison Groups were selected for
two separate time periods (January-March and April-June) .

The first comparison dgroup was obtained from delinquency

dispositions during January-March 1978 (N=440). The JASP sam-
ple was drawn from closed cases during the same time period for
1980 (N=440). The seconé Comparison Group was ohtained from

delinquency dispositions during April-June 1978 (N=887). The

JASP sample was drawn from closed cases during the same time /
period for 1980 (N=887). - L

The selection process for the Comparison Groups consist-
ed of two steps. First, the JASP groups were analyzed accord-
ing to offense, status and age. The exact number of cases
which had specific combinations of variables (for example, burg-
lary referral, twelve years of age, no prior referrals, from
District III) was ascertained. The number of e¢very possible
combination of variables for JASP cases was determined. Based
on these combinations (and the lack of) a Comparison Group
was preliminarily selected. Next, a random sampling technigque*
was used within each possible combination for the Comparison
Groups. This produced an equal number of cases in both the
Comparison Groups and the JASP Groups.

The selection methodology utilized precluded the useful-
ness of subsequent significant tests due to equality of size
and the homogeneous nature of the groups.

The random sampling technigue used was outlined by Beaver et al
(1979) and Mendenhall (1979). Also utilized was the random
numbers tables abridged from the Handbook of Tables for Proba-
bility and Statistics (1968).
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Giveg the similarity between JASP youth and the pre-
JASP gomparlson Group with respect to the above mentioned
matching variables and eligibility criteria, the evaluatars
made the following assumption. Decision—-makers who were
responsible for the dispositions of the pre-JASP cases would
have mgde essentially the same dispositions in the JASP cases
Thus, if Intake counselors liad sanctioned and released 60% of.
the pre-JASP group and had referred the remaining 40% to |
court, the assumption explicit in this exercise is that the
would have made essentially the same 60740 disposition withy
respect to the JASP clients. '

. Chart VII displays the number and percent of JASP Com-
pgrlsops.(January—March) who received each of the following
dispositions. As seen in Chart VII, 56% of the JASP Comparison
Group were handled non-judicially. Fox&y-four percent 'of the
Comparison Group were processed within the traditional justice
system. More importantly, however, this information provides
an estimation of what dispositions JASP clients would have
recelvgd had JASP not existed. In other words, if JASP had
not §x1sted, 56% of the clients would not have received such
services or been placed under comparable controls. Of these
yguths, the largest subgroups (20% and 22% respectively) con-
sisted of youths who would have been dismissed by the State
Attorney and (2) youths, who would have been adjusted by Intake.

Forty-four percent of the JASP clients h i

ypotheticall
would have been processed within the justice system. Of thgs
group, the largest subgroup (40%) consisted of referrals who
would have been placed on Community Control.

) Cautign should be taken, however when examining this
amount of diversion" information aggregately since the pilot
dﬁstrlcts vary greatly. For example, in District III only 21%

of the JASP clients would have been judicially processed had

the program not existed. This is a sma] ' -
- - . : 11 amount
to District V and VI. - in comparison

Chart VIII, displays a similar analysis for a i
Group obtgined through matching with JASP Zases closegogﬁiiizon
alater. time period (April-June 1980). A comparison of the
charts demongtrates an overall decline in "net widening", and
an increase in true diversion, since JASP began. '

An aggregate analysis of both time periods i .
in Chart IX. P s is depicted
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SUMMARY

According to Chapter 39, the Florida Juvenile Justice
Act, "the application of sanctions which are consistent with
the seriousness of the offense is appropriate in all cases".*
This could be interpreted to mean that every youth referred
to Intake for a delinquent offense (which is admitted) should
be sanctioned. If this is the case previous practices of "warn
and release" and diversion to "nothing" are in violation of
this statute. More importantly, with the strict interpretation
and implementation of the statute, it can be expected that more
youth and less serious youth will receive informal sanctions.

Conceptually, JASP would have been the logical program
to provide sanctions to this new population. JASP, however,
was designed to serve youths who would have "penetrated deeper

into the system". In sum, the new law and the JASP program
design are not in harmony.

Chart IX displays how much JASP diverts youth from
judicial handling. In District V and VI, JASP diverts over
fifty~-percent of the clients from judicial action. District
IIT only diverts 25% from judicial action. It appears that
District V and VI have served the targeted population and
achieved their program goal. It appears that District III
may have been influenced by the new law change and may have
broadened the number and type of youth informally sanctioned.

Despite conflicting theoretical orientations (swift,
certain sanctions for all youth, or swift, certain sanctions
as a diversion from judicial processing) the data indicate
that net widening (and the costs which are associated with
it) is occurring in District III.

*ss, 39.001
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CHART VIl

HYPOTHETICAL DISPOSITIONS

JASP CLIENTS WOULD HAVE RECEIVED

Jan~-Mar Sample

(N=440) _
DISTRICT
TYPE OF DISPOSITICN I v VI TOTAL
NQ~-JUDICIAL ACTICN (3) . N (3) N - (3), N (%) N
Invalid Cemplaint 1.0y 2 . (.5) 2
Unable to Locate Child {.5) 1 (.2) 1
Camplaint Withdrawn (.5) 1 (.2) 1
gxlll)e/d for Informaticn (8.8) 17 (15.4) 30 (10.7) 47
giinou;:;d oy Stacs (25.9) 50 (13.3) 26 (25.0) 13 |(20.2) 89
valid Camlaint,
i%‘éiid ﬁuﬁﬂcirplaim (22.8) 44 (4.1) 8 (7.7 4 |(12.1) 56
o Zyahnitgc? iﬁ&:ﬁi (14.5) 28 (3.6) 7 (11.5) 6 [(9.3) 41
Consent Sitpervision (.5) 1 (.5) 1 {.5) 2
Referred to Other Agency | (3.1) 6 (1.4) 6
iy “ehar 1.0) 2 (.5) 1 .7 3
C SUB-TOTAL (78.8) 152 (37.4) 73 7 |(44.2) 23 | (56.4) 248
. JUDICIAL ACTICN
Camd.tent to ¥S {3.6) 7 (1.6) 7
o i Released to Parent (1.0) 2 (.5) 2
Referred to Public
Agenty (.5) 1 (.2) 1
i‘éiic_, o Frvats (.5) 1 (.2) 1
Cther (.5) 1 (.5) ‘1 (.5) 1
Dismissed (3.6) 7 (2.7) 5 (13.5) 7 {(4.3) 19
Judicial Warning @2 8 | (9.7 19 (5.8) 3 |68 30
Held Open (.5 1 (3.9) 2 [ 3
Referred to Agency 5 1 |@wo 2 .7 3
Probation (9.3) 18 (43.6) g5 (38.9) 15 {(26.8) 118
Certified (1.0) 2 (.5) 2
Jurisdicticn Iost (1.9) 1 (.2) 1
%ﬁ} Other (L.oy 2 (1.9) SR ) 3
- SU3-T0TAL (21.2) * 41 (62.8) 122 (55.8) 29 (43.6) 192
TOAL 193%* 195 52 440

*Percent totals will not always equal 100.0 duglto rggpding.
**This sample totaled 196, with 3 missing case dispositions.
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CHART  VIII
HYPOTHETICAL . DISPOSTTICHS
JASP CLIENTS WOULD HAVE RECEIVED

Apr-Jun Sample

(N=887)
' DISTRICT
’ TYPE CF DISPOSTIION III v VI TOTAL
NON-JUDICIAL ACTION 3 N| % N| % N 3 N
Invalid Complaint (28) 8| (.3 1[- 0.0 o (1.0 9
Unable to locate ‘Child (.7) 24 (.3) 1l .4 1 {,5) 4
_Complaint Withdrawn — (.3) 1| (0.0) ol (0.00 o (.1) 1
\ Filed for Information .
Only 9.4 27| (11.8)  42) (.2) 3 (8.1) 72
Dismissed by State
Attorney (18.5) 53| (12.3) 44| (18.4) 45 (16.0) 142
Valid Camplaint,
Closed by Intake
After Initial
Complaint (17.1) 49| (7:6) 27} (12.3) 30 (12.0) 106
! valid Complaint,
Closed by Intake
After Contact {18.5) 53| (2.5) 9! (9.8) 24 (9.7 86
) Consent Supervision  (1.0) 3| (3 1 a1 (s 4
Refarred to Other .
Agency (3.5) 10| (.6) 2| (0.0 0 (1.4) 12
| Other | (1.0) 3| (.8) 3' (4.9) 12 (2.0} 19
SUB-TOTAL (73.1) 2091 (36.4) 130 | '(47.5) 116 {51.3) 455
. JUDICTAL ACTION .
Commitment to ¥S (0.0) 0y (1.7 ) (.4 1 (.8) 7
Released to Parent (9.0) 0| (0.0) o (0.0} 0O (0.0 0
Referred to Public
Agency (0.0) .. o] (0.0) | (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0
" Referred to Privage LT T .
Agency (0.0) 0| (.6) 2| (&) 1 (3 3
~7 other’ (.00 _ 009 o} (6.0 o {0.0) 0
Dismissed (6.9) 20| (2.5) 9l (8.6) 21 (5.6) 50
Judicial Warning (3.8) 11| (16.5) 59| (11.9) 29 (11.2) 99
Held Open (0.0) 0| (2.0) 7 (.4 1 (.9) 8
Referred to Agency (1.0) 3| (.6) 2| (0.0 0 (.6) 5
) Probation (13.3) 38| (37.8) 135| (24.6) 60 (26.3) - 233
Certified (.3) 1] (.6) 2| 0.y o0 (.3 3
g Jurisdiction Lest . (0.0) 0| (0.0) ol (0.0} 0 (0.0) 0
Other ‘ (3 3] 1.9 5| (6.1 15| (2.6 23
SUB~TOTAL (26.9) 77| (63.6) 227| (52.5)128 (48.7) 432
TOTAL 286 357 244 387

*Percent Totals will not always equal 100.0 due to-rounding.

22

Pt -

A

w

CHART IX
HYPOTHETICAL DISPOSITIONS JASP CLIENTS WOULD EAVE RECEIVED

Jan-Jun Sarple

i~y

»

"

¢
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¢

(N=1,327)
DISTRICT
TYPE OF DISPOSITICN III v vi TOTAL
NON-JUDICIAL ACTION 3 Cow| e N[ % N| % N
Invalid Complaint (2.1) 10| (.2 1| (0.0) ol (.8 11
Unable to Locate Child (.6) 3] (.2) 163 1] (.8 5
Conplaint Withdrawn — (.4) 2| (0.0 0 (0.0 0 (.2 2
Filed for Information
Only (9.2) 44| (13.0) 72| (1.0) 31 (9.0) 119
Dismissed by State
Attorney (21.5) 03| (12.7) 70 | (19.6) 58 | (17.4) 231
Valid Cawplaint,
Closed by Intzke
After Initial Carplaint (19.4) 93| (6.3) 35| (11.5) 34 | (12.2) 162
Valid Camplaint,
Closed by Intake after
Contact (16.9) BL| (2.9) 16| (10.1) 30| (3.6) 127
Consent Supervision (‘.8) 4] (.4) 2| (.3 1. (.5 7
Referred to Other .
Agency (3.3) 6] (.4 2 (0.0) 0| (1.4) 18
__Other « (1.0 51 (.7 4 (4.1) 12| (1.6) 21
SUB~TOTAL (75.4) 361| (36.8) 203 (47.00 139 | (53.0) 703 -
JUDICIAL ACTION {'
Camitment to YS (0.0) ol (3.7) 13] (.3 1| (1.0 14 ’m
Released to Parent (.4) 2| (0.0) . 0](0.0) 0| .2 2 =
Referred to Public . ) L‘
Agency (.2) 1| (0.0) 0} (0.0) o[ (.07) 1
Referred to Private .
Agency o (.9 31(.3) 1} (.3) 4
" ther (.4) 20 (.3 1 (0.0 o (.2) 3
Dismissed (5.6) 27| (4.0) 14| (9.5) 281 (5.2 65
Judicial Warning (4.0) - 19| (22.3) 78| (10.8) 32| (9.7) 129
* Reldopen  (2) 1l .0 - 7|0 3] (.8 i1
Referred to Agency (.8) 4] (1.1 4| 0.0 0| (.6 8 :
Probation (11.7) S6| (39.9) 220 (25.3) 75| (26.5) 351
Certified . (.2) Sl 41 (0.0) ol (.4 5 "
Jurisdiction Lost (0.0) 0| (0.0) ol (.3 1| (.07 1
Other . (L.0) 5| (1.4) 5| (5.4) 16 | (2.0) 26
SUB-TCTAL (24.6) 118| (63.2) 349 | (53.4) 157 | (47.0) 624 )
TOTAL 479 552 296 1,327
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Amount of Recidivism Study

5
\

The i « Lo .
as follows:deSlgn of the recidivism study can be diagrammed

Is recidivism reduced by JASP? How well do JASP youth
perform subsequent to their involvement in the project? Do 1981
JASP clients have fewer or less serious contacts with the Client Gro . .

. . . u D
justice system after project involvement than they might have Comparison gr;uls%gigz 11I) X 0
had if they had not participated in JASP? And, finally, what Client Grou (DP LStrict III) 0
program components within JASP are more successful in reducing . P lstrict V) X 0
rearrests? Comparison Group (District V) 0
Cllent.Group (District VvI) X 0
To answer these questions, the evaluation used a quasi- Comparison Group (District VI) 0

experimental design to compare the rearrest records of JASP
clients with those of comparison groups.

Definition of Recidivism

For the purpose of this evaluation, 