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Preface 

The pilot Juvenile Alternative Services Project 
(JASP) was funded to begin October 1, 1979 in HRS Districts 
III (Gainesville), V (St. Petersburg) and VI (Tampa). The 
pilot project intended to divert offenders from judicial 
processing 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 IIIb 
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 rnisdemeanants. 

• 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' 

The Juvenile Alternative Services Project (JASP) re'­
ceives approximately 350 referrals each month. The typical 
JASP referral is a white, fifteen year old 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 eighb( percent 
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. 

The descriptive research on diversion programs to date 
has shown that net widen1ng is a co~~on aspect of diversion. 
JASP, through the use of a matrix, has attempted to curh 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. 
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Program Objectives 

The Juvenile Alternative Services Project has three 
primary objectives: 

• To divert youth from judicial processing and mini­
mize system penetration. 

• To provide swift and certain sanctions and services, 
and 

• To reduce the incidence of subsequent law violations. 

This evaluation will ascertain the extent to which the 
objectives have been accomplished. Descriptive statistical 
information, survey results, a recidivism study and a cost 
analysis will be presented. 

Data Sources 

Five different data sources were required to complete 
this evaluation. The first source was the computerized JASP 
client exit data. This data source provided descriptive data 
on youth participating in JASP, the program components of 
JASP, the amount of restitution paid and successful comple­
tion rates. A cohort of all closed cases from JASP during 
the period October through December 1980 was selected for 
this study. 

Th~ second data source utilized information from the 
JASP Recapitulation forms completed monthly by the Prevention/ 
Diversion Specialists. The number of clients referred, the 
offense distribution of the clients and the services utilized 
were obtained from this summary report. 

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

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

The final data source was obtained from thp. Master Card 
file maintained at the District level. This provided the 
recidivism information. 
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Program Description 

JASP receives approximately 350 referrals each month. 
Chart I presents the trends in referrals since the project 
began. As shown by the chart, referrals to JASP fluctuated 
greatly when the program first began accepting referrals. 
This has since stabilized. 

The typical JASP referral is a white, 15 year old 
male who has committed a misdemeanor property offense, and 
who has no prior criminal history. Chart II displays the 
population profile for JASP closures during October-December 
1980. 

Analysis of the JASP population in each district re­
veals that the JASP population of District V and VI is com­
prised of youth who commit more serious offenses and who 
most likely have had prior contact with the Juvenile Justice 
System (see Chart II). 

In addition to the wide differences between the types 
of youths served, the districts also vary in case processing 
times. Providing immediate and offense appropriate conse­
quences for delinquent behavior is an important theoretical 
objective for JASP. By imposing sanctions immediately 
following the delinquent act, the association between the 
act and the consequence is clear for the child. Chart III 
displays (1) the number of days between Intake's recommenda­
tion and JASP receiving the case, (2) the number of days 
between JASP receiving the case and servj.ces - beginning (3) 
the number of days between beginning services and JASP closing 
the case, and (4) the number of days between Intake receiving 
the case and the case closed f~om JASP (for October-December, 
1980 closures). 
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SEX 
-nistrict 

IlIa 
·IIIb 

V 
IV 

RACE --
District 

IlIa 
IIIb 

V 
VI 

Chart II 

JASP Population Profile 

Male 

80.0% 
78.2% 
84.2% 
76:9"% 

Black 

42.2% 
21.4% 
2,7 .4% 
25.0% 

Female 

19. 8% 
21."8% 
15.8% 
23.1% 

wnite 

57.0% 
78.2% 
71.4% 
74.2% 

Other 

0.0% 
0.0% 

.8% 

.8% 

AGE 
---r5"istrict 12 and Under 13 and 14 15 and over 

IlIa 
IIIb 

V 
VI 

STATUS 

17.8% 
8.2% 

14.9% 
11.5% 

IlIa 

No Priors 66.7% 
Previous Non-Judicial 

rteferral 25.9% 
Other Previous 

JUdicla1 Handling 3.7% 
YS Supervision 

Previously 
Terminazed 2.2% 

.~..DMITTED OFFENSE 

Felony: Against 
PE:rsons 

Felony: Against 
Property 

Felony: Victimless 
Misdemeanor: Against 

Persons 
Misdemeanor: Against 

Property 
Misdemeanor: 

Victimless 
Other 

SOURCE OF REFERRAL 

HRS Intake 
Court 
State Attorney 
Other 

1.5% 

27.4% 
.7% 

8.9% 

44.4% 

14;1% 
3.0% 

71.1% 
17.0% 
10.4% 
-r-3% 

IIIb 

81.8% 

13.2% 

1.4% 

3.2% 

1.8% 

19.5% 
3.2% 

5.0% 

43.6% 

22.7% 
4.1% 

95.5% 
4.1% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

7 

27.4% 
25.5% 
26.1% 
28.8% 

V 

65.6% 

17.4% 

10.4% 

6.2% 

3.3% 

5.0% 

23.2% 

18.3% 
.4% 

89.2% 
10.4% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

52.6% 
64.1%--
58.5% 
59.2% 

VI 

57.7% 

37.3% 

1.9% 

3.1% 

1.9% 

37.7% 
2. 7% 

6.9% 

36.5% 

11.9% 
2.3% 

83.8% 
4.6% 

11.2% 
0.0% 



DISTRICT 

$' I 

ILIa 
IIIb 

V 
VI 

ILIa 
IIIb 

V 
VI 

ILIa 
IIIb 

V 
VI 

ILIa 
IIIb 

V 
VI 

Chart III 

CASE PROCESSING TII~S 
~y calendar days) 

Days Between Referred to Intake and Logged ~ JASP 

0-14 

8.1% 
36.8% 
24.9% 
-.-8% 

15-44 

57.0% 
52.3% 
55.2% 
67.3% 

45-60 

10.4% 
5.5% 
7.5% 

16.2% 

61 or more 

20.7% 
4.1% 

12.4% 
15.4% 

Average 

33 days 
21 days 
27 days 
40 day~ 

Days Between Logged by JASP and Services Started 

0-3 

. 42.2% 
90.5% 
82.2% 
31. 5% 

4-14 

28.1% 
4:5% 
16.2% 
36.5% 

15-25 

8.1% 
.9% 
.4% 

9.2% 

26 or more 

3.7% 
2.7% 

49-• c 

20.4% 

Average 

5 days 
1 day 
2 days 
7 days 

Days Between JASP Service Begun and Case Closed 

25.2% 
12.3% 
--.-4% 
-s:l% 

15-30 

24.4% 
23.6% 

2.9% 
22.7% 

31-75 

28.9% 
41. 8% 
36.5% 
36.9% 

76-90 

6.7% 
6.4% 

14.9% 
10.4% 

91 or more Average 

11.9% 44 days 
14.1%'-- 49 days 
44.0% 86 days 
18.8% 66 days 

Days Between Referred to Intake and JASP Closing Date: -- .. - -- ---- ---~ 
0-50 51-100 10]-150 151-365 Average 

31.1% 32.6% 15.6% 18.5% 81 days 
29.1% 49.5% 8.6% 11.4% 72 days 
~% 36.5% 26.1% 32.8% 115 days 
--s:4"% 41. 5% 27.3% 25.0% 109 days 

8 

," .... 11 

, , 
.'-

" 

~ 
.',r ~ ( 

~ 

~ 
;iJ..) 

As the chart indicates, District IIIb displays the 
shortest processing times, with an average length of parti­
cipation of 49 calendar days. O~erall, the average length 
of participation for the pilot areas ranges from 44 days in 
District ILIa 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 s,hows the percent utilization of each JASP 
componentl . Work restitution, family counseling, and 
community work service are the components most utilized. 

Chart IV 

'UTILIZATION OF THE JASP COMPONENTS 

ILIa 

Community 
Arbitration 5.2% 

Work Restitution 24.4% 
'Volunteer 

Assignment 1.5% 
Family Counseling:----

Short Term 2.2% 
Long Term ~% 

Community Work 
Service 83.7% 

Employment -0:0% 

District 

IIIb 

14.1% 
~% 

8.2% 

10.0% 
1:8% 

84.5% 
0.0% 

V 

8.3% 
28.6% 

8.3% 

10.0% 
43.2% 

75.9% 
18.3% 

VI 

1. 6% 
18.1% 

8.8% 

9.2% 
13.8% 

78.8% 
0.0% 

1 PC.:rcentages do not total to 100% because some clients 
receive multiple services. 
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A JASP Client picks up litter as_p~rt of his 
Assigned community work service hours. 
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A Gainesville JASP Saturday Work Party for youths assigned Community 
Work Service hours. 
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Generally community work service is heavily utilized 
in District III.' Family counseling is the most frequently 
utilized service in District V. 

According to Chart V, of the youths assigned to sanc­
tions and/or services in JASP,. approximately 84% complete the 
assignment. 

Chart V 

CIRCUMSTANCES OF JASP' TERMINATIONS 

District 

IIIa IIIb V VI 

Successful 
83.4% 84.6% Completion 84.4% 83.2% 

New Law Violation --0.:0% -r.tr% ---:-4% ----:-B"% 

Failure to 
6.5% Cooperate 8.9% 5.0% 15.4% 

Child Moved Away '"T:5% 4':1% ---:8% """"'2:7% 

Other 1f:4% '6:'4% 0:0% 5'":'"4% 

Chart VI displays the average length of particip~tion 
by the program component assigned. As expe~t7d, ~ommun~ty 
Arbitration has the shortest length of part~c~pat~on and 
Volunteer Assignment has the most lengthy. 

Chart VI 

Average Length of Participation by Program (calendar days) 

Program IIIa IIIb V VI 

Community Arbitration 19 43 69 49 

Work Restitution 47 46 84 6"9 
Volunteer Assignment 71 110 114 "'95 
Family Counseling: 

58 65 72 62 Short Term 
Long Term 90 103 84 -r7 

Community Work 53 Service 41 47 83 

Employment 

TOTAL 44 49 86 66 
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Findings from a Survey of Relevant Juvenile Justice 
System Personnel 

., During October-November, 1980, mail-out questionnaires 
were distributed to Intake Counselors, Judges, State Attor­
neys and Public Defenders from the Resource, Reallocation 
Pilot districts. Ninety percent (166 out of 184) were com­
pleted and returned, an ~xcellent return rate. 

., 
The purpose of the questionnaires was to measure: 

Knowledge of JASP 
Quality of JASr services 
Relationship with JASP staff 
Timeliness of JASP services, and 
Quality of Intake practices 

Two questionnaires, one designed for Intake Counselors 
and the other for Court Officials, yielded both closed-ended 
(multiple choice questions) and open-ended (fill in the blank 
questions) responses. 

Results from the Intake Counselor Questionnaire 

Appendix C presents the findings from the closed-ended 
quest:i,ol1s of the Intake Counselor Questionnaire. The high­
lights of the findings are as follows: 

• Over eighty percent of Intake Counselors surveyed 
thought community work service, work restitution 
and community arbitration's service delivery was 
"very good" or "good". In particular, 95% of the 
counselors in District V rated community work ser­
vice as "good" to "very good". 

• In contrast, approximately 40 percent of the coun­
selors surveyed view family counseling, employment 
and volunteer counseling as "poor" or "very poor" 
in delivery service. 

Uniquely, District V has the highest percentage 
of counselors"responding "poor" or "very poor" to 
the service delivery question for volunteer and 
family counseling. (55% and 59% respectively). 

This is a unique finding since family counseling 
is highly utilized in District V. 

11 
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• The majority of Intake Counselors believe JASP staff 
understand Intake and the Juvenile Justice System 
(72% and 70% respectively). 

• Although the majority of Intake Counselors view JASP 
staff as qualified, a comparably higher percentage 
(approximately 30%) of Intake Counselors in IIIa view 
JASP staff as unqualified. 

• Approximately seventy-percent of the Counselors sur­
veyed believe that JASP staff share information re­
garding client neods and progress. 

• Almost 65% of the counselors surveyed view the refer­
ral process to JASP as simple. 

• 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
quent youth. 

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

• Approximately 46% of the counselors surveyed indica­
ted that they would recommend more cases to JASP if 
the State Attorney was more accepting of diversion. 

• 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 questions 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
sonally with youth. This same problem was perceived by Intake 
counselors from District V (eleven out of forty-four surveyed). 
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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Seven out of forty-four counselors surveyed in 
District V stated that Family Counseling was too brief. 
The average length of participation in Family Counseling, 
however, is 78 days. 
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Results from State Attorney, Judge and Public Defender 

Questionnaire 

Appendix D presents the findings from the clos~d­
ended questions of the Sta't.e Attorney, Judge and Publ~c 
Defender Questionnaire. From those findings, the follow­
ing summary observations were extracted: 

District IlIa 

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

• Employment for the purpose of restitution was 
viewed by 80% of the court officials surveyed as 
"fair" . 

• Of the court officials surveyed, relations and 
communications with Intake were viewed as more 
satisfactory and positive than relations and com­
munications with JASP. 

• Sixty percent of the court officials believed that 
the amount of information provided on the Intake 
recommendation to the State Attorney form has im­
provec'. 

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

• Similarly, sixty-seven percent of the court offi­
cials thoug:lt 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 

• 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. 
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• The majority of court officials surveyed in District 
IIIb believe relations between their office, Jl~SP 
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 prov,ide 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 1'0 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 officiaas 
surveyed believed the quality of all JASP services 
(except Employment for Restitution) was "good". Em­
playrnent 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 office, 
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. \' 

• Despite the high percentage of court officials who 
believe information 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 \'lere 10 months ago. 

, 



Sununary 

. T~e purp~se of the survey was to provide management 
~nformat~on dur~ng the pilot period. The issues that sur­
faced were discussed with the providers and the District 
~ersonnel. Therefore, action has been taken to address the 
~ssues 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 
difficul ty" has resulted in what is referred to as IInet wJ.den­
ingll - namely, extending the client reach of the justice 
system by widening the overall proportion of population Sw)­
ject to some form of formalized attention. 

To address the phenomenon of net widening, this evalua­
tion asked the question "How m~ny youths referred to JASP were 
diverted from initial or further processing within the justice 
system?" Before answering the question, 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. 

/ 

'" /' 
/' 

=p-o'=""l"'-i c-e 

.... 
.... 

"Counsel and 
",/ Release 

" Single 
" Intake 

If the officer alters his arresting practices because 
of the new diversion program, (for example, arrests more nnd 
counsels and releases less) Level I net widening may result. 
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. '.\ : .'. ..\ :. 

-=-..----=-- '" Single 
Intake 

..... 
"- ..... 

"-

" " 

Petition 

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 ~n ~he 
numbe~ of referrals to Intake and the judici~l recomm~nda~~on 
and handling rates. According to the prelim~nary Eva~~a~~on 
of Resource Reallocation referrals to Intake have rema~ned 
constant and judicial recommendation and han~lin~ ra~es have 
declined. This indicates tha.": Level I net w~den~ng ~s not 
occurring (law enforcement in the pilot area are not refer­
ring more youths to Intake) and Lev7 l II net widening ~Intake 
referring youths to JASP who otherw~se would have rece~ved 
less intensive attention) is minimal. 

A rnore accurate measure of diversion (or net wide~i~g) 
was obtained from multiple comparisons of matched, strat~f~ed, 
and randomly selected samples of pre-JASP youth and JASP youth. 
The identified pre-JASP cases (Comparison Groups) were matc~ed 
with JASP cases on such variables as age, offense, status h~s­
tory and HRS district: To assu~e reliable results, the JASP 
sample and correspond~ng Comparlson Groups were ~elected for 
two separate time periods (January-March and Apr~l-June) . 

The first comparison grol.J.p was obtained from delinquency 
dispositions during January-March 1978 (N=440). ~he JAS~ sam­
ple was drawn from closed cases during the same t~m7 per~od for 
1980 (N=440). The second Comparison Group was ohta~ned 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). 

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 e~act number of cases 
which had specific combinations of var~ables (for example, burg-
lary referral, ·twelve years of age, no prior referrals, ~rom 
District III) was ascertained. The number of ~ver~ poss~ble 
combination of variables for JASP cases was determ~ned. Based 
on these combinations (and the lack of) a Compari 7on Group, * 
was preliminarily selected. Next, a r~ndom sampl~ng tec~n~que 
was used within each possible combinat~on for th~ Compar~son 
Groups. This produced an equal number of cases ~n 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 techniql ... e used was out.lined 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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Given the similarity between JASP youth and the pre­
JASP Comparison Group with respect to the above mentioned 
matching variables and eligibility criteria, the evaluators 
made the following assumption. Decision-makers who were 
responsible for the dispositions of the pre-JASP cases would 
have made essentially the same dispositions in the JASP cases. 
Thus, if Intake counselors Bad sanctioned and released 60% of 
the pre-JASP group and had referred the ~emaining 40% to 
court, the assumption explicit in this exercise is that they 
would have made essentially the same 6U7zfo disposition with 
respect to the JASP clients. 

- ; 

Chart VII displays the number and percent of JASP Com­
parisons (January-March) who received each of the following 
dispositions. As seen in Chart VII, 56~ of the JASP Comparison 
Group were handled non-judicially. Fo~-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 
received had JASP not existed. In other words, if JASP had 
not existed, 56% of the clients would not have received such 
services or been placed under comparable controls. Of these 
youths, 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 hypothetically 
would have been processed within the justice system. Of this 
group, the largest subgroup (40%) consisted of referrals who 
would have been placed on Community Control. 

Caution should be taken, however when examining this 
lIarnount of diversion ll information aggregately since the pilot 
districts 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 small amount in comparison 
to District V and VI. 

Chart VIII, displays a similar analysis for a Comparison 
Group obtained through matching with J~SP cases closed during 
.a :.J.ate+:, time period (April-June 1980) ... A comparison 0f the 
charts demonstrates an overall decline in IInet wideningll: and 
an increase in true diversion, since JA?P began. 

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

According to Chapter 39, the Florida Juvenile Justice 
Act, "the applicat.ion of sanctions which are consistent with 
the seriousness of th6 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 designf';d to serve youths who would have Itpenetrated 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 
III 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.39.00l 
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CHART VII 

h"YPOTHETICAL DISPOSITI0i.~S 

JASP CLIENTS NOULD HAVE RECEIVED 

Jan-Mar Sample 

(N=440) 

DISI'RIcr 

• E OF DISPCSITICN .T'fP III V VI -
'ai-JUDICIAL ACI'ICN (%) . N (%) N (%) • N 

L"lvcW.d COtplaint (1.0) 2 

Cnable to Locate Child .( .5) 1 

C;r.;llai.'1t Wi thdr2'..m ( .5) 1 

Filed for Info:cration 
O:'lly (8.S) 17 (15.4) 30 

Dismissed by State 
AttolT.ey (25.9) 50 (13.3) 26 (25.0) 13 

Valid Caro1aint, 
Closed by" Intake 
A.."'ter Initial Carplaint (22.8) 44 (4.1) 8 (7.7) 4 

Valid CottJ:llaint, Closed 
by Intake After CCntact (14.5) 28 (3.6) 7 (11.5) 6 

COnsent S~-vision ( .5) 1 (.5) 1 

Fsferred to O"..her Agf'_"lCY (3.1) 6 

• 11 nl 2 ( .5) 1 Ot:.re..c I 
.-_ .. , 

I -
SUB-'IQTI;L (78.8) 152 (37.4) 73 . , I (~4 .2) 23 

JU"DICIAL ACTICN 

Ccmni tImnt to YS (3.6) 7' 
-

?eleased to Parent (1.0) 2 

Refe=red to Public 
Agency ( .5) 1 

Referred to Private 
Agency (.5) 1 

Other (.5) 1 ( .5) '1 

Dismissed (3.6) 7 (2.7) 5 (13.5) 7 . 
JlXlicial \.;'a..J:ning " (4'.2) 8 (9.7) 19 (5.8) 3 

Held O;?en ( .5) 1 (3.9) 2 

Referred to Agency (.5) 1 (1.0) 2 

Probatioo (9.3) 18 (43.6) 85 (38.9) , -
-;:) 

Certified (1.0) 2 

Jurisdic""...icn Lest (1.9) 1 

Other (1.~) 2 (1.9) 1 

St:3-'l'O'r.;r. (21.2) * 41 (62.6) 122 1(53.2) 29 

, 193** I 195 52 

*Percent totals will not always equal 100.0 due to rounding. 
**This sample totaled 196 r "lith 3 missing case dispositior.s. 

2'1 

TOrAL 

(%) N 

(.5) 2 

( .2) 1 

( .2) 1 

(10.7) 4'7 

(20.2) 89 

(12.7) 56 

(9.3) 41 

( .5) 2 

(1.4) 6 

(.7) 3 
I 
I (56.4) 248 

(1.6) 7 

(.5) 2 

(.2) 1 

(.2) 1 

(.5) 1 

(4.3) 19 

(6.8) 30 

(.7) 3 

(.7) 3 

(26.8) 118 

(.5) 2 

( .2) 1 

(.7) 3 

! (43.6) 192 

440 



TYPE OF DISPC6ITICN 

N:N-JUDICIAL ACl'ICN % 

Invalid CCIlplaint (28) 

CHART VIII 

HYPOlliETICAL . DISPOSITIC1lS 

JllSP CLIENI'S v;ouID HAVE RECEIVED 

Apr-Jun Sanp1e 

(N=887) 

DISTRIcr 

III 

N % N % 

8 (.3) 1 • (0.0) 

VI 

N 

0 

unable to locate '0li1d (.7)' 2 (.3) 1 (.4) 1 

catp1aint Withdrawn (.3) 1 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 

Filed for Info~tion 
only (9.4) 27 (11.8) 42 (1.2) 3 

Dismissed by State 
Attomey (18.5) 53 (12.3) 44 (18.4) 45 

Valid Crnp1aint, 
Closed by Intake 
After Initial 
Catp1aint (17.1) 49 (7.5) 27 (12.3) 30 

Valid Crnp1aint, 
Closed by Intake 

(18.5) (2.5) 9 (9.8) 24 After C.ontact 53 

Consent Supervision (1.0) 3 (.3) 1 ( .4) 1 

RP.fp.rred to Other 
Agency (3.5) 10 (.6) 2 (0.0) 0 

Other (1.0) 3 (.8) 3 (4.9) 12 

SUB-'lUl'AL (73.1) 209 (36.4) 130 '(47.5) 116 

JUDICIAL ACl'ICN 

cannit:rrent to YS (0.0) 0 (1.7) 6 (.4) 1 

Released to Parent (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 

Referred to Public 
Agency (0.0) -- 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 01 _. __ .. - - -
Referred to Pri "age 
Agency (0.0) 0 (.6) 2 (.4) 1 

_ ... 
other (0.0) . o (0.0) 0_ (O.O} 0 

Dismissed (6.9) 20 (2.5) 9 (8.6) 21 

Ju::licial Warning (3'.8) 11 (16.5) 59 (11.9) 29 

Held Cpen (0.0) 0 (2.0) 7 (.4) 1 

Referred to Agency (1.0) 3 (.6) 2 (0.01 Q 

Probation (13.3) 38 (37.f1) 135 (24.6) 60 

Certified (.3) 1 (.6) 2 <,0.0) 0 

Jurisdiction Lost (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 

Other (,,3) 3 (1.4) 5 (6.1) 15 

SUB-'l'Cf.['l.L (26.9) 77 (63.6) 227 (52.5)128 

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

(1.0) 

( .5) 

(.1) 

(8.1) 

(16.0) 

(12.0) 

(9.7) 

( .5) 

(1.4) 

l?n\ 

(51.3) 

(.8) 

(0.0) 

(0.0) 

(.3) 

(0.0) 

(5.6) 

(11.2) 

( .9) 

(.6) 

(26.3) 

(.3) 

(0.0) 

(2.6) 

(48.7) 

CHART IX 

Hl.'POI'HETICAL DISPOSITIONS JASP cr..mrrs WXilD F...IWE P.IX:EIVED 

Jan-Jun Sar.-ple 

(N=1,327) 

DISTRICT 

TYPE OF DISPCSITICN III v 'TOI'AL 

N:N-JUDICIAL ACI'ICN % N % N % N % N --
N 

L'1v'alid CcIrplaint (2.1) 10 (.2) 1 (0.0) 0 (.8) 11 

9 I Unable to Locate Child ( .6) 3 (.2) . 1 ( .3) 1 ( .4) 5 

4 Corplaint Wi tbdrawn (.4) 2 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 ( .2) 2 

1 Filed for Info:onaticn 

72 

" 
.' 

Only (9.2) 44 (13.0) 72 (1.0) 3 (9.0) 119 

Dismissed by State 
Atto:rney (21.5) 103 (12.7) 70 (19.6) 58 (17.4) 231 

142 
Valid Ccrrp1aint, 
Closed by Intake 
After Initial Ccrrp1aint (19.4) 93 (6.3) 35 (1l.5) 34 (12.2) 162 

106 Valid Ccxrplaint, 
Clcsed by Intake a.....~ 
Ccntact (16.9) 81 (2.9) 16 (10.1) 30 (9.6) 127 .. 

86 

4 

Consent Supervision (.8) 4 ( .4) 2 (.3) 
11 

( .5) 7 

I<e.ferred to Other 
Agency (3.3) 16 (.4) 2 (0.0) 0 (1.4) IB 

12 

la 

( ~. 
H 
~/ 

ot.'1er' r (l.0) 5 (.7) 4 (4.1) 12 (l.6) 21 
--~-- - '.' 

203 i L 

SUB-TOTllT .. (75.4) 361 (36.8) (47.0) 139 (53.0) 703 

d'i"i 
JUDICIl'L J..C'I'ION 

L, 
I 
I, 

, · . , 
Comti. trrent to YS (0.0) 0 (3.7) 13 (.3) 1 (l.l) 14 

r 
' . . ~ 

7 

0 

..... . -
Felea.sed to Parent (.4) 2 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (.2) 2 

\:~. 
r' 

. \: ... ~ 
Feferred to Public 

0 
Agency (.2) 1 (0.0) 0 to.O) 0 ( .07) 1 

Referred to Private 

3 
Agency 0 ( .9) 3 (.3) 1 (.3) 4 

0 
,.0 -Other (.4) 2 ( .3) 1 (0.0) 0 (.2) 3 .. -

50 Dismissed (5.6) 27 (4.0) 14 (9.5) 28 (5.2) 69 

99 Judicial Warning (4.0) . 19 ('22.3) 78 (10.8) 32 (9.7) 129 

8 
" ' 

7 (l.0) 3 (.8) iJ.. ~ld Open ( .2) 1 (2.0) 

5 Feferred to Agency ( .B) 4 (l.1) 4 (0.0) 0 (.6) 
; 

8 

· 233 
Prcbation (11.7) 56 (39.9) 220 (25.3) 75 (26.5) 351 · 3 
Certified (.2) , 1 (l.1) 4 (0.0) 0 ( .4) 5 

0 
Jurisdiction LeSt (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (.3) 1 (.07) 1 

23 
Otter (1.0) 5 (1.4) 5 (5.4) 1!S (2.0) 26 

432 
SUB-'lUI'AL (24.6) 118 (63.2) 349 (53.4) 157 (47.0) 624 

887 
~, .. 

479 552 296 1,327 

'0 



" . 

Amount of Recidivism Study 

Is recidivism reduced by JASP? How well do JASP youth 
perform subsequent to their involvement in the project? Do 
JASP clients have fewer or less serious contacts with the 
justice system after project involvement than they might have 
had if they had not participated in JASP? And, finally, what 
program components within JASP are more successful in reducing 
rearrests? 

To answer these questions, the evaluation used a qua~i­
experimental design to compare the rearrest records of JASP 
clients with those of comparison groups. 

Definition of Recidivism 

For the purpose of this evaluation, the definition of 
recidivism is as follows: 

Referral to HRS-Single Intake for a delinquency offense. 

Selection of Comparison Groups 

The JASP client groups for District III and V were ob­
tained from all cases closed during January-March, 1980. Since 
most diversion projects handle all eligible target area cases, 
the Comparison Groups were selected from a previous time period, 
(youths referred to Intake during January-March, 1978). 

The use of individuals from "two years before" comprised 
the only practical basis on which the study could establish a 
meaningful Comparison Group for the projects in District III & 
V. 

The JASP client group for District VI was obtained from 
cases closed during April-June, 1980. The Comparison Group was 
obtained from cases referred to Intake during the same time 
period in District IV. A "two year before" group could not be 
used in District VI due to the purging of records for youths 18 
or older in the pilot Client Information System (CIS). A mean­
ingful Comparison Group, therefore, was established for the 
same time period from another District. District IV was select­
ed because it was similar to District VI in referral rates, ju­
dicial handling rates, commitment rates and other system indi­
cators. 

The three Comparison Groups consisted of youths who were 
similar to JASP clients on variables such as age, offense, prior 
dispositions, and dis,trict, but who were processed by the tradi-
tional juvenile justice system. ' 
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The design of the recidivism study can b as follows: e diagrammed 

Client,Group (District III) 
Co~parlson Group (District III) 
Cllent,Group (District V) 
Co~parlson Group (District V) 
Cllent,Group (District VI) 
Comparlson Group (District VI) 

X = JASP 
o = Comparison of Rearrest Rates 

X 

X 

X 

1981 --' 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

'Por the three projects combined, there were 415 JASP 
clients and 438 youth in Comparison Groups.' 

Follow-up Procedures 

for 'a gThe performance of c~ients and comparisons was analyzed 
month follow-up perlod, beginning' on the date of each 

youth's referral to Intake. 

:rhe ar~est information on which the analysis ' .... ·as based 
was ~atJ.~ered J..rom the Master Card (HRS form 461) T" f 
i~ovldes a,chronological history,of all referral~ an~l~is~~~i_ 
~l?nS recelve~ for each youth. Rearrest information was ob­
~alned for cllents and comparisons alike. 

Results 

In m~asuring tI:e impac1:. of JASP, recidivism rates and 
the 7ha~~e In the serlousness of new offenses committed after 
termlnal-lon were compared.' 

, ~hart X,d~splays the percent of youths rearrested 9 
mon1:.hs~~rom orlg7nal referral. As shown by the chart, the 
youngsl-ers who dld not participate in JASP had a 24 5~ t 
rearrest rate. Approximately 18% of the JASP I' t' 0 grea er d' ' c len s were 
rearreste. Thls compares quite favorably w.ith tha 24% re-
arrest rate calculated for the Comparisons. ' 

,District IlIa experienced the lowest ,rearrest rate for 
all of the JASP clients. District V experienced the highest 
re~rrest rate. District IIIb is the only pilot dis~rict in 
whlch the Comparisons did better than JASP client~. I-

, , ?verall, it appears that JASP had significantly lower 
recldlvlsm than' the Comparisons and may deter youth from 
subsequent law violations. 
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In addition to the 9-month follow-up, arrest data were 
collected for a longer follow-up period for both the Comparison 
and JASP groups. Since the Comparison. Group for District III 
and V were selected from previous time periods, rearrest data 
for "after 9 months" was available for an approximate 24 month 
follow-up. The "after 9 month" follow-up period for the JASP 
groups and the District VI Comparison Group was significantly 
less, approximately 3 months. The total follow-up period for 
the Comparison and JASP groups were 33 months and 12 months 
respectively. Chart XI displays the number and percent of 
rearrests for the different follow-up periods. Due to the un­
equal "after 9 month" follow-up time, comparisons of total 
rearrests between the District III and V JASP groups and the 
Comparison Groups should not be made. 

As shown by the chart, the thirty-three month follow-up 
of the Comparison Groups (District III and V) produced a 34.2% 
rearrest rate. This is an increase from the 23.7% rearrest 
rate reported in the 9 month follow-up. The twelve month 
follow-up of the JASP clients yielded a 19.6% rearrest rate. 
This is a small increase from 17.9% rate reported in the 
9 mon~h follow-up. As past research has indicated, the like­
lihood of rearrests are substantially greater during the" first 
few months after release. This research supports that finding. 

Another measure of recidivism (or program impact) this 
study utilized was the seriousness of the offense committed 
after release. As indicated by Chart XII, approximately 37% 
of the JASP groups and Comparison Groups were arrested for an 
offense which was more serious than the initial offense. Over­
all, there seemed to be no difference between the Comparisons 
and the JASP group in the seriousness level of the subsequent 
offense. 

The final manner in which recidivism was measured 
(which is of more importance to program managers) compared 
the different program component rearrest rates. Chart XIII 
illustrates the number of JASP clients placed in each compon­
ent and the number and percent of those rearrested during the 
12 month follow-up. The lowest rearrest rate (11.1%) was for 
Community Arbitration. Family Counseling, with a rearrest 
rate of 23.0%, was the highest among all of the service/ 
sanction components. It should be noted, however, that 
approximately one-fourth (25.9%) of the JASP clients received 
more than one service/sanction. For this reason, caution 
should be taken in accepting these results since the rearrest 
rates reflect only the primary placement. 

The groups, however, may not be comparable due to 
selection criteria. That is, a less manageable, more delin­
quency prone youth may be placed in the Community Arbitration 
program. 
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Chart X 

Percentage of Youths Rearrested,l and Difference in Recidi­
vism Rates for JASP Clients Versus JASP Comparisons 

Percentage of 
Percentage Percent 

Points Reduction Youths Rearrested Difference 2 
or increase 

Projects in in 
Recidivism Recidivism 

Clients Comparisons Clients vs. Clients (N=413) (N=438) vs. 
Comparisons Comparisons 

District 
IIIa (93)14.0% (59)16.9% + 2.9% +17.2% 

District 
IIIb (63) 20.6:% (84)20.2% .4% - 2~ 0% 

District 
V (82)21.9% (82)36.6% +14.7% +40.2% 

District 

1 

2 

VI (175)17.1% (213)22.1% + 5.0% +22.6% 
TCT.PL (413)17.91- (438)23.7~ + 5~8% +24.5% 

Less than or equal to 9 months from instant referral 

A ~n~s. (-) indicates that the Comparisons had a lower 
r~c1d1v1sm rate compared to JASP clients· a plus (+) . . 
f1es that the Comparisons had a greater ~ecidivism ra~~gn1-
compared to JASP clients. 

Prepared by: PDCYFD 
April 13, 1981 
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Chart XI 

Re-Arres t Compat'ison of JASP 

And Non-JASP Populations 

No. of Youth Arrested No. o~ Youth He-Arrested 
District No. of Cases Within 9 months aftel:. 9 l1\onths2 'l'otal No. ,Jf Re-Arrests l 

IlIA Non-JASP 59 10 16.n <1 14 23.7% 

IlIA .JASP 93 13 14.0~ 2 1.5 16.1% 

IHB Non-JAB!' 04 17 20.H 9 26 3l.0~ 

IIID Jl\Sl' 63 1.3 20.6% 2 15 23.0% 

V Non-JASI' B2 30 36.6% 17 37 45.1'6 

V J!\SI' 02 ] f.l 21.9% 1 1!J 23.H 

VI Non-JASP 213 47 22.1% 3 50 23.5!!. 

VI JASP 175 30 17.H 2 3? 10.3!l. 

'rO'rAL 851 178 20.9!l. 40 208 24.4!l. 

1 Since the same youth can be re-arrested t~/ice (within 9 months from initial arrest: and after 9 months) the total 
number of re-arrests does not repr!,!sent the total number of youth re-arrested. 

2 Since the l~on-JASP comparison group was selected from a previous time period, the follow-up period "af ter 9 months" 
for the comparison group is considerably longer (approximately 2 year,s). 'l'he same folloH-UP period for JASi' is 
approximately 3 months. I:'or this reason, a comparison of total ,re-arrest rates for JABI' and Non-JASI' groups is 
inva lid. 'ehe JASP and Non-JASP total arrest rates (the last column), therefore, should be interpreted independently 
and not comparatively. ' 
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Change from 
Pre to Post 

Equally serious 
(no change) 

Less Serious 
(improvement) 

More Serious 
(worsening) 

TO'I'J\L 

Chart JaI 

~ 
Number and Percent of Reci.divists WhOH( i )nequent Offense \'Jas Less 

~ 

Serious, Equally Seriuus, or More Serious l Than the Initial 

Offense 

District IIIA Distri~t Ino DiGt:ri at- V . District: VI 
Chents Camp, Cll.ents Camp, ell.ent.s Compo Cll.ents Camp, 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

( 7) 7.6% (3) 30.0% (3) 23.1% (3)17.6% (7) 30.9% (9)30.0% (9) 30.0.% (16)34.0% 
. . 

(6)46.2% (1) 10.0% (3) 23.1% (2) 11. 0% (4) 22.2% (14)46.7% (14) 46.7% (17)36.2% 

, 
, . 

(6) 46.2% (6) 60.0% (7) 53.0% '(12)70.6% (7) 30.9% (7) 30.9% (7) 23.3% (14)29.0% 

,. 

-
(13) (10) (13) (17) (10) (30) (30) (47) 

'!'01'AI.S 
Cll.ents Camp. 
No. % No. % 
. 
(20)27.0% (31)29.0% 

.~. 
~ .-' 

(27)36.5% (34) 32.7% 

(27)36.5% (39)37.5% 

(74) 1(}0% (lO'l)lOO% 

1 Seriousness was determined by categorizing and r.anking all offens,es into 6 groups. 'l'he categories were (from most serious to 
least serious): Felony-Person, Felony-Property, Felony-Victimless, Misdemeanor-Person, Misdemeanor-Property and Mlsdemeanor­
Victi/llless, If, for ~xample, a youth was initially referred for petit theft and was later rearrested for b.urglary, the second 
offense would be interpreted as a "more serious" offense. 
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Chart XIII 
---

Comparison of Re-Arrest Rates for ~ASP 

Services and S.anctions Call pilot districts combined) 

Program 

Community 
Arbitration 

Work 
Restitution 

Volunteer 
Assignment 

Family 
Counseling 

Community 
Work Service 

Empl~yment 

TOTAL 

Nwnber of Youth 2 
Placed in program-

18 

49 

23 

74 

249 

0 

413 

Nwnber and Percent of 
Youth Re-Arrestedl 

2 11.1% 

8 16.3% 

5 21.7% 

17 23.0% 

49 19.7% 

0 0 

81 19.6% 

1 Approximately 1 year from date of initial referral 

2 Because some clients receive multiple sanctions and/or 
services the re-arrest rates for each program may not 
be a true measure of the program's singular impact. 
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Cost Analysis of the Juvenile Alte'rnative Service 
Project. 

This section will focus on the cost of JASP and the 
juvenile justice system savings that may result from the 
project. In doing so, this evaluation will ask the basic 
question of a cost analysis: is a given -social. program 
worth the resources allocated 'to it compared to- the effects 
of not having the social program or doing it in a different 
manner. This is a complex question, one that calls for a 
full~fledged cost/benefit analysis. Such an analysis would 
req~ire considerable comparability across projects in terms 
of data regarding op&rational costs, staffing patterns, and 
the flow of clients through specified program activities. 
This evaluation was unable to collect this type of informa­
tion. Consequently, a full-fledged cost/benefit analysis 
could not be undertaken. Despi te , this, the.t'e is some utility 
in addressing the issue, if only in a limited manner, of how 
expensive JASP is when compared to"'other alt~rnatives. 

Chart XIV and XV display the cost associated with each 
JASP case'. These estimates were bas'ed on expendit.ures and 
clients, served'during October 1979 to June 1980. As the 
table indicates, the cost per case for the latter part of 
FY 79-80 ranged from a low of $156 to a high of $366. The 
comparably higher cost per case, in District VI may, in part" 
be explained by the low number of JASP referrals received. 

Taken alone, these cost per case figures are meaning­
less. If JASP represents any i~mediate cost savings, it would 
be through the avoidance of additional justice system costs 
associated with court, Community Control and further deep-end 
programming. Therefore, to understand the total costs asso­
ciated with JASP, a comparison of the costs of other disposi­
tional al'ternatives is needed. 

Chart XVI indicates the cost incurred by an individual 
juvenile being processed through each successive stage of the' 

,juvenile justice system. These cost estimates are on a state­
," wide basis and were derived from the 1978 Florida Juveni'le 
, Justice System Cost Methodology developed by Arthur Young and 

Company. 

Using information from the Amount of Diversion analysis, 
presented earlier and the Arthur Young Calculations, the costs 
associated with serving 100 JASP-similar youths in 1978 were 
compared to the costs of serving 100 JASP youths in 1980 (see 
Chart XVI I) . 
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As the chart indicates, the costs of serving 100 
youths in JASP in Districts V and VI is less than the costs 
of previous alternative services. District III is the only 
pilot district which deviates by showing an increase in costs. 
It wou.ld seem that District III, serving a less serious popu­
lation, has experienced "net widening II and the increased costs 
that accompany it. 

Summary 

To obtain a total understanding of costs, the measured 
benefits associated with the costs should be compared. It 
may be, for example, that the benefits (reduced .recidivism, 
the application of more sanctions, community support) outweigh 
the increased costs experienced in District Iir. 

As shown in the Amount of Recidivism Study, youth who 
participated in District IIIb JASP had a slightly greater re­
arrest rate than the comparison group. Since the potential 
benefit of reduced recidivism was not realized in District 

--- ------- ~~--

IIIb, the increased costs may not be justified. Other benefits 
(e.g. increased confidence 'in juvenile justice system, community 
support and certainty of sanctions for minor offenders) which 
are not easily measured, however, may justify the increased 
expenditures. 
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District 

III 
V 

VI 

III' 
V 

VI 

III 
V 

VI 

III 
V 

VI 

III 
V 

VI 

III 
V 

VI 
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CHART XIV 

COST PER CHILD/DAY AND COST PER CASE FOR JASP 

(October-June 1980) 

Contract Expenditures 

$193,141 
$193,142 
$193,141 

Number of Clients served (exit forms available) 

879 
1235 

528 

Average Length of Participation 

31.8 days 
75.5 days 
61.6 days 

Total Child Care Days (Average lengt,h of participa-
---- tion x number of clients) . 

27923 
93268 
32504 

Cost per Child/Day (Contract expendit't;lres . child 
care days) . 

$6.91 
$2.07 
$5.94 

Cost per Case 

$219.53 
$156.29 
$365.90 

= (Cost per child/day x average 
length of ~articipation) . 



CHART XV 

CONTRACT COSTS, NUMBER OF CLIENTS SERVED, ~ COST PER CASE FOR JASP 

FY 79-80* 

Contract Clients Cost** 
Project Site Costs Served Per Case 

District III $193,141 879 $220 

District V $193,142 1,235 $156 

District VI $193,141 528 $366 

FY 80-81 

Projections*** 

Contract Clients Cost** 
Project Site Costs Served Per Case 

District III $257,522 1,472 $175 

District V $257,522 1,312 $196 

District VI $223,667 1,192 $188 

* 
** 

*** 

JASP was not operational in all sites until January, 1980. 
Therefore this data is based on the last six months of FY 79-80. 
To determine the cost per case, total expenditures for FY years 
79-80 and 80-81 were divided by the number of clients who were 
served during that same time period. 
Projections based on Jul-Sept of fiscal year. 
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CHART XVI 

COSTS INCURRED THROUGH ALTERNATIVE PATHS 

A. Cost incurred when 
youth is arrest8d 

B. Cost incurred when 
an arrested youth is 
processed through 
intake without being 
detained. 

C. 

D. 

Cost incurred when an 
arres'ted youth is pro­
cessed through intake 
and detained in: 
(1) Secure detention 
(2) Non-Secure detention 

Cost incurred when an 
arrested. youth receives 
a non-judicial disposi­
tion without services 
and has not.been detained. 

E. Cost incurred when an 
arrested child receives 
a non-judicial disposi­
tion without services 
and has been detained in 
(1) Secure detention 
(2) Non-Secure detention 

F. Cost incurred when an 
arrested youth receives 
a non-judicial disposi­
tion with services and 
has not been detained. 

G. Cost incurred when an 
arrested youth receives 
a non-judicial dispos'i­
tion (JASP) and has not 
been detained. 
(1) District III 
(2) District V 
(3) District VI 

This Step 

$76.89 

$70.72 

$318.79 
$356.33 

$0 

$0 
$0 

$225.00* 

$219.53 
$156.29 
$365.90 

Prior Step 
Ref. Amount 

A 

B 
B 

B 

C1 
C2 

B 

B 
B 
B 

-0-

$76.89 

$147.61 
$147.61 

$147.61 

$466.40 
$503.94 

$147.61 

$147.61 
$147.61 
$147.61 

Total 

$76.89 

$147.61 

$466.40 
$503.94 

$147.61 

$466.40 
$503.94 

$372.61 

$367.14 
$303.90 
$513.51 

*This cost varies significantly depending on the program. The 
estimate is derived from the estimated cost of continuing 
services through. consent supervision. 
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CHART XVI (Cont' 0,) 

This SteE 
Prior SteE 
Ref. Amount Total 

H. Cost incurred when an 
arrested child receives 
a non-judicial disposi-
tion (JASP) and has 
been detained in: 

(1 ) District III 
(a) secure detention $219.53** C1 $466.4Q $685.93 
(b) non-secure deten-

tion $219.53** C2 $503.94 $723.47 

(2) District V 
( a) secure detention $156.29** C1 $466.40 $622.69 
(b) non-secure deten-

tion $156.29** C2 $503.94 $660.23 

(3) District VI 
(a) secure detention $365.90** C.l $466.40 $862.30 
(b) non-secure deten-

tion $365.90** C2 $503.94 $869.84 

I. Cost incurred when an 
arrested youth receives 
a judicial disposition 
and has not been detained $217.12 B $147.61 $364.74 

J. Cost incurred when an 
arrested youth receives 
a judicial disposition 
and has been detained in 

(1) secure detention $217.12 Cl $466.40 $683.53 
(2) non-secure detention $217.12 C2 $503.94 $ 721. 06 

** Cost per case for JASP was calculated by dividing the 
average length of Ddrticipation into the cost per 
child/day. This ~stimate was based on.October '79-June 
'80 activity. 
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Cost incurred when an 
arrested youth receives 
a judicial disposition 
of Community Control 
and has not been 

CHART XVI (Cont'd) 

Prior Step 
This Step Ref. Amount 

detained $352.16*** I $364.74 

Cost incurred when an 
arrested youth receives 
a judicial disposition 
of Community Control 
and has been detained 
in 

Total 

$716.90 

(1) secure detention $352.16*** Jl $683.53 $1,035.69 
(2) non-secure deten-

*** 

tion $352.16*** J2 $721.06 $1,073.22 

This cost per case estimate for Community Control was 
derived from 1980 program cost analysis by PDYSS. 
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CHART XVII 

A Before and ~ Comparison of ~ Associated ~ 

Serving 100 Youths 

Type of Disposition 

~-Judicial Disposition 

(a) Without Services 
(b) With Services 
(c) JASP 

Judicial Disposition 

(a) Without Services 
(b) JASP 
(c) Community control 

(1978) 
JASP Comparison 

Group 

(1980) 
J]I.SP 
Group 

Estimated 
Costs * ill L ~...!:Y.. ill l ..Tf. ...!:Y.. 

$188.61 70 35 43 50 
$474.61 5 1 4 3 
$394.85** 

$464.74 
$612.07** 
$716.90 

13 24 28 20 

12 40 25 27 
100 100 100 100 

92 94 99 95 

8 6 1 5 

100 100 100 100 

Costs of Serving 100 (JASP Similar) 
Youths before JASP: 

Costs of Serving 100 Youths 
l.n JASP: 

III $30,220.17 III $41,222.76 

V $46,905.72 V $40,788.32 

VI $40,943.89 VI $39,807.05 

Average $39,505.43 AveJ:;age $40,571.10 

, on group was selected by 
Explanation/Methodology: ThedJAtSPlcotmPkaerl.l.'ns 1978 from the pilot 

t h ' g youths referre 0 n a rna c l.n d' 1980 The comparisons were to JASP youths serve l.n •• , ' 
~~~~~ed according ~o sex, offens7t~ stat~s'a:~~:~dt~~~t~t~t. 

f the strl.ngent match, l. can De 
Because 0 , '1 r Once the comparisons are selected, 
two groups are Sl.ml. a . d IV) 

~~!;tr~~~~i:~~~:~~~:~!:~~~'i!~i~!I;~~~:!ir~;~h~~~~~:~~t1~t 
(next eight columns in top chart) re7ulted in the tota cos 
of serving 100 youths (bottom cost fl.gures). 

* All estimate~ c~s~s pe~h~a~~7~e~~h~rJ~~~n~O~~~~y~reT~;a;~~i~~tes 
~~~~a~~ju:~~~v~o r~~~ect annual inflati~n rates (13.3% for 1979, 
and 12.4% for 1980; source: Consumer Prl.ce Index). 

** This figure is the average cost per case for the three pilot dis­
tricts during 1980. 
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Review of r1ain Fi,ndings 

• JASP receives approximately 350 referrals each month. 
The typical JASP referral is a white, 15 year old male 
who has committed a misdemeanor property offense, and 
who has no prior criminal history. 

• The JASP population in District V and VI is comprised 
of youth who commit more serious offenses and who 
most likely have had prior contact with the juvenile 
justice system. 

• The average length of participation in JASP is 60 days. 
District V displays a considerably longer length of 
participation (86 days). 

• Work restitution and community work service are the 
components most utilized in all of the pilot areas. 
Uniquely, District V heavily utilizes the Family Coun­
seling component. 

• The quality of JASP service, as perceived by Intake 
counselors and court personnel (judges, sta'te attor­
neys, public defenders) is good. Approximately 80 
percent of these relevant juvenile justice personnel 
rated community arbitration, comrn:,mi ty work service 
and work restitution as "good" or "very good". The 
ratings for volunteer counseling, family counseling 
and employment were somewhat lower and similar for 
both groups (Intake counselors and court personnel). 
Approximately 60% of the respondents rated these 
programs as "good" or "very good". 

• District IIIa Intake counselors expressed more dis­
pleasure with JASP services and quality than Int.ake 
counselors in the other pilot districts. Court 
personnel in District IIIa did not appear to have 
this same displeasure (a 44% difference). 

• Approximately one-half of all court personnel re­
spondents felt the quality of intake services had 
improved. Inclusion of more information about JASP 
on recommendations to the state attorneys appear to 
be of the greatest concern. 

• Approximately fifty percent of JASP clients hypothe­
tically would have been processed judicially. This 
indicates that both net widening and diversion have 
occurred. District III demonstrates the most marked 
level of net widening (75%). 
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• Based on a 9-month follow-up, JASP clients ha~ signi­
ficantly lower recidivism rates than a Compar~son 
Group. This suggests that JASP may deter youth from 
subsequent law violations. 

• The costs of serving 100 youths in ~ASP in ~istricts 
V and VI is less than the costs of alternat~ve ser­
vices/sancti~ D~strict III is the only pilot 
district which deviates by showing an increase in . 
costs. 
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Recommendations 

• Net widening remains, a significant issue and steps 
should be taken to remediate this problem. 

• A JASP manual, containing referral procedures, standand~, 
pOlicies and goals, should be written. 

• Follow-up and ~~acking procedures for JASP clients need 
fo be included in future requests for proposals. 

~ Counseling and volunteer resources should be developed 
for status offenders. 

• The recommendation to the State Attorney Matrix a.nd the 
JASP Matrix should continue to serve as a guide in 
deciding which youth should be sanctioned informally. 
The adjustment and validation of the Intake Matrix also 
needs to be completed at the earliest possible time. 

• Community Control, Non-Residential Commitment., Residen­
tial Commitment and Training Schools should have levels 
of supervision and sanction commensurate with their 
place in the correctional system. 

• Intake recommendations to the State Attorney needs to 
be more specific. When recommending Jl-\ .. SP, the program 
component and the hours of involvement need to be speci­
fied . 

41 



APPENDIX A 
{J" 

'l.,_ ' 

-;'. 
.J t, 

-( 

o 
.. ' 

Appendix A 

(Intake Counselor Questicnnaire) 

Dear Intake Counselor: 

The JASP concept of contractual se~ces is unique and there are few guidelines 
to direct growth and quality of service systems. To find out if quality services 
are being provided and to identify problems, it seems to make sense to ask the in­
take counselor. Since counselors have daily contact with all segments of the 
system and JASP, who else is in a better position to ~ccurately identify problems 
and recognize quality of service? 

It is recognized that you have little time to devote to extra tasks and we have 
kept this i.n mind while designing a questionnaire. which will cover all the pertinent 
areas in a minimum of time. While taking your time to show your opinion will do 
nothing directly for you, the results could benefit your clients and improve the 
services available to you. The questionnaire asks for responses based on your 
own experience and feelings. We consider your responses to be of utmost import­
ance in evaluation of services and identification of relative problems. Your 
honesty is welcomed. Feel free to make additional comments on the back of the 
questionnaire. 

Since no name will be entered on the form, you will remain anorymous. Your 
responses will be confidential and will only be seen by the authors of the 
questionnaire. And, in order to ensure you remain anonymous, the only identity 
coding used is the stamped number at the bottom of each page. This number 
is merely a form number to account for returns. The coding is a district location 
code and in no manner could be traced to any specific individual. Additionally, 
envelopes are provided so that you may seal your final questionnaire prior to 
returning it to your unit supervisor. The envelope has been stamped with a re­
turn code t~ assure that once you seal your questionnaire it remains in~act and 
you remain anonymous. 

Please take the few IIUnutes neeaea to cOUlpl .. L .. a.u.:l 

to your uni t supervisor by September.30 r 1980, 
sc~!:::::! _n,..C" .... ..;"'"""::::.;,...o "'1--- -_ ..... _- . 

Definitions of concepts referred to in the questionnaire are provided below. 

JAS? - Juvenile Alternative Services Program - Established in Districts III, V, 
and VI in January 1980. JASP provides the following services through private 
contractors. 

A. Community A~bitration Boards - informal arbitration proceedings for misdemean­
ants. 

B. Work Restitution - arrangement of monetary restitutio~ or service restitution 
to the victim. 

C. Assignment to a Volunteer - (University, community college, or junior 
college students and community volunteers) for counseling and related 
services. 

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

E. Community Work Service - youth perform voluntary work in their own community 
as a consequence or sanction for their del.tnquent act(s) . 

F. Employment - for the purpos~ of indigent youth making restitution. , 
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Please try to complete the questionnaire in one sitting so that you will not miss 
any sections or questions. It should take no longer than ten minutes. 

Circle only those responses with which you have knowledge. If the JASP service 
is not. available in your county(s), or you have had no experience with the service, 
skip that service. 

1. Indicate your opinion of the JASP services 
that are provid,:d: 

Very Good Good Fair Poor Very Poor 

(a) community arbitra·tion 
(b) moneta~y or work restitution 
(c) community work service 
(d) volunteer counseling 
(e) family cotinselic.g" .",'." 
(f) employment. fqr :~(; pu=.pose Ci~' restit:.ltion 

. '-:.~';.:.., ~: .. _ . ;"\ 

2. Indicate your opinion Of the staff responsi­
ble for the. ,present-,d§ll.:·"ery of 'services of: 

... ,:-.- ,.;. $. :~i: ~.'. " ri" 
(a) community az:bitratfon' .> ''''''4::':­
(b) monetaz:y or' work restitution "", 
(c) community work service 
(di volunteer counselirtg,: .-:;, 
(e) family counseling 
(f) employment for the purpose of restitution 

3. Indicate your opinion of the relations between 
HRS and the various services of JASP. 

(a) community arbitration 
(b) monetary work restitution 
(c) co~ity work services 
(d) volunteer couJlseling 
(e) family counseling 
(f) employmen~ ~or ~e purpose or Le~Li~u~vu 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

Circle the response which best indi~-tes your impression of JASP. 

4. The JASP staff have the 
exoerience to be effective in their 
po~itions. 

5. The JASP staff have the 
training to be effective in their 
positions. 

6. JASP is designed to provide services 
to delinquents who otherWise would 
have received "nothing". 

7. Communications between HRS and the 
various services of JASP are' 
satisfactory . 

8. The various JASP staff share informa­
tion with HRS regarding' client 
needs. 

9. The various JASP staff share in­
for;mation with HRS regarding 
Client progress and/or 
non-compliance. 

Strongly 
Agree , Agree 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 • 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

Neither Disagree 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 . 4 

3 4 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
Ii 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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10. The JASP staff do not under­
stand the juvenile justice 
system. 

11. The JASP staff do not under-' 
stand Intake. 

12. The referral process to JASP 
has a disruptive time-lag be­
tween recommendation of JASP 
to the State Attorney and JASP 
receiving the referral 

13. The referral process to JASP has 
a disruptive time-lag between 
.1ASP receiving the referral and 
the client actually receiving 
services. 

14. The referral process to JASP 
is simple. 

15. JASP offers services that 
Intake should be providing. 

16. JASP offers services that 
another community agency al­
ready provides. 

17. JASP is valuable as a way of 
preventing further delinquency 
among first or second time 
delinquent juveniles. 

18. JASP 1s valuable as a way of 
keeping juvenile offenders 
out of court. 

Strongly 
Agree Agree 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 . 

Indicate your opinion of the following statements. 

Strongly 

~either Disagree 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

~A~g~r~e~e~ __ ~A~g~r~e==e __ ~N~e~i~t~her Disagree 

19. I would recommend- more cases to JASP 
than I do now if the admission 
criteria for JASP was less restricting. 

20~.I would recommend more cases to JASP 
. than"I do now if some of the Assistant 

State Attorneys were more accepting 
of diversion/JASP. 

21. I would recommend more cases to JASP 
than I do now if the community was 
more accepting of diversion/ 
JASP. ' 

22. I would recommend more cases to JASP 
than I do now if I had more support 
for JASP from the direct service 
supervisozs .. 'I.,"1d those above them. 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

5 

5 

5 

"' 



23. I would recommend more cases to JASP 
than I do no'", if I had rrore clerical 
help. 

24. I am now recommending all the cases 
to JASP that I want to recommend. 

, " 

25. I could recommend more cases 
to JASP than I do now if it 
wasn't for (any problem not 
identified in statements 19 
through 23). 

strongly 
Agree 

1 

I 

1 

Agree 'Neither 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

Circle the response which is the most accurate response for you. 

2~. Assume you are of the opinion ~~at a 
case should be handled non-judici~lly. 

(a) Indicate the frequency in which 
you include the following 
items on the Recommendation to 
State Attorney form. 

(1) the victim's statement 
(2) the police officer's statement. 
(3) a statement about the parent's 

willingness to cooperate 
(4) the attitude of the youth 

toward the offense 
(S) what disciplinary action has 

been taken or will be com­
pleted within 30 days of 
the case being received by 
intake 

(b) Indicate the frequency in which you 
investigate the following ite~ 

(1) the victim's statement 
(2) th~ police officer's statement 
(3) a statement about the parent's 

willingness to cooperate 
(4) the attitude of the youth toward 

the offense 
(S) what disciplinary action has been 

taken or will be completed within 
30 days of the case being received 
by intake 

27. In your opinion, do you find'the judicial 
recommendation matrix limited in its 
application to cases you encounter? 

28. Indicate how frequently you use the judicial 
recommendation matrix for ~~o~ce in 
decisions. 

Always 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Often 

2 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Disagree 

4 

4 

4 

Rarely 

3 
3 

3 

3 

3 

3 
3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Strongly­
Disagree 

5 

5 

5 

Never 

4 
4 

4 

4 

4 

4 
4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Personal sanctions are sanctions that are imposed upon the youth by the parents 
(and/or guardian) or counselor. Examples of personal sanctions include writing 
a letter of apology, privileges restricted, tour of the detention facility, etc. 

29. Indicate the frequency you impose personal san~~ons 

Always 
Often 
Ra:oely 
Never 

. ~ 
. ., 

----- ------------ -' ----

" 

, 
\ 
I 

1 
\ 

( ) 

: I ~. 

Circle the response ',"hich best expresses your opinion. 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

30. Personal sanctions are imposed 
more frequently in this unit 
than they were a year ago. 

31. I do not have the time to impose 
personal sanctions. 

32. I d~ not have the time to adequately 
monitor completion of personal 
sanctions. 

3'. It is important to the unit 
supervisor that the State Attorney's 
Office accept a majority of r./ 
recommendations. 

34. When my recommenGation contains 
complete/specific information, the 
State Attorney is more likely to 
agree with it. 

3S. It is my personal goal as an 
intake counselor to assure swift 
sanctions for delinquent youth. 

36. It is my personal goal as an intake 
counselor to assure that youth 
receive rehabilitation services. 

. 
Ple~se respond to the following: 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

i 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

l' •• l'~~ ~''''! ~"',"n'J (nr h'Wf> h"tl) any pr.oblems with JASP? And what would you recommend 
to improve the quality and service provided by JASP?~ _______________________ _ 

5 

5 

S 

S 

S 

S 

B. Are there any JASP ser,v:i:c:e which are needed and not provided? Are there any JASJ;> 
,service you feel are ~~ecessary and should not be provided? __________________ ___ 

C. Are there any services which you would like to see provided as a JASP service? 
(In addi~on to the six services currently listed as JASP contract services) 

D. In regards to JASP, are there any' problems you are having (or have had) with the 
State Attorney's Office? 

E. In your opinion, does the State Attorney's Office take a strong stand on judicial 
handling of certain cases? If yes, then list what type cases or charges. 

F. Are there any other problems you are having which reduces quality and service? 
And what would you recommend to improve the quality and service provided by 
Intake? 

For additional comments, suggestions, etc. please use the back of the questionnaire. 

___________________ -.;... __ • _____ """------f......_~ __ ~ _________ ~ __ 

'/ 



Now that you have completed the questionnaire: 

1. Place the finished questionnaire in the envelope (the envelope should have a 
coded number stamped in the lower left) and SEAL the envelope. If the stamped 
envelope has been lost it will be necessary ~ee the unit supervisor for 
directions for an alternative procedure. This is to ensure confidentiality. 

2. Give the sealed envelope co~taining your completed qUQstionnaire to your unit 
supervisor by September 30, 1980. 

Your assistance and cooperation is appreciated. If you would like to see the 
results of this survey, please contact the Planning unit in Tallahassee in approxi­
.mately two (2) to three (3) months. Suncom 278-6206. 

J1'/RMS/mb 

.. ' 

\ 
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Appendix B 

(State ~ttorney and' Judge Questionnaire) 

The pilot Resource Reallocation Project began around October 1, 1979 
in HRS Districts III, V, and VI. The intention of the Project is to shift re­
sources to levels of programming more commensurate with a juvenile offender's 
presumed degree of risk. The reallC'~ating of resources 1;0 front-end sCl:.ri.:es 
produced (a) increased intake staff and (b) a network of non-judic~a1 
a.lternat-.ive programs. 

With increased staff in HRS Single Intake in Districts III, V, and VI, 
the quality of services provided is expected to improve. It is anticipated that, 
by intake being staffed and trained at levels sufficient to meet established 
standards, quality decision-making will be achieved and inappropriate entry 
into the juvenile justice system will be minimized. 

Many youth come to the attention of the juvenile system who do not re­
quire more than one-time, immediate and certain sanction for law violation. The 
lack of meaningful options to sensibly, promptly and effectively intervene 
when youngstecs violate the law has been a major constraint of the juvenile 
justice system. With the existence of a network of diversionary sanction 
programs in the pilot districts, it is expected that fewp.r youth would require 
court-imposed sanctions as opposed to community-imposed sanctions. The intent 
of the Juvenile Alternative' Services Program (JASP) is to provide swift, offense 
appropriate sanctio~~ to youthful offenders. JASP provides the following services 
throuQh private contra~tors. 

1. Community Arbitration Boards - informal arbitration proceedings for 
misdemeanants. 

2. Work Restitution - arrangemelli. vI: Ir,;,nc.~;;:,· =~::tit'.!tion f.'r Rervice 
restitution to the victim. 

3. Assignment to a Volunteer - (University, community college, or junior 
college students and comm\mity volunteers) for counseling and related 
services. 

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

5. Community Work Service - youth perform voluntary work in their own 
community as a consequence or sanction for their d~linquent act(s) • 

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

The acce~oibility of non-judicial alternatives, quality decision-makin~, and 
services at the intake level are expected to reduce the number of referrals handled 
judicially. In the past, the placement of non-ser;i.ous delinquents in "deep-end" 
programs has diluted the resources available to adequately serve serious and 
:epea~ of~end~rs. By reallocating resources at appropriate program levels, the 
Juven~le Just~ce system will be more able to deal effectively with the serious 
offender. 

Please try to complete the questionnaire in one sitting so that you will 
not miss any Se(itions or questions. It should take no longer than ten minutes. 

Listed below are the services currently provided as JASP services. Please 
check those JASP services which you know are available for delinquent youths in 
your county(s). pefinitions of the JASP services are provided above. 

Community Arbitration 
--- Monetary or work restitution 
=== Family counseling 

Volunteer Counseling 
--- Community work service 
--- Employment for the purpose of 
--- restitution 



Circle only those responses with which you have knowledge. If the JASP 
service is not available in your county(s), o~ you have had no experience with 
the service, skip that service. 

1. Indicate your op1n10n of the JASP ser­
vices that are provided: 

(a) community arbitration 
(b) monetary or work restitution 
(c) community w,ork service 
(d) volunteer counseling 
(e) family counseling 
(f) ell1?loyrent for the purpose of 

restitution 

2. Indicate your opinion ot the staff 
responsible for the present 
delivery of services of: 

(a) community arbitration 
(b) monetary or work restitution 
(c) community work service 
(d) volunteer counseling 
(e) family counseling 
(f) employment for the purpose of 

restitution 

3. Indicate your opinion of the relations 
between my office (court/SAO) and 
the various services of JASP. 

(~) co::,.:::.:..--:i t~,. :!:-bi traticn 
(b) monetary work restitution 
(c) community work services 
(d) volunteer counseling 
(e) family counseling 
(f) employrent for the purpose of 

restitution 

Very Good Good 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 

·1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
'Z 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

'-
2 

'2 
2 
2 
2 

Fair 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

Poor 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
<I 
4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

Circle the response which best indicates your impression of JASP. 

4. JASP is designed to provide services 
to delinquents who otherwise would 
have received "nothing". 

5. JASP service is sufficient to pro­
vide informal sanctions and monitoring 
of non-judicial cases. 

6. JASP offers services that Intake 
should be providing. 

7. JASP offers services that another 
community agency already provides. 

8. JASP is valuable as a way of pre­
venting further delinquency among 
fi~st or second time delinquent 
juveniles. 

9. JASP is valuable as a way of keep­
ing juvenile offenders out of court. 

strongly 
Agree Agree 

1 2 

1 .2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

Neither Disagree 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

Very Poor 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

" 

( ( ') 

" 

----,-- -----------

Indicate your opinion of the following statements. If you can not respond to 
the statement because you have no knowledge of the situation or it is not a 
function of your position, write not applicable (NA) next to the statement. 

10. I would advise more youth to go to 
JASP and/or request the court send 
a youth more often than I do now 
if: 

a. the, admission criteria for JASP 
were less restricting. 

b. Intake Counselors w~re recommend­
ing JASP more frequently. 

c. the community was more accepting of 
di version/JABP, 

d. I had more support for JASP from my 
immediate supervisor and those a­
bove him/her. 

e. Intake recommendations/PDR's 
provided more information about 
the defendent. 

f. Intake recommendations/PDR's 
provided more information about 
the service and sanctions the de­
fendent would receive. 

g. JASP provided better service, 

11. I am now advising/recommending 
all the cases to JASP that I want 
to advise/recommend. 

12. The referral process to JASP has a 
disruptive time-lag between JASP 
receiving the referral and the 
defendant actually receiving 
services, 

13. communications between my office 
and the various services of JASP 
are satisfactory, 

14. Communications between my office 
and Intake are satisfactory. 

15. Relations between my office ana 
the Intake staff are po~itive,: 

16. Relations between my office. and 
the 'various JASP staff are positive. 

17. The amount of information provided 
(i.e. victim's statement, etc.) in 
the intake recommendation has im-' 
proved in th~ last 10 months. 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Neither 

123 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

" ' 

4 5 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

o 

4 

4 

4 

" 
4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

... 
oJ 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 ..... 

5 

5 

" 

r 



18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

The services provided by Intake 
counselors have improved in the 
last 10 months. 

The quality of intake services 
could be improved by increasing 
intake staff. 

Intake recommendat~ons/PDR'S 
provide sufficient information 
for a knowledgable decision to 
be made. 

RecommendatXons to JASP do not 
include enough information about 
the JASP program and other re­
lated information to assist in 
a kno~lledgable decision. 

When intake's recommendation 
contains complete/specific in­
formation, I am more likely to 
agree with it. 

strongly 
Agree 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Strongly 

Agree Neither Disagree Disagree 

2 3 4 5 

2· 3 4 5 

5 
2 3 4 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

23. 
When intake's recommendation 
co ntains complete/specific in­
formation, the court is more 
likely to agree with it. 

~s. 

~;l"""ar. !.nt.:J~:: I:: :~cotm1~ndat.i on 
contains complete/specific in­
formation, the state Attorney is 

IIX?re l:j.kely to agree with it. 

Too many cases end up on the 
court docket which could have 
been handled through non-judicial 
sanctions and monitoring. 

1 

1 

i 

2 

·2 

2 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

personal sanctions are sanctions that are imposed upon. the ~outh by t~e.parents 
rdianl or counselor. Examples of personal sanct10~S 1ncL~d: wr1t1ng a 

(~~~~ ~apolOgy, privileges restricted, tour of the detent10n fac111ty, etc. 

Circle the response which best expresses your o01n10n. If you cannot respond '.-owledge of the situation, '-trite' not applicable 
to the statement because you have no ~. 
(NA) next to the statement. 

personal sanctions are imposed 

m:>re frequently by intake than 
they were 10 months ago. 

26. 

27. 
Intake Counselors do not have the 
time to impose personal sanctions. 

Intake Counselors do not have the 

time to adequately monitor com-
pletion of personal sanctions. 

28. 

personal sanctions should be im-
posed more often by Intake Counse-
lors than they are now. 

29. 

Strongly ACTee Neither Disagree 
Agree 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

l 2 3 4 

fitrongly 
Disagree 

5 

5 

5 

5 

~, )i 

I, 

( ) , 

r 
t 
h 

\ 
\ 

\
• r 

\

', ,:1 

,I 

I 

.( ) 

'. 

·t· 

( ') 

30. 

31. 

Circle the response which is in your opinion the most accurate response. If 
you cannot respond to the statement because you have had no experience with 
the situation, write not applicable (NNnext to the statement. 

Indicate the frequency in which 
the following items are in~luded 
on the Recommendation to state 
Attorney form /PDR. 

a. the victim's statement 
b. the police officer's statement 
c. a statement about the parent's 

willingness to cooperate 
d. the attitude of the youth 

toward the offense 
e. what disciplinary action has 

been taken or will. be com­
pleted within 30 days of the 
case being received by intake 

Indicate the frequency in which you 
believe the following items are 
investigated. 

a. the victim's statement 
b. the police officer's statement 
c. a statement about the parent's 

willingness to cooperate 
d. the attitude of the, youth 

toward the offense 
e. what disciplinary action has 

been taken or will be completed 
within 30 days of the case being 
received by intake 

PLEASE READ CAREFULLY 

Always 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

Often Rarely ~ Never 

2 
.2 

2 

2 

2 

2 
2 

2 

2 

2 

3 
3 

3 

3 

3 

3 
3 

3 

3 

3 

4 
4 

4 

4 

4 

4 
4 

4 

4 

4 

The l.atest evaluation of case process ina time for JASP referrals shows that a. 
"larger number (over 60%) of referrals in Alachua, Hillsborough, and Manatee 
counties take longer than three weeks for JASP to receive the case. The delay 
is the result of waiting for State Attorney approval before assigning the case 
to JASP. The other counties assign the case to JASP while awaiting the State 

Attorney's decision. 

The advantage of waiting for state Attorney approval is the legal rights of 
youth are preserved. The disadvantage in this method is the lack of immediacy in 
sanctioning youth referred for law violations. 

In the counties where the case is assigned to JASP pending approval, the youth's 
successful participation in the program is viewed as a positive influence in the 
State Attorney's decision to file and the court's dispositional decision. Data 
analysis shows the, JASP successful completion rates for these counties are 
commensurate to those of the counties who wait for approval. 

32. 

33. 

p~ease ,check the proce.?';U'~ y.ou prefer: 

A._____ Wait for state Attorney approval 

B._____ ASsignment to JASP while waiting for the case to be processed. 

Based on your experience in the courtroom, what percent of ~ommitted youth 

roquira placement in a training school? 
____ Less than 5\ 
____ 5\ to 10\ 
___ 11% to 30% 
____ 31% to 50% 
____ 51% or more 

, 



- '" 

-r 

Please r.espond to the following: 

34. Programs which are non-judicial alternatives to court processing require 
the defendent 'to waive certain rights. What is: 

A. Your legal position on this matter, ____________________________________ __ 

B. Your personal position, ________________________________________________ __ 

35., Are you having (or have had) any problems with JASP? (Please indicate if the 
p~oblem has been resolved or not) And what would you recommend to improve the 
quality of services provided by JASP? ________________________________________ ___ 

36. Are there any JASP services which are needed and not provided? Are there any 
JASP services you feel are unnecessary and should not be provided? ________ ___ 

37. ~.re there any services which you would like to see provided as a JASP service? 
(In addition to the six services currently listed as JASP contract services) 

38. In regards to JASP, are there any problems you are having (or have had) with 
Intake? (Please indicate if the problem has been resolved or not) What 
would you recommend to improve the quality and- service provided by Intake: 

39. !n regards to Intake in general. are there any problems you are having (or have 
had) with Intake? Have these problems been resolved? What would you 
recommend to improve the quality and service proyided by Intake? 

For additional comments, suggestions, etc., please use space below and the 
back of the questionnaire. 

Your assistance and cooperation is appreciated. Now that you have completed 
the questionnaire, place the questionnaire in the self-addressed envelope provided 
and return it by mail. If you wou~d like to. see the results of this survey, 
don't forget to check the box which indicat.es your interest on the cover letter. 
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APPENDIX C 

• 
r'indings from the 11 take Counselor Ques tionnaire '(Percent frequencies i 

0I1ES'I'1 ON/S'I'A'J'E~Ir::N'J' VEIlY GOOn . GOOO 
(N= 126) 

FAIR POOR VERY l'OOR 

QUALI'!'Y OF JASP SERVICE, i· 
1. S'I'AFt' I\ND !lli£,I\'1'lONS 

Indicate your opinion of 
the JASP services that 

IlIa IIIb V VI 'I'O'!' ~ [lIb -..3.._ VI 'I'OT IlIa IIIh V VI 'I·O!.... .I1a ..!.!.lli_. _V_ VI 'ro'r lIla Illb V VI TO'!, 

_:;:.a:;..re:::...Jpc..;ro..:o:...;vc::i~d:..;:ec;:dc:.:_'-"'-_--:-__ .I--:-_t-::-=-:: -- ---I-' -- --- --- --- :::-=--:-,,-.-,~ -;--. --t-:-::-
__ c_o,-nu_nl...;.l\l_i_t ... y._I\_r_b_i_tr,-a_t,-i_o_n-:-.. _",,5.;...9,,-~ ~ .. 1!l...Ji ...15...,,9 52....9. .4.4..11. gB.B 2.L.L ~ J...:.!!.. 27.B ~ 14.3 19. J 29.4 _O,O __ !hQ.. ~ "2.....1. .0·9_ ~ ~Q ..-Q.,.9-l:J 

Honetary or I~ork Resti-

tution 2.?..: 1 30.0 30.0 22.2 1.L.l. lt3. 5 30.0 ~ 4Jh.L 15. 5 !2.~Ili.J:L ~ 22...2..1.9-1. J..2..J .lQ..Qi--L-S. -1.....B. -<i-A. 1..1.J.... ...2...J1--lL.Q -1LJle--"9 
Communi ty Work Service ~ 9.1 25....Q...6lL..L..15...5. 11.....Il. 63...£. 1Q...1L.2..3......L!L.L .Jl...2. 2.Ll-L.5.. .J.n...f _8'-:, ..l.:z...J1_ D..n ~ -.O.....Q ~-R -0-0_ -D-D-1)....{j--O-!l 

Vo,"o <On< Coo",olio. 5.9 16.7.].0 32.0 1<.1 IhL"-"'- l2...L 'JWL~~.: lUi 16. 7 ~ .2.<W .2'-< .29... ~ ~ ..A..ll -'..l .<WL nJ ---'"' -'L.l> -,,2 
f'nmil y Counseling to.O -1O......5.1-2....6.lL.Q... ~.....l. lQ...Q... 36 .!,L li...L ?';1...6.... L.L 15. ° 15.0 1J.l:.§.. 25.9 2B. £> 1 20 .r -1 5 .J1 15.4 -.L.1 14. J 2..:.fL 21.0.-2:...§ 0.0 5.7 
Elllployment for Restitu-
tion U.B 12.5 21.9 2B.6 19.0 17.6 137.5. 37.5 ~~ 0.2 23.5~ 2~:..!. 2B.6 29.1 ...il.u~~_4 .. Jl.l2...JL ~ 12.5 3.1 14 1 ~1 

Indicate your Opinion of 
the Staff Responsible for , 
Deli'~cry of Services for: ., 

Commllnity Arbitration 1}.6 26 16.~n..2.. 20.2 11....l.1W.2.LJL1.lL1LI2.Q....Q l1....Q 31.6 25.8 17.6 23.0 5.9.~_6...5-1L.fi_3....§.ll..lL-..Q~0i-0...1l-1LO_2...4 
Monetary or 110rk Resti-
tution 19.0 42.1 20.0 40.9 2B.9 t!.L..Ll§.Ji.2L..Llfi...1....:31L.2.!3....5. 15 B 20.0 22.7 !1...r2.14.3 5.3 2.9 0.0 5 1 0.0 0.( O.()J......QJL.O 
Community 110rk Service 21.7 45.025.745.0 33.3 ft7.B 40.0 ~n.:.LI.A.LJ. -1....J...l5......Q~l2...5..u..~~L.L-P.JLJl..n-'LO-4-.9. -il..3_-11-!--o"" -1LC-1_1 
Volunteer Counseling lfl....L .-3!l.. • .,(L.:'6....1.ML9.. 25.6 14.4 30.0 1Q....Q 36." '...1LJ1.LL.l ~ A!L.Q. 2.;1....2 2.l..JL ~L.L ~ --L.3 -1L.D -A.-A. lJi..l. _5._CI.-1L1 ...Jl...O A-_4 
.. nmily Coupse ling :1.1 10.8 J 7~J .&.5....!i 25-0 .42....l. 3.L..3 31-.1.31-8-..-33....7 .l.5.-B...3.1-5 .AQ..n .la...2. 29J 1o...s..!---o-£: --B....6...JL..D......!i..A. lll...5... 1 ~..2.-L~ _-4...5 .fi-.5 
Employment for Restitu~ 
tion 12.5 40.0 20.( 29.42!:2 25.0~.1~29.4;~,:j IB..!' 6.724.035.3 21.9 43.BI~--'L!)-.2....:.2..12..:.1...Q.&.. 0..f.JLO....1l-0lLD 

Indica te your Opinion of I 
the Relations Detween IIR.C , 

_:::.al:.::lC::..l...:.J:.:II.::S:.:.r~ __ ,..-:-_--: __ II __________ . __________________ : _______________ . __ 

Commullity Arbitration In 5_...2Ji..3 17.6 20.61.1:1.. 35.3 42.1 1L..L.l.!!..J. 39.6 fll&1L.l. 41.2 20.6 20,6 D.5 10 5 0.0 "B 7.7 ~~Jl...,.o.O-lLQ 1.., . .1 
Hone tary or 110rk Res ti· 
tution :!JL.L.-1l...1..l1..22.2..Q.:ill...L1Q....<l.~.Q.. .. !L51....2. 24.0 39.6,21.7rl-Ll30.0 20,0 22.6 I..!..:.l..-2...Ji,....Q.:...'2 4.0 6.6.Q.:Q....~ 0,i.....Q..:.QQ.:...0 

Community I~ork Service W.O 3fi.B..lll..1l.5.2...1.. 12..l 10.0 47 .4 ~.~ 44.0 ~.Jl. .llhlL .2LJL1l.!l..l. ~ ~fl.n(l n n n -1-£..~ lWLl-5.....1-D...1l-1L.D ..l...O 
Volunteer Counseling ...6..2... 21'1 1<; ?!I2...J 25..Il..!iQ..iL5.2...9..15_1L..3.0.....8A.l...5..JL.ll.!ll..1i..3.6...A..23.....LU . ...lL n R n n n n.-3..1L~ 2-L c; q 3.0 0.0..1....3 
Family Counseling 3.B 13.3 10.4 0.0 15.9 12.9 ~:a..!L.51....l.!l...L2 . ...L.fl..~, . .2fi....lll..1i..2B...£...ll...9.... ..9...lL-1LJl.,--!i-l.....1....L~~.li.:.J. 5·~-L..lJL"O 
Employnent for Resti-
tution 11.1 33.3 1.lQ.J 42.9 26.5 ~_3.3 53.3 41.4 19.0 36.1 16.7 13.3 31.0 23.B '2.9 DB 9 0.0 3 4 ~ 5 l2.0 00 n n -1..AL4-a L....4 

" 

, 

\ 

\ 
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APPENDIX C 

Fjndings fran the Intake Questionnaire (Percent Frequencies) 
(N= 126) Counselor 

_______ ~!;'l'fI'l'l':~mN'f'S S'l'ltONGI.Y flGrum IIGlUm NEI1'llim DISI\GREE S'I'HONGL" DISAGlIIm 

2, A"",m or ,,",' S"'AFF m. nu, v V< "'~', m. mh v V' ,,""'- m. UJ v --'!!.. TOT <n. mb _V_ ~ 'ro'r - 'rIa l.!.!.!2. _L_ yr _ :!'O'I' ,-
'I'hc JI\SP S ta r r have the 
Experiellce to be effective 
ill their posiLiolls 12.5 13.6 I~ :J-6.7 10.3 45.0 59.1 56.5 54.2, 54.3 ~..:.:::.-. 34.8 20.8 23.3 25.0 13.6 2.2 8.3 10.3 4.2 ~ 2.: ~ ~7 
'l'he JflSI' Staff have the 
'\'rainin'l to bc effective 
ill thei; Positions B.3 4.8 2.6 20.B 9.3 33.361.9 53.B 50.0 50.0 .5.0 2B.6 35.9 20. 28.7 25.0 4.B 5.1 B.310.2 0.3 0.0 2.6 0.0 2.B 

-- --- --- --- --- ----
Tile J.flSP Staff do not Uno' 
dj'!rstnnd the Juvenile 
Justice System 4.2 0.0 0.0 0.( .9 29.2 4.5 7.3 0.0 9.7 4 2 13.6 34.] 15.4 19.5 45.8 6B.2 51.2 61.6 55.B 16.7 

-'::'T;::'h:::'c'::J:::'fI:::S:::"I':"::"St.:t~'a::"::r~· f:;.....,d,...o-n-o-t--.-I---I---I------ -- --- --- --- --- ---- f---I---I-- ------
13.6 7. 23.1 14:2 

J, 
=-:-U:::.:I~IC~..:.::le:-:rc.:s:.:t:.::iI;n!:::.d . ...:J~I~lt::.:'a::.:k::=e~ ___ 1-4!.;,:..!2:1_':::0~.O 0.0 I~ .9 33. 9.1 10.8 4.0 13'.9 0.0 9.1 27. 16. 
m:l.fI'1'I0NS Dg'rW~~EN JI\SP liND 

14.8 50.0 6B.2 56.8 68.0 60.2 12.5 13.6 5. 8.1 10.2 

INTflKg 
COlilinullications Detween 11m 
alld the Various Services ~ 
of JflSP al'C Satisfactol'Y 8." 31.8 4.5 33.3 17.4 48.( 45.r. 6B.2 50.0 55.4 8.0 9.0 13. 13.3 l1.l. 20.0 13.6 11.4 

--'::''':''1<''':' :.:.v:::i1:;.r-i:.::o.::..IIS::....!J::.:fI::..:S:.:Pc.::.:S.:::t:::.a.:::f::.:f~-·--- ---I----- ------- ----- ----------- ._- ------

Shal'e Infol'mation wit.h 
liltS Ilcqurdill9 CUellt Nee,l, _2_0_.(_1_8_.2_1_1._4 _30_._8 _1_8_.8 _5_6_.0_5_9_.~_5_2._3_3_4._6_4_9._6 _0_._0 1_B_.2 ___ 9_.,_1_9_.2_1_1_.] _2_4._0_4._5_2_5._011.5 17.9 0.0 45 2.3 3.B 2.6 
'rile various JflSI' Staff • -- ---- -- --

0.0 10.7 16.0 o. 2.3 3.3 5.1 

I 
I. 

Shar.e Inforlllatlon with 
IlRS Regarding Client I'ro-
'Ircss alld/or NOIl-Compli-

32.0 31.B 12.5 33.3 25.6 4B.0 45.5 57.5 40.04B.7 0.0 9.1 7.5 10.0 6.B )0.0 9.1 20.0 3.3 13.7 0.0 4. 2.5 13.3 5.1 
_<~'~tI:!:H~.;~(!::.., ----------11----------- -- --- - _____ 1 ___________ --f---I---l-- __________ _ 

4. nErEllHAL I'HOCESS '1'0 JflSP 
Tile Ilufcr.ral Process to 1--------- -----1- ---;- ----------.1---1---1---1----1--- ---

,JIISI' has a Disruptive 
Time-I.a,] De tween !lccom-
Incndation of JflSP to the 
State flttorney and JflSP 
Ill)ceiv.in f) the Heferral 16.026.1 2.3 10.7 11.7 20.013.0 IB.2I,14.3 16.7 B.O 13.0 a.7 17.9 16.7 '10.0 34.847.7 39.34)..7 16.0 13.0 9.1 17.9 13.3 

--'\~'I::.le:::.::.;I!..le~[:,!e.::rLr...:a:!l!.:::...p..:.r:::o:.!c::=e.!s·.!:s~to-f- I-- --,1-- --- ------ ----- --- --- --- ------ --- --
J/ISP has a Di.s ruptive 
'l'i 1I)t!- LaC) be tween JIISP 

, 
!lecei ving the Ilc ferral 
and the Client IIctually r 
IIcccivJnC) Services 20.B 0.011.4 0.0 9 •• 33.3 40.9 47.7 9.5 36.0 4.2 9.1 9.1 2B.6 11.7 33.3 36. 31.052.4 36.9 B.3 13. 0.0 9.5 6.3 

--'-'=-=:::.::..:=.:L..::.::.=...:== ____ I-__ I· __ t __ ---- -- --- --- ---1- --1----- --1---+---1---1---1--- --- -_. ------
'I'he Rn ferral Process to 
JfI~P is Simple 12.5 21. 7 4.5 30.0 15.- 54.2 56.5 3B.6 53.3 4B.B 4.2 4.3 18.2 16.7 12.4 25.0 17.' 31. 

--=~~:"":::==-----J---I---I,-- .----~ '~I- -- ---'---1---1---
0.0 19.B 4.2 0.0 6.B 0.0 3.3 

·I---I---I---J--- -----
,I 

1 
1:1 

( ~ 
I 

( ,1 Ii 
~i 
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APPENDIX C 

Findings from the IntDke Counselor Questionnaire(percent Frequencies) 

S'lWl'lmEN'I'S STRONGLY AGREE 1\GREE 
(N'" 126) 

NEITIIER DISAGREE S'l'RONGLY,DIS1\GREE 

5. KNo\~LEDGE/PURPOSB Or' JASP lIla IIIb V VI 'fO'1' IlIa IIIb V VI 'l'OT lIla !lIb V VI 'l'O'r IlIa I.!.!.!E. V VI TOT IlIa Illb V VI TOT --
;'IISP is designed to pro-
vide snrvices to delin-
quents who otherwide 
would hDve received 
"nothin2"· ~ 22:'L ~ ~Q.J 14.3 29.2 31.0 30.6 37.3 
JASP is valuable as a 

3 12.5 ~.!L.1 J.L..2. .-h4 -1L..O l2....5. :u..J.. ~ M...l. :23 r. 117 .S 4 5 9.1 13.0 .l2..1 

WDy of preventing fur-
Uler delinquency among 
first or second time 
delinquent juveniles ,25.1) 17.4 11B • 2 21.9 20.3 ,45.B 52.2 54.5 56.2 0 B.3 21. 7 :\.3 .6 1B.B B.l. .12. 5 4.3 9.1 3.1 7.3 1·.!h.L. -.L.l. ....L5.. _o....n. ~ 
JASP is valuable as a 
way of keei' ing juvenile 
offenders out of court. 24.0 30.4 23.B 37.9 2B.6 ,~ ~1..:.!!. 59,S ~ 1 .-'!....Q ~ ,~ -1!..:.Q .-M 12,0 13.0 9 5 3 4 q 2 .Q...L .....!l.J. .-LA. ~ J.~7 

6. DUPLIClI'rION OF SERVICES --I-----I-
JASP offers services 

1-

that another community 
a(J~ncy already provides. 4.0 0.0 2.3 3.6 2.5 B.O 0.0 4.5 7.1 -- o J.,.Q 1 13 . 0 -1..:..l .1Q.J .....L2 ::1.2..Jl ll..2.. 2.fl...2 ~ ~ 'B...!L-~ 22.7 .&!.. 20.3 _5_, 

J1\SP offers services 
that intake should be 
P ("QV iding. 0.0 4.5 2.3 0.0 1.7 B.O 4.5 11.4 14.3 ------ ] B~ 1 13 •6 22.7 ..!2..:2 15.1 60.0 163 •6 54.5 57.1 )B.l H.JL ~ .-9....J !L..! .li....l . 10. 

7. PllOOLBHS IN RECOHMENDING 
J1\SP -- -- --

I would recommend more 
cases to JASP than I do 
now if the admission 

, , criteria for JASP was 
less restrictin9 . 16.0 I~ 2.6 14.B 12.3 20.0 -1!.:1 25.6 11!!....2. 
I would recommend more 

i6.0 &l.. 25,6 ilA..JL .1Q...2 1!l..Q. 47,B .1b.Q.. ILL 40.4 0.0 0.0 12.:..!. 10.5 ~ 

cases to JASP thDn I do 
now if sOllla of Lhe 
AssistaJlt State 1\ttor- " 

neys were more acceptin~ 
of diversion/JASP. 0.0 21.7 13.6 27.6 l5.7 32.0 34.0 29.5 27.6 1 -- ~ 17.4 @.i.&.. ,.!1.J!.. ..2.L..5 2!Wl. .llJ. 27.3 ~17. 2 24.1 .ll!.Q.. 4.3 4.5 13.0 0.3 0.6 

I would recommend more 
cases to JASP than I do \ 

now if the community ., 

was more accepting of 
diversion/JASP. 4.0 B.7 2.3 0.0 3.3 16.0 13.0 40.9 3.6 24.0 34.B 25.0 35.7 29.2 ,2.0 39.1 29.5 42.9 39.2 4.0 4.3 2.3 17.9 6.7 

--I--21.7 

.. 

----...;....--~----~~---~~~- -~-



APPENDIX C 

Findings from the lrtake Counselor Questionnaire (Percent Frequencies) 

STI\'l'EtmU'I'S S'I'HONGLY I\GREE _. 
7. pnOIlLEHS IN RECOHHENDING 

JI\SP IlIa Illb V VI ('OT 
----, ---- -'--

T would l."ccolOmend more 
cases to Jl\SP than 1 do 
now if I had more support 
for Jl\SP from the direct 
snrvicc supervisors and 
those above them. .-Jl....Q. JiJ. t-hl ...Q.&. 1..1.:2.. 
I would cecommend more 
cases to Jl\SP than I do 
now if I had more cler+-
cal help. 4.2 ~ 4.B 0.0 3.4 
I am now re commending al. 
the cases to JI\SP that I 
want to re,;onunend. 12.5 13.6 14.1 14.B 13.0 --O. USE OF PERSONI\L SI\NC'rIOllS 

l--- ----Personal sanctions are 
imposed more frequently 
in this unit than they 
were a ~ear ago. 12.0 110 .0 30.2 I~ 17.5 
I do not have the time 
to impose personal sanc-
tions. 0.7 ~ 0.0 I~ 3. 
I do not have the time 
to adequiltely monitor 
completion of personal 
sanct ions.- 12.0 0.7 11.4 17.2 12.~ 

I-
9. OIUEN'fl\'rION TO JUVENILE 

JUSTICE ------
It is loy personal '.Ioa1 
as an intake counselor 
to assure swift sanc-
Clans for delinquent 
youth. 32.0 52.2 16 3 ...li...l ~ 
It is my personal goal 
as an intake counselor 
to assure that youth 
receive rehabi 11 ta tion 
services. 129.2 54.5 31.7 31-3 35. :I 

( 

(t 126) ,= 
I\GftEE 

III, IIIb V V[ TOT 
--I---------

~lUl. ~ ~ 

I..!,L 4.3 

;0.0 40.9 

I~ 40.0 

13.0 9.1 

52.0 30.4 

- --

.'i6...ll .l1.:J!. 

50.3 40.9 

4.B 

41.9 

51.2 

13.6 

47.7 

--

~ 

65.9 

( 

\ 

~.1 ~ 

2",2 ~ 

~~ 40.5 

i--

1\3.0 I 44.2 

2..1-~ 

41.4 43.8 

61..1.- ~4.1 

59.4 5B.1 

NEl'fIIER DISl\GREP. 

IlIa l:.:Ib V VI TOT lIla [lIb V VI 
------I--- ---------

32.0 .1.L.1.. ;19.5 25.9 27.7 36.0 60.9 56.8 i'lQ...,L 

41.7 17.4 2B.6 17.2 liJ. 1l1....2 5.2..2_ u....L 51.7 

0.3 13,6 116 ,3 14,0 D.O 29,2 22.7 27.9 37.Q 

l- i-

.1!!.,.Q 25.0 14.1 20'.1 t~ 20.0 25.0 ...!:.L. 15.6 

~ ~.J --2..:.l 16.7 t~ 30.4 54.5 45.5 56.7 

8.( 21.7 10.2 20.7 17.11 20.0 30.4 ~ 17.2 
i-

--

B.O 0.7 16:3 1 19.4 
--l-

13.9 -1..,.Q. ~ -2..:2.. ~ 

12.5 4.5 0.0 6.3 5.0 0.0 0.0 2.4 3.1 

, 

\ 

S'('RONGJ,Y DIfiI\GREI, 

TOT ... IIa IIlb V VI 1'0'1' 
-- --------I--

fi9.6 12.0 ~ .....1d !!l.:1.. lL.," 

;O.B i2.5 21. 7 4.B. 24.1 ~4 

19,3 t~ ~ ~ -..?~ I!-hc, 
1-

14.2 t--1-& .-!Wl -<l....O. _l...l. L..1 

?0.4 21.7 22.7 t 31-0 20.0 ;2.2 

21.5 0.0 ,~ 6.0 3.4 5.1 

'----------

5.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

, 
1 . 7 I ~ ..Q.:.Q....E...:.Q. ...Q.:.Q.. J!.:...O 

'I 
" I: 
i 

Ii 
" 
(! 

,'I 
fl 

Ii 
d 

.!-:...«") 
-' 

: 
" 

:'·1 
,I 
'I 
r 

V , 



'Oo--'''~ - -

, , 

APPE,NDIX C 

pjndings fnxn th~ Intake Counselor Questionna.i.re (Percent Frequenciesl 
I (N= 126 

QUES1'lON/S1'lI1'I!:MEN'l' ALWAYS OF1'EN RARELY NI::VER 
---'I--':O:-'.'--""Q'-IJ'-A-L""I':-,'I''"'"Y-O~l"..,-'r:-:m::-.c:-:O""}':':'I~-"IE-N"C'D-A-'I'''''ro-=-N['=.lb:I'''I::-'a--'I~::-::,I:-::I::-b-r~~V=='-:V-:-:I::--r::'I:-::'OC::'r:- IlIa 'mb ....:l....... -y!'_.!Q!... .!.!.!.e.lli~ _V __ -Y.L 'I'OT ~ IIIb V VI TOT 

Indica te tile fL'equency 
in which you include the 
following items on the 
Reconullcndation to State 
Attorney form. • 

---=~t;';:;;h'::"eo;.;v~i'--c";:;t';;;'iJ::":n,""s-s-ta-t-e-m-en-I·I76.0 li6.41'463' 28.T 54.9 116.0 13.6 48.8 ~ -rt.7 0:0 (f.O tr:I I5:b -s:t ~.!! ~.~ (J.O If.Ot=n -- ----,~ --
the police officer's 

statelllont 76.087.144.212.9 50.016.0 8.744.2 16.) 24.6 0.0 4.311.658.119.7 8.0 0.0 0.012.9 4.9 
---a-s;c.t";"a'-t:':'e:""n-'lC-'-n;":t'--a"--b-o-lI-t-"':t'-le-I--I-------- -- --- --- --- --- --1----- --- ----------

parent's willingness 
to cooperate 
the attitude of the 
youth toward the 

08.e 100.( 74.4 48.5 75.0 ~~ 18.6 27.3_1_4_._511_8._7-t_0_'_0-t_7_._1 _24_._2 _10_._5 _0_. 0_1 __ 0_.0_1-_0._0_1 __ 0_. 0-t-_O_. 0, 

4.2 O. ° 2.3 12.5 4 .9 0.0 offense 91.7 100.0 74.4 65.6 76.2 4.2 0.0 23.3 21.9 14.0 
--w~l::"li::"'lt:..'.:c:d:';;i:""s-c""i-p-:-l-:-i-n-il-ry---I·--I·------- ----- ---I---

0.0 0.0 
----- --- --- --- ---1---1---1---+---/ 

0.0 0.0 

action has been taken 
or will be completed 

. within 30 days of the 
case being received • 
by intake 91. lOne 84.1 71.1 85.2 4.2 0.0 11.4 25.8 11·.5 4.2 0.0 4.5 3.2 J,yl> ·9.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

---:-7---~--::-----II-- ~.""-- -- -
Indicate the frequency 
in whicll you investi­
gate the following 

__ i_te-,'n,-If'_,,--c:---:--:-_____ a-__ I __________ . ____________________________ _ 

tile victim's state­
mcnt 
the police officar'g 
statemcnt 03.378.3 65.0 20.0 60.0Jhl..id 27.9 26.719.2 ~12.5 -.!:1..2.Q.:.Q. 17.5 ~,-i:..L..1.:l..-.1.d-.l:l.. 
a s ta temen t about the 
parc"t's willingness 
to cooperate 07.5 83.3 81.4 64.5 79.3 4.2 0.0 14.019.4 10.7 8.3 8.7 2.3 9.3 7.4 ~ 4.3 2.3 ~ 2.5 
the attitude of the 
youth toward the 

_---"o:,::f..::.fe;;,;n..::.so::;e:..---:--:-:-_____ 91_._7 _91_._3 _8_4._1_7_2._7 _8_3_.! _0_._0 _4_._3 _1_4_.0 _1_8._2 _10_._5 _8_._3 ~ _0_.0 _6._1 -.::.3,;.:.2:'1--=-0;:.;.0:;"'1_..:.4;:.;.3~.::.2;.;.3"-1.--=--3;..:.0~_::..2.:....4:.... 
wllilt disciplinary 
action has been taken 
or will be completed 
within 30 days of til( 
case being received 
b" intake 86.4 91.3 86.0 68.8 82.5 13.6 4.3 11.6 21.9 13.3 0.0 0.0 2.3 6.3 2.5 0.0 4.3 0.0 

_~"'):JLl.!:.!!.~~ ____ -..I __ ,L-_J __ -'-__ L __ 'l--_I--_.'-_-L-__ ~. ________ ' __ -I.. __ a_--'_ --''--_-' __ -' 3.1 1. 7 

.' 

'. 

, 

, 
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APPENDIX C 

• Findings from the Intake Counselor Questionnaire (Percont Frequencies) 
(N= 126 ) , 

QUES1'ION/S'I'II'l'EHEN'r IILWIIYS UPrEN RIIRELY NEVER 

11. OPINION OP HlI'fRIX .TIa IIIb V VI 'ro'r .!lli lIIb V VI 'J'O')' lIla ~ V VI '1'0'1' rIla l!.!E. V ~ 1'OT 
In your opinion, do you, 
find the judicial recom-
mendation Ina trix lilni ted 
in its application to 
cases you encounter? 8.7 10.0 9.1 12.5 9.9 iO.O 50.0 50.0 :17.5 40.0 32.0 35.0 40.9 40.6 30.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 9.4 3.3 
Indica to how frequently 

1----- ._--- ------f- -- -----~-----
you use the judicial 
recommendation matrix 70.0 17.4 27.3 11.0 29.6 25.0 56.5 52.3 41.2 44.B 4.2 13.0 20.5 41.2 21.6 0.0 13.0

l 
0.0 5.9 4.0 

for guidance in decision. -

\ 
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QUE5'l'm.VS'l~TEMEN'l' 

l. QUALI'lY OF JASP SERVICE, 
S'l~\FP lII.'ID RELATIQ.\lS 

Inaicate your opinion of the 
JASP servires that are 
provided: 

Com~lUlu9' AIbitration 
MJnetary or \"'ork Restitution 
Conmuni ty ivork Servire 
Volunteer COUllselJ.ng 
Family Counseling 
Errploynent for Restl.tutl.on 

Indicate your opinion of the 
Staff Responsible for D:livery 
of Services for: 

Comnunity Al:bitration 
~bnetary or I~ork Restitution 
COilT,lLmity \'iork Servire 
Voluntary Counseling 
Family Counseling 

~loYllent for Restitution 
Indicate your opinion of the 
Relations between IIRS and JASP 

Co!11TIUl1ity AIbitration 
~bnetary or Work Pcstitution 
ConmUlU ty hbrk ServJ.re 

Indicate your Oplnl.On of the 
relations between your offire 
andJASP 

Volunteer Counseling 
Family Counseling 
Enployrrent for Restitution 

-: 

APPENDIX D 
Findings From A Sw:vey of State Attomeys, Judges and Poolic Defenders-- (N=40) 

(Adjusted Percent Freqmncies) 

District- TrIa ni st-r'il't- TTl h {){ t-ri,.,1- ~ ni", '.d.cl- V 
(N)\ (N)% (N) % (N) % (N)% ~~)\; ~ (N)% ~N)% ~ (N) % IN)% &&! O::lod Fair Pcx:>r Good Fair oor Fmr {oar Falr oar 

(3) 100 (2) 100 - -(8) 80 (2)20 (3)75 (1)25 (16)84 
(4)57 (3) 43 (6) 75 (2) 25 (9)82 (2) 18 (2)67 (1) 33 (21) 72 
(7)78 .(2)22 (6)86 (l) 14 (8) 73 (3) 27 (2) 100 (23)79 
(1) 100 (ill lOl -.- ~~ {l}lO lJ.)SO ! (l)SO (10) 59 
(5)100 (2)lOC (8)67 (4) 33 (1)50 (1) 50 (13)62 

(4)80 (1) 20 (1)50 (1)50 - (7)64 (1)09 (3) 27 (1)100 (8) 42 

\T5}7!J (2)50 UP5 (1)25 (]) 1.00 -rB11fo (2) 20 (2)67 (1)33" 
(6) 86 (1)14 (7)88 (1) 12 (8) 80 (2) 20 (1)50 (11.50 (22) 81. 
(.7) 88 (1)12 (6) 86 (1) 14 (6)60 (4) 40 (1) 50 (il~ (20)74 
(2)50 (1)25 (1) 25 (4)100 ---- (5)56 (4)44 (1)50 ~1)50 (12)63 
(5) 83 (1) J.7 (3)100 (6)67 13}33 ~ {l)50 (15) 75 
(3) 75 (1)25 (2)100 (6)60 (2) 20 2)20 (1) lOC (ll}64 

(2) 50 (2)50 (4)100 (9) 100 " -(2)67 (1) 33 (17)85 
(6) 86 (1)14 (6) 75 (2) 25 (7) 88 (1)12 (2)67 (1) 33 (21)81 
J7)8S (1)12 ,1 (5) 71 (2) 29 - (8)100 (1)50 (1)50 (21)84 

-
(3 75 (11.25 (4~80 W20 (8189 Tun \1)50 (1)50 (16)80 
(5 83 (1)17 {4)100 .i~!89 (1)11 (1)50 (1)50 - J18JOfi 
(3 75 (1)25 (4) 100 18589 q)n U)100 (15) 83 

,. 
OJ 

\ 

futal 
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QUc$£IOO/S'I'A'1'J!:t.1EN1' 
2.Ri!:IA'l'ICNS I"UTH INrAKE 

AND JASP 
Conll1lU1ications between I1¥ off-
ire and the various services 
of JASP are satisfactory. 
Comnwucations between I1¥ off-
ire and Intake are satisfactory 
"Relations /Jea-leen I1¥ 01;1:1ce ana 
the Intake staff are positive. 
Relations between I1¥ office and 
the various JASP staff are' 
positive. 

3. QUI\LIT'l OF' INI'AKE SERVICES 
The anount of infornation pro-
vi~d (Le. victim's staterrent, 
etc.) in the intake rec:orrtrenda-
tion has improved in the last 
10 Ilonths. 
The serv~ces pro~dea by In-
take Counselors have inproved 
in the last 10 Ilonths. 
Tile quality of IDtaKe sel:VJ.ces 
could be inproved by increas-
ing intake staff. 
Inta~e reconnendations/pDR S 
provide sufficient infornation 
for a kna-lledgable decision to 
be made. 
Recormendations to JASP do not 
include enoush infornation 
about the JASP program and 
other related infornaticn to 
assist in a kna-lledgable de-
cision • 
\,hen intake's recomrendation 
contains complete/specific 
infornation, I am nore likely 
to agree ~/i th it. 

APPF.NDIX f) 
Findings From A SlU"\iCy of State Attorneys, Jooges and Public Defenders (N=40) 

(Mjusted Pet'cent Frequ::ncies) 

District lIla District lIn. District V )istrict VI 
(N)% (N) %, (N) % (N)% (N) % • un % (H)% (tl) . % (N) % iN) % (N) % (N) % (N) % 
Agree Neither Disaqree Agree Neitbi:lr Ohrt(lree 'A9!'ee Neitb~r [)isRrrr-ee qree Neithm- Disagree Agree 

(4)40 (2)20 (1\)40 (5)50 (4)40 (1)10 (6)60 (3) 30 (1)10 (2)50 (1) 25 (1) 25 (17) 5( 

(6)50 (4) 33 (2) 17 (5)56 (2) 22 (2)22 (8)67 (1)08 (3)25 (4)80 (1) 20 (23) 6] 

(6)50 (4) 33 (2)17 (8) 80 (1)10 III 10 (7)58 (5) 42 (3) 75 (1) 25 (24) 6 

(3)27 (6) 55 (2)18 (7) 70 (2)20 miD (6)50 '(3)25 (3) 25 (2)50 (1)25 (1)25 (18) 4S 

(6)60 (2)20 (2)20 (3)33 (4) 45 12)22 (8) 80 (2)20 (3)60 (1)20 (1)20 (20)5~ 

(4) 36 (5) 46 (2)18 (3) 30 (7)70 (7) 64 (3)27 (1)09 (2)40 , (3)60 (16)4 

(4) 36 (5)46 (2)18 (3) 30 (4)40 13) 30 (7) 64 (3) 27 (1)09 (2)50 (1)25 (1)25 (16) 4t 

(8)67 (3)25 (1)08 (7)70 i3) 30 (4) 36 (3) 28 (4) 36 (2) 40 (1)20 (2)40 (21) 5~ 

~ 
~ 

(4)40 (3) 30 (3)30 (5)45 (6) 55 (4)36 (2)18 (5)46 (1)25 - (J}75 (14) 3[ 

(6)67 (2)22 (1)11 (7)64 (1)09 13)27 (9)75 (1)08 (2)17 (3)60 (2) 40 (25)6E 

(' ) 

" 

'!'orR 1 
(N) % 

.1ejti::lpr 

(10)29 

(7) 18 

(10) 26 

(12) 32 

(9) 26 

(15)41 

(13) 36 

(7) 19 

(11)31 

(4) 10 

(H)% 
[)i<;<lnr!"P 

(7)21 

(8)21 

(4)11 

(7)19 

(5) 15 

(6)16 

(7) 19 

(10)26 

(11)31 

(18) 22 
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QUESTlOO/STATEMENT 

4. USE OF PER.SOOAL SI;Ji'~rICNs 
Personal sanctions are inposed 
nore frequently by intake than 
they were 10 nonths ago. 
Intake Counselors do not have 
tile tine to impose personal 
sanctions. 
Intake Counselors cb not hC\ve 
the tille to adequately nonitor 
conpl.etion of personal sanC?-
tions 
Personal sanctions should be " 

iii posed nore often by Intake 
Counselors than they are now. 

5. KNCllJ:.E£X;E OF JIISP 
JASP is &signed to proVl.de 
sel.-vl.ces to delinquents who 
othexwise would have received 
"nothing". 
JASP serVl.ce ~s sufficient to 
provide informll sanctions 
and nonitoring of non-jOOi.-
ci&1 cases. 
JASP offers services that In-
take should l;e providing. 
JASP offers serVl.ces than an-
other connunity agency 

, > already provides 
JASP is valuable as a l..ay of 
pn~venting further delin-
quency anong first or second 
tine delinqu:mt juveniles. 
JASP is valuable as a way of 
keeping juvenile offenders 
out of court. 

'I I 

APPENDIX D 

Findings ~rom A Sw:vey of State Attorneys, Judges and Public Defenders (N=40) 
(Adjusted Percent Frequencies) 

Distl.i.ct lIla District IlIb District V District VI Total 
Aqree Neither Disaqree Aqree Neither Disaqree Agree Neither Disaqree A~ Neither Disagree Agree Neither 
(N)% (N)% (N) % IN)% (N) % IN) % IN) % IN) % IN)% (N)% (N)% IN) % !(N) % -'NL % 

-
(6}67 (2)22 (1)11 (2) 25 (5)63 {l)12 (9) 75 (3) 25 (1) 33 (1) 33 (1)33 (l11)5( (11) 34 

(2)22 (3) 33 (4) 45 (3) 33 (5)56 (1)11 (1) 10 (1)10 (8)80 (1) 33 (2) 67 (7)23 (9) 29 

(5)56 (1)11 (3) 33 (6)67 (1)11 (2) 22 (4) 50 (1)12 (3) 38 (1)50 (1)50 (16)5 (4)14 
I. 
I 

(5)50 (3) 3G (2)20 (4)50 (4)50 (5)42 (2)16 (5) 42 (2)67 (1) 33 (14) 4~ (11) 33 

t 

(4)40 (6)60 (3)30 (2)20 (5) 50 (1)08 (1) 08 (10) 84 (2)40 (1) 20 (2)40 (10)2 (4)11 
, 

(8) 80 (2) 20 (6)60 (3)30 (1)10 (9) 75 (1)08 (2)17 (4) 80 (1)20 (27) 74 (6) 16 

(1)10 (9) 90 (1) 10 (3) 30 (6)60 (3) 25 (3)25 (6) 50 (1)25 (3) 75 (4)11 (8) 22 

(3) 30 (2)20 (5)50 (4) 40 (2)20 (4)40 (6)55 (1)09 (4) 36 (1)20 (1)20 (3)60 (14) 39 (6)17 

(7)70 (1)10 (2)20 (3) 30 (7) 70 (7)58 (5)42 (4)80 (1)20 (21) 56 (8)22 

(9') 90 (1) 10 (8) 80 (1)10 (1)10 (6) 50 (3)25 (3) 25 (3)60 (lt~~ (1)20 (26) 70 (5) 14 

., 

" 

, 

Dis~9!"eE 
(N)% 

(3)10 

(15)48 

(8)29 

(8)25 

(23) 62 

(4)11 

(24) 67 

(16) 44 

18)22 \ 

(6)16 

, 



CJl.Jr;:s'l'IOO/S'l~\,I'Ef\ml' -
6. REFBHRAL POOCESS 'IO JASp 

'ill€! lBferral process ta JASP 
has a disruptive tirre-lag 
between JASP receiving the 
referral and the defendent 
actually receiving services 

7. GENERAL npINla.~S/ORffi'ITATICN 
It is "YO personal goal as a 
Judge/State Attorney ta assure 
swift sanctions for delinqu:mt 
youth. 
It is ny personal goal as a 
Judge/State Attorney ta assure 
that youth receive rehabilita-
tion services. 
TOo many cases end up on the 
oourt cbcket whim oould have 
been harv:.Ued through non-
jt.rli.cia1 sanctions and lIuni-
taring. 

, , 

~ I 

;-- ... 
.. '" .. ~ .. ' ,,. .' 

APPENDIX D 

Findings From A Survey of State Attorneys, Judges and Public Defenders (1-1=40) 
(!\djusted Percent Frequencies) 

District IlIa District lIlt District V District VI 
Agre€ Neither Disagre€ Agree [Neither DisaCjl:~e Agree Neither Disagree JI.gree ..either Disagree 
(N)% IN)'t IN) 1; (N)% (N)% (N)%" (N)% (N)% (N)% (N)% (N)% IN)% 

. 
(3) 33 (4) 45 (2)22 (3) 33 (4) 45 (2)22 (1)10 (7)70 (2)20 (1)25 (2)50 (1)25 

(11)9 (1)08 (10)9 (1)09 (8)89 (1)11 (3) 10C 

(10) 8 (2) 17 (7)70 (3) 30 (7) 78 (2)22 (2)75 (1)25 

(4) 33 (4) 33 (4) 33 (3) 28 (4) 36 (4) 36 (3)25 (3)25 (6) 50 (1)20 
. 

(4) 80 

" 
i 
\ 

). 
" '-

" 

, 

\ 

Total 
Agree Neither Disagree 
(N)% (N) % IN)% 

(8)25 (17)53 (7)22 

(32)9 (2)06 el)03 . 
(26)71 (8)24 

(11) 2~ (11)27 (l8) 46 
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APPENDIX E 

Responses to Open Ended Questions on Intake Questionnaire 

District IIIa (N=23) 

1. What problems are you having regarding JASP? ' 

2. 

3 • 

(7) Sanctions are not completed speedily enough. 
(5) No problems 
(4) Youth are not contacted speedily enough (after 

referral) . 
(3) JASP workers/counselors do not work personally 

with youth. Most youth receive a form letter 
requesting that they report to a certain site 

(2) 
(2) 

(2 ) 
(2) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 
(1) 

on a certain day. 
Too much reliance on community work service. 
Parents and youth are not given adequate instruc­
tions regarding JASP. 
JASP has resulted in excessive paperwork. 
JASP workers/counselors are part-time and inaccess­
able. 
Youth are not sufficiently supervised on work 
sites. 
JASP has not created or provided any new work 
sites. 
JASP workers do not have working knowledge of the 
Intake manual and Chapter 39. 
Transportation problems of youths are neglected 
by JASP. 
High turnover in JASP staff. 
Work sites are assigned with no concern for client 
interests or skills. 

What would you recommend to improve the quality and 
service provided by JASP? 

(3) 
(2) 

tl) 

JASP counselors need to interact more with Intake. 
Allow consent supervision (Community Control) to 
handle sanctions (instead of JASP) •. 
JASP needs more staff. 

Are there any JASP services which are needed and not 
provided? 

(5) Services for Truants and Ungovernab1es. 
(5) Volunteer Counseling. 
(3) Monitoring of informal sanctions. 
(3) Services for younger {less than. 13) youths. 
(2) Substance Abuse Counseling. 
(2) Restitution Program. 
(1) Family Counseling (greater quality) . 





4. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

1. 

;< I 

APPENDIX E 

Are there any JASP services you feel are unnecessary 
and should not be provided? 

(2) Community Arbitration. 

District IIIb (N=23) 

What problems are you having regarding JASP? 

(8 ) 
(2 ) 

(2) 
(2 ) 

(2 ) 

(2 ) 

(1) 

(1 ) 

No problems 
Delay i~ refe-rral process due to State Attorney 
process~ng. 

Delay in matching volunteer to youth. 
Lack o~ imagination in identifying projects and 
work sJ..tes. 
Insufficient contact between JASP and intake re­
garding c~ient progress, and completion. 
JASP ~erv~ces are unavailable in outlying 
count~es. 

Restitution programs are not utilized due to 
problems with the State Attorney time limits 
and lack of work sites. ' 
JASP is a duplication of services that were 
already provided. 

What would you recommend to improve the quality and 
service provided by JASP? 

(1) JASP counselors should be paid in a timely manner. 
(1) Greater pUblicity in the community about JASP. 

Are there any JASP services which are needed and not 
provided? 

(3) Services for ungovernable youth. 
(3) Volunteer assignment (improved and expanded). 
(2) Family Counseoling. 
(1) Community-work service. 
(1) Arbitration program for 3rd degree felons. 

District V (N=44) 

What prcblems are you having regarding JASP? 

(11) Insufficient communication 0etween HRS and JASP 
regarding appropriateness of referrals, no shows 
and client progress. 

~, 
. f' ~.' 

, ! 

. , 

I 
I 
I 
; 
" 

1 
j 

1 
i , 

2. 

3. 

1. 

2. 

(10) 
(9 ) 

(7) 
(3 ) 

(3 ) 

(3) 

(2) 

(2 ) 

(2 ) 
(2) 

No problems 
Youth are not contacted or served speedily enough 
(after referral). 
Family counseling is too brief. 
Service delivery is poor in quality due to large 
caseloads . 
Insufficient contact with family and youth by 
JASP. 
Poor case management - lost files, clients not 
contacted. 
The counseling and work programs are available 
during daytime hours which conflict with students 
attending school. 
Excessive referral paperwork and referral process 
is constantly changing. 
Family Counselors insufficiently trained. 
JASP Counselors insufficiently trained. 

What would you recommend to improve the quality and 
swevice provided by JASP? 

(11) JASP Counselors need to interact more with Intake. 
(6) JASP needs more staff. 
(1) Greater publicity in community about JASP. 

Are there any JASP services which are needed and not 
provided? 

(7) Employment and G.E.D. counseling/services. 
(6) Personal counseling (with professional) . 
(4) Family counseling (expanded). 
(2) Monitoring of informal sanctions. 
(1) Law Education program. 
(1) Transportation service to and from JASP work sites. 

District VI (N=34) 

What problems are you having regarding JASP? 

(17) No problems. 
(5) Restitution Program needs expansion. 
(2) Delay in services due to State Attorney processing. 
(1) JASP needs to serve youth under 13 years. . 
(1) Family Counseling that is provided through private 

agencies is poor quality. 

What would you recommend to improve the quality and 
service provided by JASP? 

(4) JASP needs to recruito more worksites. 
(3) Greater publicity in community about JASP. 



(2) More speedy notification to State Attorney· that 
youth has completed sanction/service. 

(1) JASP needs more staff. 
(1) JASP needs to extend more effort in contacting 

youth and family. 

3. Are there any JASP services which are needed and not 
provided? 

(8) Employment for restitution. 
(5) Restj. tution programs. 
(2) Program for youth under 13 years. 
(2) Monitoring of informal sanctions. 
(2) More family counseling sessions. 
(2) More Arbitration. 
(1) Group session type program. 
(1) Family Planning counseling for older youths. 
(1) Substance Abuse counseling. 
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Responses to the Open Ended Questions on the 

Judge, State Attorney and Public Defender Questionnaire 

District IlIa (N=9) 

Wha t problems are you having regarding JASP';' 

(3) No problems 
(2) Under-utilization of community volunteers 
(1) Too many youths who could benefit from JASP are 

sent to court because of denial of allegations 
(1) Lack of community education regarding JASP 
(1) Lack of notification regarding unsatisfactory 

termination 

Are there any JASP services which are needed and not provided? 

(1) School and Educational Counseling 

District IIIb (N=9) 

What problems are you having regard~ng JASP? 

(2) No problems 
(2) Services/Sanctions are not delivered swiftly 
(2) Insufficient personal interaction with youths 
(1) Too lenient work service obligations 
(1) Failure to check with State Attorney before begin­

ning sanctions/services 
(1) Insufficient staff 

What would you recommend to improve the quality and services 
provided by JASP and Intake? 

(2) Eliminate the matrix 
(2) Allow Intake to provide services/sanctions pro­

vided by JASP 

* There were no completed and/or enclosed open ended respon­
ses from District v. 



.. J 

District VI (N=5) 

What problems are you having regarding JASP? 

(3) No problems 
(1) Lack of effort extended in preventing unsuccess­

ful completion (not enough interaction with youth) 
(1) Lack of Coro~unity Education regarding JASP 

What would you recommend to improve the quality and service 
provided by JASP and Intake? 

(1) Allow Intake to provide services/sanctions pro­
vided by JASP - a3 an HRS program there would be 
greater accountability. 

" 

I 
I 
1 




