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DISTRICT ATTORNEY'S JUVENILE DIVERSION PROGRAM

INTRODUCTION

A. PROBLEMS/NEEDS

During 1979, juvenile arrests in New Orleans accounted for
almost 10% of the 48,240 total arrests made by the New Orleans
Police Department and for about 27% o%ﬁthe 11,353 total arrests
fdr more serious Part I Index Crimes,* To clarify this situation,
the number of offenses cleared annually by arrest (CBA) of juven-
iles were analyzed. Based on 1969-1979 data, the types of offenses
committed by juveniles became somewhat more serious, although
total arrests and offenses CBA decreased markedly during that
decade.**

The average youth who becomes involved with the juvenile justice
system has been described as a fourteen year old black male from a
broken home. In 1969, 59% of the juvenile arrestees were from broken

homes; whereas, in 1979, 71% of them came from broken homes. Further-

.more, a 1979 study of outpatient youth seen at the Youth Study Center

for evaluative purposes indicated that 12.6% were diagnosed schizo-
phrenic, 15.1% had personality disorders, and 34.1% exhibited behavior
disorders of childhood and adolescence. An additional 32.7% were found
to manifest a combination of one of the previously mentioned conditions
and mental retardation. S

*Part I Index Crimes include: homigcide; rape: robbery; assault; burglary;

. and theft.
**Sourcé: Juvenile Division Annual Report




While a number of community programs aimed at delinquency prevention
exist in the New Orleans area, the service options for the juvenile
offender are limited and tend to serve youth on a post adjudication
basis. Informal probation is the main option available to youth at the
pre-adjudication stage. Many youth arrestéd for minor crimes are re-
ferred to the Probation Department by the District Attorney's office
to be handled in an informal non-judicial manneé, usually involving
lecture and release. However, recent data indicates that on a state-
wide basis fhe Probation Department has a worker/client ratio of 1:53.
With caseloads of this size, the Probation Officer is obviously only
able to spend minimal time with the client. In many instances, the
youth involved are iq need of much more attention than lecture and

release can provide.

The Louisiana Tr ining Institute (LTI), Juvenile Restitution Pregram,
and Formal Probation are options avaiiable to the adjudicated juvenile
offender. LTI provides for the actual incarceration of youth, with medi-
cal, educational and social services offered throughout the length of

confinement. The Juvenile Restitution Program serves as an alternative

to incarceration, whereby the youth is placed in employment when possibie,

which enables restitution to be made to victims of crime. In some cases
community service work is performed. In the case of Formal Probation,

the youth is assigned to a Probation Officer who is to provide counseling

on a regular basis.

&

SR

To provide more extensive pre-adjudication services to youth, the
New Orleans District Attorney's Office submitted an application to
establish the D.A.'s Juvenile Diversion Program (J.D.P.). The program

proposed to serve as an alternative sanction before youth are petitioned

and adjudicated delinquent and was‘designed to serve first offender felons

(excluding murder, rape and robbery) and first offender high misdemeanants.*

Through this program, those youth that would normally be petitioned
would instead be diverted to the J.D.P. and receive intensive counseling
and evaluative and social services, when necessary, in an effort to pre-
vent further contact with the juvenile justice system.

Program emphasis was to focus on evaluation, family and individual
counseling, parent invelvement, restitution to the victim, tutorial ser-
vices, and utilization of community resources. The program was also de-
signed to purchase needed community services on a contractual basis when
not provided by the program. This program was expected not only to sig-
nificantly impact the number of delinquency cases handled annually by
the juvenile couf%, but would also serve as a viable alternative to in-

formal probation.

* Charges to be accepted include: business burglary; automobile burglary;

attempted residential burglary; possession of stolen goods: criminal
damage over $99.00; shoplifting over $100.00; unauthorized use of
credit cards; simple possession of drugs, except marijuana; and
prostitution (on a case by case basis).




GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The goals of the District Attorney's Juvenile Diversion Program are:
- To accept 200 program participants on a yearly basis;

- To reduce the number of cases brought before the Orleans Parish
Juvenile Court by 10%;

- Of those youth who are accepted into the program, 80% will suc-
cessfully complete it;

: Tess than
- Of those youth that successfully complete the program,
20% will iecidivate during the one year period following release
from the program through rearrest.

The objectives of the District Attorney's Juvenile Diversion Program are:

- To provide individual counseling to all program participants at
least once a week.

i i i design a
- To work with each child and parent when qpp11cab1e, to d
restitution contract that can be rea11st1ca11y met and involves
the responsibility of both parent and child, whether monetary or
service restitution.

i i i % of all
- To provide psychological evaluations for at least 25% o
program participants within two weeks after intake.*

- To establish a parents group that would meet on a monthly basis
by the end of the first year of program operations.

i [ i ; ticipants
- To establish a purchase of service model for program par
referral within the first six weeks of program operation.*

TARGET POPULATION

The District Attorney's Juvenile Diversion Program was to be limited

to youth who are:
1. First Offender felons (excluding murder, rape, and robbery);
and,
2; First offender high misdemggnants.
First offender.is defined here és a youth who has not yet been con-

victed or not an adjudicated delinquent. This allows for. program

* Deleted by grant amendment approved by L.C.L.E. on December 11, 1982.
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participants to have prior arrests, but no convictions. A sample of

cases petitioned by the D.A. in 1978 revealed that a probable group

to be served and mesting the above criteria did exist.

D. PROGRAM DYNAMICS

*

The juvenile justice process is usually initiated with some in-
abpropriate behavior resulting in police arrest. After arrest, the
youth is taken to the Juvenile Division of the New Orleans Police
Department. At this point, the officer makes a decision whether to
refer the case to the District Attorney's Office for prosecution or
to return the child to the parents via informal station house ad-
justment.* If it is decided to refer the case for prosecution, it
must also be determined whether it is necessary to detain the child.
Once a case has been referred for prosecution, all pertinent infor-
mation and records are sent to the District Attorney's Juvenile Sec-

tion. Here a determination is made within 24 hours regarding whether

a case should be:
1. Refused:;

2. Referred to probation or other programs; or,
3. Petitioned.

If a case is refused, no further action is required. In the other
two instances, further processing must occur. It is at this point that
the District Attorney's Juvenile Section makes the preliminary deter-
mination of eligibility and refers the case to the Juvenile Division
Program. After the case is received, secondary screening is done by
the Deputy Director to determine if an appropriate referral has been

made. If the referral is deemed appropriate, the Deputy Director (or

Station house adjustment involves lecturing and releasing the juvenile
without formal charges being filed.

-5-




designee) contacts the victim for consent for the youth to partici-
pate in the program. If the victim.refuses consent, the case is
returned to the District Attorney's Juvenile Section for resumption
of the petition process. If the victim consents, the social worker
assigned to intake contacts the youth and his/her parent(s) to sched-
ule an iﬁtake interview to be held within 5 working days.

At the time of the intake interview, the social worker explains
the program in detail. The client is asked to read a booklet en-
titled, "Your Rights As A Citizen When You Are Accused Of An Of-
fense". In addition, the "Requirements For Voluntary Probation in
the District Attorney's Juvenile Diversion Program" is read and in-
itialed. Finally, some waivers are signed, dated and witnessed
which waive the right to a speedy trial, the right to invoke the
prescriptive laws, the right to trial during the period of applica-
tion to the program, and authorizes the release of confidential in-
formation to the program. An intake report is then completed which
includes all case and personal information. A questionnaire is ad-
ministered to the youth to make certain that the constitutional rights
booklet is understood and is initialed and dated. The youth and the
parents are asked to sign a contract stating an intent to participate
in the prcgram and to pay restitution, if appropriate. At the close
of intake, the client is asked to take home the "Application for Volun-

tary Probation in the District Attorney's Juvenile Diversion Program”

and have it completed and brought to the first weekly counseling session.

After the first counseling session, a treatment plan is developed which

&
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incorporates the most appropriate method of treatment for the client.

In addition to the counseling sessions, other services are to be

provided. These include: a monthly parents' group to be implemented
by the end of the first year of operations; tutoring services; psychi-
atric evaluations; and, other services such such as hearing/vision

screening, food stamps, health and nutrition services, career develop-
ment, special education, etc. However, these outside services - ex-
cluding formation of the parents’ group - were found to be unnecessary

and these requirements were deleted through a grant adjustment.

The length of time a youth will spend in the program depends on
the progress of each individual, but the period should range between
three months and one year. If any violation of fhe contract occurs,
the case is returned to the D.A.'s Juvenile Section for resumed process-
ing and petitioning.

E. STAFF_AND ORGANIZATION

The Juvenile Diversion Program staff consists of a Director, Deputy
Director, four social workers*, and & clerical person. The Director of
the J.D.P. is the current head of the D.A.'s Diversion Program for Adults
and serves as the Supervisor of this new program. The main responsibil-
ity of the Director is to supervise the Deputy D1rector and other program
staff and to channel all reports, commun1cat1ons etc. to the D.A. and
other authorities.

Tﬁe Députy Direétor devotés fui] time to program aétibitiés and is
responsible for: maintaining all program data and statistics; coordin-
atingAwith outside agencies; contacting victims; monitoring contracts

for sérvice; and, all public relations aspects of the program. The four

o i e g ey T o s % i R R o N S AR N A S oY ik S

* Amended. by grant amendment approved by L.C.L.E. on February 11, 1982 to
provide for 3 full time and one part-time social worker.
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social workers are responsible for: intake; victim contactj contract
compliance; family therapy; individual therapy; development of treat-

ment plans; and, case follow-up.
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PARTICIPANT DESCRIPTION

A. REFERRALS

During the period of the evaluation - March 15, 1981 - March 31,

- 1982 -~ the D.A.'s Juvenile Diversion Program received 259 participant

referrals from the D.A.'s Screener. Of that number, 156 referrals were
accepted and 103 of them were refused admittance. Of those accepted,
74 completed the program suCcesst]]y, 21 violated the program condi-
tions and were terminated, and 61 were still active participants on
March 31, 1982. (See Table I).

B. VIOLATIONS/TERMINATIONS

Table II indicates the specific program violation committed by the
21 participants who were terminated. As evidenced in that table, 12
(57%) were removed because of a violation involving meefgng the terms
of program participation; i.e., nof attending scheduled counse]ing‘
sessions, not paying restitution, etc. Of the remaining 9 terminations,
8 (38.1%) of them were removed as a result of rearrest and charge ac-
cepted, a plea of guilty to a subsequent offense, or a subsequent con-
viction. Those terminated account for 13.5% of all accepted partici-
pants and 8% of all program referrals.
C. REFUSALS

The 103 refusals (39.8% of all referrals) not accepted into the
program were denied admittance for a number of reasons. Those specif{c'
reasons are detailed in Table III. Of all refusals, 57 (55.4%) were
denied either because the parent or ;he defendant wanted to go to trial
or beggyse the victim wanted to prosékute. The remainder were denied

for 15 additional refusal reasons.

ff( )




b s ot

g

ES

¢ e e

Program Referrals as of 3/31/82

~Table I

s o o oo

Category

% of
Referrals

% of

Successful Completions
Actives

Terminations

Refusals

 74
61
21

28.6
23.6

8.1
39.8

Accepted Participants

47.4
39.1
13.5

TOTAL

103
N

R,
259

100.1

100.0

Q
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’ e | Table II
ﬁf? Violation For Which Participants Were Terminated
[
’ ; | o iy Reason_for Violation N %
E - g~ .
G 7 i Failure to make scheduled appointment,
- - pay restitution, contact program, or
attend school 12 $7.0 %
Mf 3 Rearrested and charge accepted, plead :
: guilty or convicted 8 38.1 /
‘ ' - Possession of drugs in school 1 4.8 ;
i TOTAL ) 99.9
i i
L)
5
R - ; : Se i
‘ e = C b o I

N T

I
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4
i
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Table III %
? Reasons Why Referrals Were Not Accepted i
; Reason For Refusal N %_—-— é
% Continuing Pattern of Deviant Behavior 7 ( 6.8%) ;
§ Parents of Defendant Wishes to go to Court 36 (35.0%) E
2 Victim Wishes to Prosecute 21 (20.4%) é
g Defendant Living out of State 4 ( 3.9%) i
% Victim Refuses to Consent 2 (1.9%) é
; Inability to Contact Applicant 2 ( 1.9%) :
% Failed to Respond to Intake Letter or 11 (10.7%) ) i
; Follow-Up 0 !
% Missed Intake Appointments 2 (1.9%) é
% Rearrested pending Acceptance 3 (2.9%) z
% Victim Wishes to Drop Charges 1( 1.0%) !
% Not a Felony Offense 2 { 1.9%) é
% Charges Dropped by Juvenile Diversion 2 (1.9%) i
2 Currently in another facility ‘ 42('3.9%) |
% Defendant is an Adult 1 ( 1.0%)

% Charged with a Violent Offense 3 ( 2.9%)

i Needs Extensive Psychiatric Care 1 ( 1.0%)

é _Defendant Doesn't want to Participate 1(1.0%)

,' TOTAL _ 103 (101,0%)

0 o d
N i
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D. SEX AND RACE

Of the 259 referrals, 228 (88%) were male and 31 (12%)
were female. As Table IV indicates, this male/female ratio varied
somewhat among the four different participant categories. For in-
stance, all those terminated for committing program violations were
male and the percentage of successfully completing participants was
20.3% female. .

Among all referrals, 56 (21.6%) were white, 197 (76.1%)
were black, and 6 {2.3%) were Oriental. The number of these parti-
cipants successfu11y completing the program and those terminated from
the program very nearly approximate that same racial breakdown. How-
ever, among active participants, the rétio was 85% black/15% white
(See Table V). ’

E. PREVIOUS ARREST HISTORY

Of all 259 referrals, 183 (70.7%) had no previous arrest
history. ”An addition31453 (20.5%) had a single previously recorded
arrest incident. The remaining 23 referrals had multiple previous ar-
rests which numbered between 2-10 incidents. Of the four referral
categories, terminations and refusals showed a smaller percentage of
referrals with no previous‘arrests than did the categories of successful
completions and active‘participants. (Sea Table VI).

0f the 76 referrals having previous arrest incidents, 18
(23.7%) had been previously arrested for Shoplifting, 11 (14.5%) for
Trespassing, and 8 (10.5%)kfor Theft/Shop]ifting/Possesﬁion or some

combination of those three qharges. The remaining 39 referrals had

~
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Table IV
Sex of All Referrals
Successful
Sex All % Completions % Actives % |Terminations % Refusals %

Male

Female

228
31

88.0. 59 79.7 54 88.5 21

100.0

94

12.0

15

.20.3

7

11.5 0

- 9

91.3
8.7.

TOTAL

259

100.0

74

100.0

61

100.0

21

100.0

103

100.0

[

-14.

o T



o

////

Table V
Race of Al1 Referrals
' Successful
Race All % Completions % Actives % Terminations % ” Refusals %
White 56 21.6 19 25.7 9 14.8 5 23.8 23 22.3
1B1ack 197 76.1 55 74.3 52 85.2 16 76.2 74 71.8
Oriental 6 2.3 0 - 0 - C - 6 5.8
TOTAL § 259 100.0 74 100.0 61 100.0 21 | 100.0 103 99.9
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Table VI

Number of Previous Arrests of All Referralé..

Number of
Previous Arrests

A1l

3R

Successful

Completions %

Actives

%

Terminations

%

Refusals

%

0
1

2
3
4
5
7
9

10

183

(4]
w

13

N N
O O O

[

o o o o o

P » 2 2 B L © vV |

56
16

o O O O O MM o

75.7
21.6

2.7

47
12

o o o o o o - N

77.0
19.7
3.3

12

= W

o O o o o

57.1
23.
14.

4.

o w

68
20

66.0
19.4
7.8
1.9
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0

TOTAL

259 100.

—

74

100.0

61

21

100.0

103

43

/

100.1
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previous arrests resulting from 17 other categories of criminal
activity. (See Table VII).
. F. CURRENT CHARGE

b T
s S AT S

Table VIII delineates the current charée(s) of the 259 referrals

iﬁj . submitted to the program. As evidenced, 112 (43.2%) were referred

L after being charged with either Attempted Theft/Theft/Receiving Stolen

Property or some combination of those three offénses. An additional

- 79 (30.5%) of referrals were charged with either Attempted Simple

Burglary/Simple Burglary or both. Further,41 (15.8%) were charged

with either Criminal Mischief/Criminal Damage/Criminal Trespass

or some combination of those charges. Thus, these three general cate-

gories of charges account for 232 (89.5%) of all program referrals. The

‘ : remaining 27 referals were charged in 14 additional offense categories.
Y

SRt

Those same three general categories of charges that account for 89.5%
of all current charges were also the high offense areas among the four

referrals categories, ranging between 80.9% - 93.2%.

G. AGE

| - Table IX pﬁﬁvides the age at the time of the appest which led

2 B o ; : ff} to program‘refé}ral. As indicated, the mean and median for the success-
- - ful completions is somewhat higher than for other categories. Based on

this very limited data, it does offer thé possibility that somewhat older

individuals are more likely to be successful in the program.

~17~
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Table VII
Most Serious Prior Charge of All Referrals
Most Serious Successful
Prior Charge All % Completions % Actives % Terminations % Refusals %
Shoplifting 18 23.7 4 22.2 5 35.7 0 - 9 25.7
Trespassing 11 14.5% 1 5.6 1 7.1 1 11.1 8 22.9
Theft/Shoplifting/
Possession 8 10.5 0 - 1 7.1 2 22.2 5 14.3
Simple Robbery 5 6.6 3 16.7 1 7.1 1 11.1 0 -
Battery/Simple
Battery 5 6.6 2 11.1 0 - -0 - 3 8.6
Simple Burglary/
Attempted S.Burg. 4 5.3 2 11.1 1 7.1 0 - 1 2.9
Criminal Mischief/
Criminal Damage 4 5.3 0 - 1 7.1 1 11.1 2 5.7
Unsupervised juw/ '} .
runaway / dependent 4 5.3 1 5.6 0 - 1 11.1 2 5.7
Possession of stolen ‘
property 3 3.9 2 11.1 0 - 0 - 1 2.9
Armed Robbery/Att
Armed Robbery 3 3.9 0 - ] - 0 3 8.6
Sexual Molestation 2 2.6 2 11.1 0 - 0 0 -
Attempted Theft/
Resisting Arrest 2 2.6 0 1 7.1 0 1 2.9
Shoeshining 1 1.3 0 1 7.1 0 0 -
Disturbing the Peace| 1 1.3 0 1 7.1 0 0
Possession of marij'} .~ .
w/intent to distrib] . ‘
1 1.3 1 5.6 0 - 0 - 0 -
Aggravated Crime
Against Nature 1 1.3 0 - 0 - 1 11.1 0 -
-Carrying Dangerous
Weapon 1 1.3 0 0 - 1 11.1 . 0
Aggravated Assault 1 1.3 0 0 - 1 11.1 0
Auto Burglary 1 1.3 0 - 1 7.1 0 - 0 -
TOTAL 76 .99. 9 18 100.1 14 99.6 9 99.9 35 100.2

'
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Table VIII

. Current Charges of A1l Referrals

Current Charge

All %

Successful
Completions %

Active

%

Terminations

%

Refusals

%

Attempted Theft/
Theft/ RSP

Attempted S.Burglary/
S. Burglary

Crim. Mischief/ Crim
Damage/Crim.Trespass
Simple Burglary/RSP
Marijuana Possession
Simple Battery/Aggra-
vated Assault

Simple Burglary/
Crim. Damage

Crime Against Nature
Crim. Damage/I1legal
Use of Weapon
Forgery

RSP/Crim. Trespass
Attempted Theft/ RSP
Accessory After Fact/
S. Robbery

Crim. Damage/Resist
an Officer
Theft/Resisting Arr
Prostitution
Peeping Tom

112 43. 34
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259  100.

100.

61

99.

21

100.
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100.
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" Table IX

Age at Time of Arrest

&

' All ) 2
" Years Referrals Successfuls Actives Terminations Refusals
5 1 0 0 0 1
6 2 0 1 0 1 oA
7 0 0 0 0 0
8 5 1 0 1 3
9 4 0 0 0 4 2
10 9 2 5 1 1
11 11 3 2 0 6
12 19 3 9 3 4 &
13 34 10 7 4 13
14 47 12 14 4 17
15 60 19 11 6 24 @
16 63 24 11 2 26 :
17 2 0 1 0 1 ‘
Missing 2 0 0 0 2 @
TOTAL 259 74 61 21 103
Mean Yrs. 14.3 14.8 14.0 14.0 14.1 o
Median®" 14.9 15.4 14.1 14.5 . 15.1
' &
-20-
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H. SERVICES

Originally, the program envisioned providing a multitude of outside
services to participants. However, the need for those services was found
to be much less than anticipated. In fact, the purchase of service Objec-
tive was deleted from the grant effective December i1, 1981. Tables X and
XI indicate the apparent lack of need for outside services by participants,
both purchased and non-purchased. According to Tab?é X, only 20 of the
participants were provided with purchased services. Further, Table XI
shows that only 37 participants were provided with non-purchased services.

For all practical purposes, the need for extensive service referral/purchase

proved negligible.
I. RESTITUTION

Table XII provides data regarding those participants required to pay
restitution. Overall. about 52% were required to pay and about 48% had
no such requirement. Among tnose termindied because uf proyram viola-
tions, the ratio of those required to pay restitutfgn was higher (66.7%)

than the overail average.
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Table X

Purchased Services Provided to A1l Referrals

Number of
Purchased
Services All

%

Successful
Completions

%

Actives

%

Terminations %

Refusals

0 239
1 15

2 5

92.3
5.8
1.9

63
9
2

[o2]
4]

.
-

12.2
2.7

55

90.2
6.6
3.3

18 85.7
9.5
1 4.8

N

103

TOTAL/ 259

100.0

74

100.0

61

100.1

100.0

[
1

103
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Table XI

Non-Purchased Services Provided to A1l Referrals

-23-

Number of

Non-Purchased Successful 1

Services ATl % Completions % Actives - % Terminations % Refusals
0 222 85.7 -} 55 74.3 49 80.3 15 71.4 103
1 29 11.2 15 20.3 10 16.4 4 19.0 0
2 3 1.2 2 2.7 0 - 1 4.8 0
3 3 1.2 1 1.4 2 3.3 0 - 0
5 1 0.4 0 - 0 - 1 4.8 0
6 1 0.4 | 1 1.4 0 - 0 - 0

TOTAL 259 100.1 74 100.1 | 61 100.0 21 100.0 103
'
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Table XII

ed To Be Paid by Participants '

Restitution Ordered

ATl

. Successful

Completions %

Actives

%

Terminations %

Refusals

Yes

No
(Refusals)

81

- 75

103

51.9
48.1
<]

38 51.4
36 48.6
0o 0

29
32
0

47.5
52.5

14 66.7
7 33.3

0 0

0
0

103

TOTAL

259

100.0

74 100.0

61

100.0

21 100.0

103

o

foungt]

o
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IT1. GOAL AND OBJECTIVE ATTAINMENT
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A. gnaL 1.-To accept 200 participants on a yearly basis,

" During the period of the evaluation (March 15, 1981 - March 30, 1982),
156 participants were accepted into the J.D.P. To meet this goal, 16.7
participants must be accepted each month. During the first year of op-
eration, the J.D.P. accepted approximately 13 participants monthly,
thereby attaining about 78% of the requisite participants.

B.GNAL 2= To reduce the number of cases brought before the Orleans Parish
= Juvenile Court by 10%.

This is a very difficult goal to measure because it assumes that the ar-
rests, etc. for the years being compared}ére constant and that reductions
can be determined based on numbers alone. MNevertheless, aggregate statis-
tics for 1980-1981 were analyzed in terms of cases accepted, cases re-
fused, cases informally probated, and cases petitioneé. These stati§tics
were compared not only to measure the caseloads in Juvenile Court, but also
to attempt to determine if the J.D.P. is serving as a true alternative to

other existing referral options. The 1980-1981 data are provided in Table ” ;
XII1. '
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Table XIII

Aggregate Statistics

1981

% Chapge
Category ) 1980 1989- 1981 .
# of Juveniles Received 3,734 ; 3,327 -10.9
# of Juveniles Accepted 1,304 (34.9%) 1,161 (34.9%) ]-11.0
# of Juveniles Refused 397 (10.6%) 790 (23.8%) }+99.0 a
# of Juveniles Referred to 2,033 (54.5%) 1,067 (32.1%) | -47.5

Probation Department
# Diverted to Proper Venue

# Referred to D.A.'s
Diversion Program

86 (2.6%)
223 (6.7%)

TOTAL

3,734 (100.0%)

3,327 (100.1%)
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That table indicates that there was a 10.9% decrease in the number of
Jjuveniles received in 1981. Correspondingly, there was an 11% decrease
in the number of juveniles accepted. However, the number of Juveniles

refused doubled and those handled by the Probation Department (H.T.P.D.)

decreased by one-half. Finally, a total of 233 participants were re-

ferred to the J.D.P. in 1981, comprising 6.7% of all juveniles received.

The only sizeable decrease between 1980 and 1981 occurrea in tnhe H.T.P.D.
category. The decrease in the percentage of iiwse accented (11.0%) was ap-
proximately the same percehtage reflected in the overall reduction in the

number of juveniles received in 1981 (10.9%).

C. GNAL 3 - Of those youth accepted into the program, 80% will success-
- fully complete it.

This goal is difficult to measure in the case of an on-going program.

- During the period being evaluated, 74 of the 156 participants successfully

comp]eteﬁ the program. While that accounts for only 47.4% of the accepted
participants, an additional 61 (39.1%) participants were in an active pro-
gram status on March 31, 1982. The number of activé participants success-
fully completing the program cannot be determined‘until sometime in the
future. Nevertheless, the number and percentage of participants terminated
from the program because of vioTé%fons provides some indication of antici-
pated program success. During the evaluation period, only 21 (13.5%) of the
aécepted participants were terminated from the Erogram;for violation of

program rules, etc.

-27-
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D. GOAL 4 - Of those yputh who successfully complete the program,
Tess than 20% will recidivate during the one year
period following release from the program through rearrest.
While recidivism is defined as the D.A.'s acceptance of a criminal
case, rearrest and re-conviction rates of both successful and unsuccessful
program partiéipants should also be analyzed for periods less than 12
months to provide a comprehensive analysis. However, that measure has very
1imited application to the first year of the J.D.P. operations, largely be-
cause none of the participants qomp1eted the program and were "at risk" for
one year during the eva]uationiberiod. Additionally, for periods less than
a year, only 2 successful completions were subsequently rearrested, although
8 of the accepted participants were terminated from the program because of
rearrests. One of those terminated for that reason has been rearrested on
two other occasions.
These limited data all indicate that rearrests for periods 1es§ than a

year are well below the less than 20% recidivism rate specified in the goal

(74 successful participants times 20% = 14.8 participants). Even when the

successful completions (74) and the terminations {21) are combined, the goal

is met for periods less than one year in that only 10.5% (8 + 2 = 10) of
those participants were rearrested.

A much more comprehensive recidivism analysis can be undertaken in sub-
sequent evaluations, wherein larger numbers of successful completions and a
breakdown by time periods since program completion will be availab]e.

E. ORJECTIVE 1 - To provide individual counseling to all program partici-
, pants at least once a week.

Table XIV describes the average frequency and length of individual coun-

-28-
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seling sessions for three categories of participants. A major reason for

removing participants from the program was a failure to keep appointments.

Table XIV supports this reasoning in that the terminations met less frequent-

1y with the counselor on an average than any other category. While the suc-

cessful completions and still aétive participants did not meet strictly on

a weekly basis, each did average approximately 7 sessions for every 10 weeks

of program participation (0.66 and 0.71).

In both categories, the average frcquency of counseling decreased with
time spent in the program which indicates some gradual tapering off of
counseling sessions toward the end of program participation.

Ff OBJECTIVE 2 - To work with each child and parent when applicable, to de-
sign a restitution contract that can be realistically met,
and involves the responsibility of both parent and child,
whether monetary or service restitution.

Of the 74 participants successfully completing the program, 37 (50%)
were ordered to pay a total of $3,027.44 in restitution. Al1 of that amount
was paid before program release. Of the 61 participants still active in the
program as of March 31, 1982, 29 (47.5%) were ordered to pay a total of
$4,375.72 in restitution. As of March 31, 1982, $2,066.80 had been paid.

Of the 21 participants terminated from the program, 14 (66.7%) were ordered

to pay a total of $3,400.43 in restitution. However, only one of those par-

ticipants paid a total of $20.00. The remainder paid nothing and in fact,
nonfpayment or inability to pay was 6ne of the reasons for being terminated.

The total amounts of restitution ordered and paid are provided in Table XV.

=29~
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Table XIV

Average Counseling Received byALength of Time in Program

Weeks from Average Average Sessions Average .Average.ngrs
Intake to Exit N Total Sessions Per Week Totai Hours Per Session
Successful Completions
10 to 15 21 10.83 0.78 8.17 06.74
16 to 21 : 19 11.95 0.64 10.21 0.84
22 to 26 : 19 15.00 0.62 10.92 0.74
27 to 46 15 19.00 0.58 16.6 0.84

74 13.84 0.66 11.1 0.78
Terminations
0 to 10 10 : 3.20 0.58 2.90 0.74
10 to 19 7 ‘ 4.71 0.33 4.21 0.74
20 to 27 4 ' 11.00 0.45 10.12 0.95

21 5.19 0.47 4.71 0.78
Still Active
0 to 10 15% 5.93 1.40 5.13 0.89
10 to 19 15 10.67 0.87 9.63 0.91
20 to 29 11 13.45 0.64 11.91 0.92
30 to 51 17 17.50 0.46 16.32 0.96

‘ 58 11.97 0.71 10.86 0.92

4

o

* 3 of Tess than 1 week not counted. 3
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Table XV

Restitution Ordered and Paid by Participants

i 8 e ARSI
ot 8 A 3 N R

As of March 31, 1982

Category

N

Ordered

Paid

b9 Successful Completions
Active Participants

Terminated Participants

e TOTAL

37
29

14

80

© $3,027.44

4,375.72
3,400.43

$3,027.44
2,066.80
20.00
$5,114.24

$10,803.59
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That table states that a total of $10,803.55 was ordered to be paid as
restitution by 80 accepted program participants, an average of $135.04 per
ordered participant. As of March 31, 1982, a total of $5,114.24 had been
so paid by 57 participants, an average of $89.72 for each paying participant.

i i i 5% of
-To provide psychological evaluations for at least 2
8 OBJECTIVE“é'a11pprogrampparticipants within two weeks after intake.

This objective was deleted through an LCLE approved grant adjustment
dated December 11, 1981.

. ly
_To establish a parents group that would meet on a moqth
H. OBJECTIVESZ basis by the end of the first year of program operations.

Although the first year of program operation was nearing completioniat the
time of this evaluation, a parents group had already met twice, with approx-
imately 35 parents attending each meeting.

. OBJECTIVE 5-To establish a purchase of servige modg] for program par-
: ticipants' referral within the first six weeks of program
operations.

This objective was deleted through an LCLE approved grant adjustment
dated December 11, 1981.

-32-

- IV. PERIODS OF TIME BETWEEN INTEGRAL PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

Table XVI indicates the days between a number of integral program activ-

ities. These include the days between: Arrest and D.A. Screening; D. A. Screen-

ing and D.A. Referral; D.A. Referral and Program Screening; Program Screening and
Program Intake; Program Intake and First Counseling; Program Intake and Treatment
Plan; and, Program Intake and Program Exit.

As that table indicates, all of the time periods' appear to be reasonable
and, in most instances, do not vary substantially among all participants and the
four categories of partic%pants. Those participants who were subsequent]y_permina-_

ted from the J.D.P. do appear to kave a2 larger period of fime involved between

arrest and D.A. Screening. Perhaps, those individua]siwere considered to be

more "risky" and, therefore, the screening was ﬁore extensive. It should be

noted that successful participants remain in the J.D.P. about five months, while ter-
.ﬁinated participants remain in the program about half that time. The means and
medians for all categories of participants and for all time periods are provided

in Table XVI. Additional tables which include a detailed numeric breakdown of

all categpries and all time periods is inciuded as Appendix A.
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Table XvI ;
i
Summation of the Mean and Median Number of Days {:
. Batween Integral Program Activities b
H
;é:fons ALL REFERRALS cﬁzgfsgs?gms' ACTIVES JERMINATIONS ¥
ERIVD TION CYIVE BEFUSALS |
L Mean  Median N an dian N Mean ugdian []] Mean Kedian N Mean Median
Arrest to . . ‘
D.A.Screen. 257 13.1 7.6 73 6.7 4.2 61 15.8 12.0 21 21.0 8.0 162 14.5 6.0 )
. 2 missing 1 missing 1 missing :
0.A.5creening
to : } {
'D.A.Seferral 259 | 6.6 4.0 74 4.8 2.0 61 6.2 5.9 21 4.9 3.7 103 8.4 5.4 . o
N.A. Referral . foy
- - 1to 1 : ;
Prog. Screen. }257 ' 0.6 0.1 74 0.9 0.1 61 -} 0.05 0.03 21 0.2 0.5 3 101 0.9 0.07 :
2 missing .2 missing | L
tt’rog. Screen, . . Pl
.| t0 . ’ HER
- Prog. Intake [154 15.2- ; il3.0' 74 14.5 12,4 59 14.8 12.4 21 17.8 14.3 — —— ' 'T' o
: missing 2 missing I
ro3. Intake ] ~ : i E
. te - A
o : Ist Counsel, |152 9.1 8.0~ 74 8.3 8.0 s7 10.6 -8.0 21 8.9 8.0 - T f ! :
! : L 4 missing 4 missing ‘
“Prog, [ntake ’ H P
.to . . Ve ————— ! P
N iTmt. Plan 130 19.;* %6.4' 72 20.4 B " 44 19.5 ; 16.4 i 14 19.? ; 14.2 ' . P
L 6 missing 2 missinr 17 missing . migsin :
| Prog. Tntake A . -4 T i} b
ito ; — e S [ : L
1 Prog. Exit ' 95 ¢ 112.1% 109.2* 74 1152.3 - 151.2 21 81.9 79.2 | : 3
L JOTAL ] 259 L} (18 2 i 103 -
4 ’ . i
* Includes time perind;:?dr Active and Refused participants. Therefore, the means and medians are not completely accurate, The number of cases : :
drop substantially after 0.A. Referral to Program Screening becausc many Refusals did not progress beyond that point. L S
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V. COMPARISON GROUPS

In order to form a tentative idea of how successful the program was in re-
ducing delinquency, two comparison groups were developed. The first group con-
sists of those participants refused admittance to the program, and the second
group is made up of a sample of juveniles who were informally handled through the
Probation Department (H.T.P.D.) in lieu of prosecution. After a single year of
operation, it is premature to make definitive judgments about the program's abili-
ty to reduce participants' arrests following completion, but some indication of
the program's potential can be discerned.

Of the 74 successful completions, only two have been rearrested, a recidiv-
ism rate of 2.7%. Both of these were rearrested approximately two months after
termination from the program, one for possession of stolen property and the other
for shoplifting. On the other hand, 103 participants were refused admittance to
the program. Of this group, the arrest records of three participants could not

be found; however, 28 of the remainder were arrested following the charge which

"resulted in referral to the program. The recidivism rate of this group is thus

28%, almost ten times that of successful participants. Table XVII describes the
number of incidents and chargesvfor which these refusals were later arrested. |
While 14 were arrested only once, 12 were arrested between two and four times fol-
Towing program refusal, and 2 were arrested more than 4 times. As the table in-
dicates, subsequent charges ranged in severity from trespassing to murder.

The reasons fbr refusal were analyzed for these 28 recidivists. As Table
XVIII indicates, 7% were refused because the charge did not fit program guide-
Tines and 18% failed to make the required confact with the program. On the

other hand, the program exercised its discretion in refusing 11% who were re-
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Table XVII
Subsequent Arrests
of Refused Referrals
Number of Arrests N % Charges N %
0 72 72 None 72 72
1 14 14 Theft 8 8
2 6 6 Burglary 8 8
3 3 3 Simple Battery 3 3
4 3 3 Aggravated 9
Assault 2
5 0 - Possession of
Stolen Property 1 1
6 0 - Criminal Damage 1 1
7 1 1 Trespassing 1 1
8 1 1 Crime Against —-
100 100 Nature 1 1
Prostitution 1 1
Murder 1 1
3 Missing Information Traffic 1 1
100 100
-36-
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Table XVIII
Reason for Refusal of Referrals
Who Were Later Arrested
Reason N Percent
Victim Wishes to Go to Court 10 36%
Parent or Defendant Wishes to Go 574%
to Court 6 21%
Missed Intake Appointment 3 11%
Rearrested -3 11%
No Response 2 7%
Continuing Pattern of Delinquericy 2 7%
Misdemeanor 1 3.5%
Violent Offense ' 1 3.5%
- TOTAL 28 100%
«37-
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arrested before acceptance in the program and 7% who showed a continuing pattern ?%
of delinquency before referral (usually a large number of arrests in a short (3\§ Table XIX
period of time or many arrests for the same offense). Nevertheless, the majority g‘ Disposition of Charges for Which Referred to Program
(57%) were refused because either the victim wanted to prosecute or the defendant gé in Those Refusals Later Rearrested
or the parents wanted a trial. | c}¥% . -
B! . ~—
Table XIX discloses the outcome of the trial for these 28 rearrested refus- ?i - Category N Percent
als. Of that number, 16 (57%) were not prosecuted. In addition, 3 of those %é Not PB?Z?CEE$SSed e 1g 57
prosecuted were found not guilty, while 9 (32) of them were found guilty. OF ¢ § ﬁill?eﬂ”iiﬁﬁh‘;h Probation Department 3
those 9, only one has been incarcerated. The others received probation or some ?* %;fg;ﬂgl égigég?ﬁg?on %
less severe sanction. Thus, comparing this group to the successful participants ij Missing L
reveals a much higher recidivism rate (28%), but a Tow likelihood of prosecution @ g ;?ngﬁgngui1ty . i 1
(43%), and, a very low probability of incarceration (3.6%). z Egngnﬁgg (I;gél:g)i/nite]y % }11
A sample was taken by the District Attorney's Screener over a period of 45 %1 ?5; . B. Egalgyjn Need of Supervision !
days of those referred to the Probation Department rather than to the J.D.P. a E %; %§ g:ggg%;g: and Restitution ?
To determine how comparab]e.this H.T.P.D. group is to those ;ﬁécessfu11y com- ; %:fg ngggﬁﬁggﬁ g; gg:ﬁigﬁgggii gﬂiggﬁggg, Probation % %
pleting the program, previous arrests were analyzed. That analysis appears 1in P c%-[% g:gglzgeiinginggrrections %
Table XX.  The percentages of the two groups with previous arrests are nearly g ;j "g:* TOTAL 28 100%
jdentical, 24.3% of successful completions and 22.9% of those handled by the ?; gfé
_ Probation Department. Subsequent arrests of the H.T.P.D. youth are shown in - Jf ;
Table XXI. Eight (16.7%) were rearrested following referral to the Probation ¢ ?‘   §
Department, approximately six times the rate of those successfully completing :: ;; 3
the program (2.7%). ' ;4 j:;;
Based on this Timited analysis, the successful program participants seem G~€' if@ E)
to have a much lower recidivism rate than either of the comparison groups. At %” % ‘€
this point, however, this conclusion must be qualified. First of all, the amount % ‘55 ;
“ G i i
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Table XX

Previous Arrests of
The Handled Through Probation Comparison Group

Number : g 5
of Arrests N Percent | Charges N Percent |
|
0 37 77 None 37 7 |
1 7 15 Status Offense 1 2 :
‘.

2 1 2 Traffic 2 5 i

3 1 2 Theft 1 2
4 0 - Simple Robbery 1 2 .
1o
5 1 2 Simple Damage/Weapons | 1 2 ¥
6 0 - Aggravated Battery 1 2

7 0 - Attempted Theft 1 2 3
G 1

8 0 - Aggravated Battery/Simple N
Robbery 1 2 i
9 0 - Burglary 1 2 E
10 0 - Aggravated Arson 1 2 @;2
11 1 2 48 1002 |
48 100% ;
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Table XXI

Later Arrests of
The Handled Through Probation Comparison Group

Number of
Arrests N‘ Percent Charges N Percent
0 40 83 None 40 83
1 7 15 Theft 3 6
2 0 - Criminal Damage 2 5
3 0 - Smoking on Bus 1 2
} 4 1 2 Traffic Offenses 1 2
48 100% Aggravated Battery 1 2
g 48 100%
=
o) g
-41-




VI. UNIT COST SUMMARY

of time "at risk" of arrest was not controlled. For successful terminations, this Z - ? . As Table XXII indicates, the amount expended for the operation of the
time would begin at exit from the program, For refusals, "at risk" would begin i J.D.P. through March 31, 1982 totaled §113,594.76. For all 156 accepted par-
upon refusal, and for H.T.P.D. youth, upon réferra] to the Probation Department. :  ,; ticipants the total cost per placement was $728.17.
With only two successful participants having been rearrested, and after lesg than = f'éré
a year of program operations, a detailed study of recidivism by time "at risk" j',éf
would begin at exit from the program. For refusals, "at risk" would begin upon j~v!? Table XXI1
refusal, and for H.T.P.D. youth, upon referral to the Probation Department. With 3 .i#ﬂ %€ Cost Analysis
only 'two successful participants haveing.been rearrested, énd after less than a % %“JTE CATEGORY ;ggﬁL35§§5ggED
vear of program operations, a detailed study of rgcidivism by time "at risk" g ;’9‘}} Personnel $87,320.52
would be meaningless. For the second year evaluation, such an analysis is lﬁé 2‘ | Fringe Benefits 9,485.31
‘p1anned, as well as an analysis of seriousness of crimes in - those rearrestéd. E 1%; Travel 320.00

In addition, the J.D.P. can effectively control its recidivism rate in ways ; %Jy;_f Equipment 10,648.97
the comparison groups cannot. The program refused those referrals who were re- 5}5 3' % Supplies 3,684.82
arrested before formal acceptance; it refused those whose delinguency seemed to é % ?; Contractual Services 795.00
form a serious pattern; and, it violated those participants who were rearrested ﬂﬁ§ s“zif | Construction -0~
while still in the J.D.P. While this control is not at all unusual for a delin- 3 ?7% Other Direct Costs 1,052.06
QUency prevention program to adopt on the basis that participants did not adhere i ? § Indirect Costs . | 288.08
to the conditions of participation, it does serve to lower the recidivism ratg :$§ ;‘g - ] TOTAL -+ $113,594.76

among successful participants by eliminating those with an obviously high Tikeli-

hood of being rearrested and by limiting the period of time "at risk" to the time 2 f'vg
after program completion. % éf!éx

& 1
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VII. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Diversion programs emerged in the mid-1960's in response to two theories
of delinquency. The first theory, labeling theory, contends that persons labeled
delinquent become what they are labeled. The second, differential association,
suggests that persons become delinquent because most of their associations are
with those whose behavior favors delinquency. Under these theories, the juven-
ile justice system, as it labeled children delinquent or predelinquent and forced
them to associate with other delinquents, was only creating more delinquents.
Thus, in order to reduce delinquency, contact with the juvenile justice system

had to be minimized.

Deffning diversion from the juveni]e‘justice system was not, however, as
simple as it seemed. At one extreme, diversion was defined as handling children
who would otherwise be labelied delinquent by unofficial, non-governmental means.
Doing nothing, though, was not considered diversion, so proponents of this defi-
nition felt that diversion had occurred when a child was referred to a non-
criminal justice agency thkrough non-coercive, non-judicial means. A more often
used, more limited definition of diversion, and one which fits the New Orleans
program, defines diversion as diversion from court processing. Cressey and
McDermott call this definition "minimization of penetration." "'Minimization of
penetration' has become & popular phrase used for identifying diversion occur-
ring within the juvenile justice system from court to another official or semi-
official program." (pg. 4) The question for policy makers then is whether the
newly established juvenile justice diversion program is better than the tradi-
tional judicial ways of handling these juveniles.

A national evaluation of juvenile diversion programs was completed in 1978.

-44-
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That evaluation Tisted the generally accepted goals of diversion programs as:

avoidance of negative labelling and stigmatization

reductjon of unnacessary social control and coercion
reduction of recidivism

provisjon of service (assistance), and
reduction of juvenile system costs. {pg. 3)

In that evaluation the average cost per participant was found to be $250. The

O R WM e

New Orleans program is probably more expensive at $728 per participant, even

though inflation will account for some increase. The local program, however,

provides more services to participants, with an average stay in the program of
five months compared to six weeks in the national study, and with 100% of the

Tocal participants receiving individual counseling versus only 52% nationally.
Preliminary indications are that recidivism may also be less among New Orleans

participants. In the national study, 25.4% of the participants were rearrested

within six months of program completion.

Nevertheless, as originally defined, it is questionable whether program par-
ticipants perceive the J.D.P. as "diversion" from the justice system, At the
point of admittance to tke program, they have been arrested, screened by the D.A.,
summoned to the D.A.'s office, presented with papers waiving their right to a
speedy trial, and asked to sign contracts agreeing to pay restitution and requir-
ing attendance at counseling sessions. They are warned that if they do not wish
to pariicipate in the program, prosecution of their case will begin immediately.

Oné major concern, then, involves the "coercion" of participants to agree to
program participation, Goal 2 of the national study. An additional area of con-
cern re]ates to the potential for deeper penetration into the criminal justice
system by participants and stigmatization of them than would have occurred in the

absence of the J.D.P., Goal 1 of the national stddy.

Unless the program is, in fact, being referred and is accepting cases that
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would otherwise have been prosecuted by the D.A.'s office, it is probable that
this kind of deeper penetration into the system does occur. The analyses done

in the evaluation of those referrals to the program which were deﬂigd admittance
does support the probability that prosecution of those referrals is unlikely and
that institutionalization seldom ever occurred. Therefore, a number of cases re-
ferred to the J.D.P. are unlikely to be prosecuted.

To balance the negative consequences of this kind of deeper penetration,
some positive gain must be identified; i.e., it must be shown that the benefits
of program participation outweigh the negative aspects. For example, it may be
that the rate of recidivism is much less for successful participants than for
eomparison groups.

It must also be considered to what extent refusing to accept referrals into
the program and terminating those participants who are rearrested minimizes the
recidivism rate of partictpants. It is at least possible that the great majority
of those accepted are those individuals that would be less 1ikely to recidivate,
and those refused and terminated from the program include those individuals most
likely to recidivate. If this is the case, the J.D.P. may be serving no legiti-
mate diversion function in the D.A.'s office, as the participants would likely
not recidivate whether referred to the J.D.P. or handled through one of the exist-
ing sanctions.

Yet, there are probable benefits to be derived by participants regardless
of the "prosecutability" of the case in terms of counseling and deferred adjudi-
cation. On the other hand, it would seem that the effect of being referred to the

program after being told that the case would be prosecuted, and then refused'ad-
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mittance and having the case not prosecuted is negative. In fact, the rate of
recidivism among those refused was higher than the comparison group referred to
the Probation Department (H.T.P.D.).

Based on 9 months of operation, none of the above concerns can be resolved.
However, the second year evaluation with more individuals and longer time frames

will explore those areas of concern in much greater detail and should produce at

least tentative findings.

Based on these considerations, the following recommendations are made:
1. Appropriate program personnel should maintain on-going contact
with the D.A. Screener to insure that the referral of appropriate
cases occurs. Prospective participants that would not otherwise be
prosecuted shouid not be referred to the program, but should be
handled in the way they would have been handled in the absence of the
J.D.P. Making inappropriate referrals will result in the participation
of those not meeting program criteria, will inhibit the program in
attempts to establish a program designed to Qerve that target group
identified in the grant, and may, indeed, increase delinquency in those
actually refused for program participation.
2. The program should maintain records on the disposition of charges
of those referred to the program,but denied admittance. In addition,
the same data should be maintained on all participants terminated from
the program for violating the conditions of program participation.
3. The grant should be amended to reflect the fact that counseling ses-
sions are held less frequently than weekly for some participants at the
discretion of counselors. Of course, this reduction in services to par-

ticipants may indicate the need for fewer program staff.=x

* Effective June 23, 1982, the half-time counselor position was eliminated.
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Table XXIII
DAYS FROM ARREST TO D.A. SCREENING

.2 Days

3 Days

4 Days

5 Days

AR

Total

13
17.8.

11.0

1.4

1
1.4

73
1an%

5.1

1
8.8

§ .8

1 %%

2.4

4.8

0.0

19

11
10.8

8.5
2

9.5

21 O
1002

10
9.8

6
2.9

102
100%

STATUS ,4 0 Days _ 1 nay
| N 1o 40
| successFuL cow N 10 o
ACTIVES ¥y 1. Y o
: ‘ 2 5

| TERMINATIONS Y 218
N 12 44

: REFUSALS 9 1.8 . 43.1

R

Number of missing participants = 2
O 2 g

T —

18.6

i e
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Table XXIV
DAYS FROM D.A. SCREENING TO D.A. REFERRAL
STATUS 0 Days .1 Day 2 Days 3 Days 4 Days 5 Days Total
N 13 47 8 5 0 1 74
SUCCESSFUL COMPL o 17,6 63.5 10.8 6.8 0.0 1.4 190
N 3 41 15 1 1 0 61
ACTIVES % 4.9 67.2 24.6 1.6 1.6 0.0 109
' N 3 15 2 1 0 0 21
TERMINATIONS % 14.3 71.4 9.5 4,8 0.0 0.0 100 .
N 13 60 17 8 0 , 5 103
REFUSALS g 12.6 58.3 16.5 7.8 0.0 4.9 100
2
1



Table XXV
DAYS FROM D.A. REFERRAL TO PROGRAM SCREENING

STATUS 0.Nays .1 Dav 2 Days 3 Days 4 Days 5 Days Total
N 67 4 1 2 0 0 74
SUCCESSFUL COMPL ¢4 o5 & 5.4 1.4 2.7 0.0 0.0 100
N 58 3 0 0 0 61
ACTIVES 9. 95,1 4.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100
! 19 2 0 0 0 0 21
TERMINATIONS B4 9.5 9.5 0.0 Q.0 0.0 0.0 100 ..
N 89 10 0 ] 1 1 101
REFUSALS 9 88.1 9.9 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 100 .
Number of missing participants = 2
$ © o o % % " % . ® o o
O 1
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Table XXVI
DAYS FROM PROGRAM SCREENING TO PROGRAM INTAKE

STATUS 0 Days 1 Day . 2 Days 3 Days 4 Days 5 bays Total
SUCCESSFUL compL N 0 18 30 16 4 6 74

~ 9 0.0 24.3 40.5 21.6 5.4 8.1 100_.
0 16 18 11 11 3 59

~ ACTIVES JNL 0,0 27.1 30.5 18.6 18.6 5.1 100 _
N 0 3 7 6 0 5 21

TERMINATIONS VA 0.0 14.3 33.3 28.6__ 0.0 23.8 100 .
N 1 3 7 3 2 g 23
REFUSALS % 4.3 26.1 30.4 13.0 8.7 17.4 100
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Table XXVII

DAYS FROM PROGRAM INTAKE TO FIRST COUNSELING

STATUS 0 Days 1 Day 2 Days 3 Days 5 Days Total
N 1 35 33 5 0 74
SUCCESSFHL COMPL % 1.4 47.3 44 .6 6.8 0.0 100%
N 1 25 21 9 1 57
ACTIVES % 1.8 43.9 36.8 15.8 1.8 100%
N 1 8 9 3 0 21
TERMINATIONS % 4.8 38.1 42.9 14.3 0.0 100%
N 0 4 1 0 0 5
REFUSALS % 0.0 80.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 100%
Number of missing participants = 102
G & R SR L& G S . S 2
‘(\ ‘ ) . <4,
N\
[\ "
bt
- TGS
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a Table XXVIII
DAYS FROM PROGRAM INTAKE TO TREATMENT PLAN
STATUS 0 Nays 1 Day 2 Days 3 Days 4 Days 5 Days  Total
' N 8 . 11 21 16 10 Y 72
SUCCESSFUL COMPL 9 0 15.3- 29.2 22.2 13.9 19.4 100
N 0 12 7 14 5 6 44
ACTIVES 9 00 27, 15.9 31.8 11.4 13.6 100
i1 1 0 6 2 1 4 14
TERMINATIONS 9 7.1 0.0 42 9 14.3 7.1 28.6 100
N 0 2 1 0 0 0 3
REFUSALS KA 0.0 66.7 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 100

Number of missing participants = 126

oy

~J
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Table XXIX ¢
DAYS FROM PROGPAM INTAKE TO_PROGRAM EXIT i
" :
STATUS 0 Days 1 Day 2 Days 3 Days 4 Days 5 Days 6 Days 7 Days 8 DJays Total
SUCCESSFIL COMPL 0 0 9 5 19 12 17 12 9 74 \ )
% 9.0 0.0 0.0 6.8 25.7 16.2 . 23.0 16.2 12.2 100% fn:
B ¢
Number of missing participants = 140
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