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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

JJF OUTCOME EVALUATION REPORT FOR FY 1991-92 

Each year, the Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services (HRS), Juvenile Justice Program 
Office (JJP) assesses the results of the services it provides. There were more than 300,000 service 
initiations in JJP programs in FY 1991-92. How many of the youth served successfully completed 
the programs designed to address problems so severe that they had been arrested and received the 
services of a public agency? What happens as a result of the services provided by this program 
office? After program completion, how many re-ehtered the delinquency system because they had 
committed new offenses? What can we reasonably expect our programs to do for these youth? 
How well are we doing year by year, across our statewide system, and in comparison to other 
states? Are some program approaches better than others for serving the same kind of clients? 
Answers to these questions are the subject of this report. 

This process of assessing the results of our progranls is known as outcome evaluation. The status 
report which presents this outcome assessment is unique in the nation, first for its focus on 
following up on outcomes for clients and, second, for its comprehensiveness. JJP's outcome 
evaluation system was established under a far-reaching mandate by the Florida Legislature in 
1986. In 1991, the Legislature extended the mandate to cover six additional HRS programs. The 
new legislation, s.20.19(19), F.S., replaced the original mandate with no change in the design of the 
evaluation system. No other state is able to provide as complete a picture of results across the 
broad spectrum of services offered, though a number of states are moving in this direction. 

This is JJP's sixth annual Outcome Evaluation Report. We continue to make progress in both 
measuring outcomes and in supplying more detailed breakdowns of the outcome information. For 
eaCh of the 19 separate program groupings or components in three general areas, the report 
examines two major outcomes: successful program completion and recidivism, or the need for 
further services when a problem recurs. Each of these generic outcomes is defined according to the 
nature and intent of the services provided by a particular program. Where programs address 
similar concerns, similar outcomes :1.re measured to provide comparisons. For many programs, 
additional, program-specific outcomc;; are also measured. All outcomes are tracked over time (six 
years now) and wherever possible, information is provided at the state, district and program or 
facility level. 

The scope of this outcome evaluation effort is enormous. The 19 program components cover more 
than 57 separate programs, not including the seven components which operate out of offices in 
each of the 11 HRS districts statewide. If all facilities and each district-level program is counted 
separately (which must be done when aggregating information), both descriptive and outcome 
information for more than 275 program sites are provided in this report. 

The infom1ation reported here comes from a variety of sources. Most important is the HRS Client 
Infom1ation System (CIS), which provides a unified database for most JJP programs. Without this 
system, the kind of follow-up required for outcome evaluation would not be possible. In addition, 
outcome data come from several microcomputer-based information systems and from manual 
systems. Some of the information on contracted programs comes from annual reports produced by 
providers. Information from over 25 such reports was incorporated into this year's outcome report. 
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This FY 1991-92 report describes programs and the progress they are making toward realizing 
their intended outcomes for the youth they serve. It contains background information on outcome 
evaluation, the JJP program and a statistical description of the population that enters the system 
through Intake in Chapter 1. Chapter II contains a summary of recommendations by the type of 
recommendation and a discussion of the recommendations made for each of the program 
components. Chapter III contains a cross-program comparison of recidivism rates and a district 
level breakdown of recidivism rates for each program. These sections are followed by individual 
evaluations for each of the 19 program components which provided services within three program 
areas in FY 1991-92: 

Chapter IV 

Chapter V 
Chapter VI 

Children in Need of ServicesIFamilies in Need of Services 
(CINSIFINS) 
Prevention and Diversion Services 
Delinquency Services 

The report addresses two questions: What are our programs doing for children and youth over 
time? What can we do to improve both outcome results for our clients and the knowledge base 
needed to produce information on results? 

As required in the outcome legislation, a global recommendation is made for each program 
component. In addition, we provide more specific recommendations at the level of individual 
programs or providers for some programs. We have also, in some cases, identified questions 
which must be addressed. Improvement is recommended for six program components, 
maintenance for twelve, and expansion for one programs. 

Our regular monitoring of program performance for each program compom:nt improves and 
expands each year. Each year we are able to provide a more complete snapshot of our programs. 
The following Executive Summary Table presents findings for each program component, with 
comparisons to the five previous fiscal years. 
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Definitions of Recommendation Categories 

Each generic recommendation points to a general course of action to be completed or initiated, 
during FY 1993-94. The recommendations are explained below: 

.. 

PROGRAM EXPANSION ... Indicated when there is a need to increase the program's service to 
more clients or to other areas of service after program effectiveness has been demonstrated and the 
need clearly established. 

PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT - Indicated when evaluation results show that changes ill 

program operations or additional resources are needed to implement the program as intended. 

This recommendation is also made when further development of a measurement system to 
determine program· effectiveness is needed. 

PROGRAM MODIFICATION - Indicated when there are problems with the design of the 
program which require change befor:ethe program can be effective. 

Program modification can also be recommended when combining a successful program with 
another program would allow for a more efficient deployment of resources or improve the second 
program. In addition; because many of the functions of JJP programs are mandated by state or 
federal law, program modification must sometimes substitute for a recommendation to eliminate a 
program. A recommendation for program modification indicates a need for a major restructuring 
of the program. 

PROGRAM MAINTENANCE - Indicated when services are shown to be effective without 
expansion, improvements or modification; also indicated when a program is new and information is 
as yet insufficient to determine the program's effectiveness. 

PROGRAM ELIMINATION - Indicated when a program has clearly demonstrated its 
ineffectiveness or when program dollars could be channeled to services which are more effective. 

Within the program component structure of this report, recommendations to eliminate programs are 
often best targeted toward specific programs or contracts, rather than the entire program 
component. 

Under each of these generic recommendations, more specific courses of action are often 
recommended. Thus, for example, not only do we recommend program improvement, but we also 
describe the particular improvements that are needed . 
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SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 

CINSIFINS SERVICES Yesr NumberServed Cost Per Case TotalCost . 

1991-92 7,185 referrals Not available Not available 

•. CHILDRE.NIFAMILrE!IIN NEED 
.. OF SERVICES INTAKE (formeriy· 
Status Offender Intake). 

I . 

This statewide program is agency 1990-91 7,440 referrals Not available $1,048,074 
operated and was initiated in 1987. (does not 
The purpose of the program is to include cost 
prevent penetration into the HRS in[onnation 
system for youth referred [or running from Districts 1, 
away, being beyond control or 2,7,8, 11) 
habitual truancy. 

Services include: 1989-90 9,484* referrals $212 per $1,612,959"''' 
Linkage with other HRS services and release** (does not 
family mediation. include District 

11) 

page reference: 1-1 1988-89 10,616* referrals $178 per $1,890,669*** 
referral 

1987-88 13,900 referrals $170 per $2,360,013*** 
referral 

1986-87 16,455 referrals $139 per $2,290,455*** 
referral 

* The number of status offenders has decreased as more youth enter Runaway 
and Troubled Youth Services directiy rather than going through intake. 

** Releases are used this year to estimate cost per case because the number of 
releases (9,621) is higher than the number of referrals. Releases, therefore, are a 
better estimate of work load. District 11 did not report cost figures this year and 
was also excluded from calculations of cost per case. The total number of releases, 
excluding District 11, was 7,613, which was divided into the total cost. 

*** Estimated 
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• SUMlvfARY OF OUTC011E EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 

.•... Outcome Results .• ' 
I 

Recommelldiltion . Rationale/CommentsFor 1991~92' 
. 

..' ... Recommendation 

• 87.7% of cases closed at Intake with no further Improve The implementation of centralized 
services had no subsequent referrals in the year 

Complete transition 
intake administered by contracted 

following case closure. • CINSIFINS Service Centers has 
• 80.5% of cases referred for further services at to centralized Intake. proceeded slowly. The transition 

Intake had no subsequent referrals in the year needs to be completed in order to 
following case closure. comply with 1987 legislation. • 168 children (2.5%) were removed from their 
homes at Intake. At present there is no way to 

Improve 
determine expenditures for 

e 86.1% of cases closed at Intake with no further ClNSlFlNS Intake. A system needs 
services had no subsequent referrals in the year 

• Implement 1987 
to be developed to account for 

following case closure. expenditures. 
• 83.5% of cases referred for further services at legislation. 

Intake had no subsequent referrals in the year Needs further examination to 
following case closure. determine the reasons for the 

• 243 children (3.4%) were removed from their extreme variations in the types of 
homes at Intake. ClNSIFlNS cases reported by the 

• 
districts and a determination needs • 85.4% of cases closed at Intake with no further Improve to be made whether a policy needs 

services had no subsequent referrals in the year 
• Implement 1987 

to be established on who will be 
following case closure. recorded on CIS and when in the • 82.9% of cases referred for further services at legislation. intake process. 
Intake had no subsequent referrals in the year 
following case closure. 

• 302 children (3.4%) were removed from their 
homes at Intake. 

• 81.8% of children with status offense referrals had Improve 
no subsequent referrals. 

• 82.4% of cases closed at intake with no further • Obtain funds to fully 
services had no subsequent referrals. implement 1987 

II 469 children (4.4%) referred for status offenses modification. 
were removed from their homes. 

• Comparable figures on subsequent referrals not Modify 
available. 

• Of those closed at intake with no further services, 
20.6 percent were subsequently referred. 

• 97 (0.7%) were removed from their homes. 

• 201 (1.2%) were removed from their homes . Modify 

• 
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SillvIMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 • CINSIFINS SERVICES Year Number Served' Cost Per Case Total Cost 
I 

.... ' .. , 
1991-92 Total served: 23,423 Not available $10,838,689 

I,· 
Includes: .. 

.. CINSIFINSSERVICES 7,771 residential 
4,793 nonresidential 

I 
9,507 telephone crisis 

counseling calls 
1,352 hotline calls 

TIus statewide program for status 1990-91 Total served: 17,937 Not available $8,703,773 
offenders was initiated in 1975. 
Each HRS district contracts Includes: 
separately for services and the 11,392 referrals 
Florida Network of Youth and Family investigated. 
Services provides coordination, 6,545 telephone crisis 
training, public awareness (hotline), counseling calls. 
a central data system, and quality 10,634 children 
assurance under a separate contract. accepted for service 

--
Services include: 1989-90 Total served: 14,779 Cost per client: $5,692,868 

• short-term shelter care $385 

• non-residential and family Includes: 10,195 
counseling services referrals investigated. Cost per 

• diagnostic and referral services referral: $558 
8 educational services 4,584 telephone crisis • • community outreach counseling calls. Cost per child: 

$600 
9,485 children accepted 

for service. 

Service Centers operated in all 1988-89 13,613 referrals* $324 per $4,410,399 
districts. While every center referral 
provides a shelter, and most provide 11,176 children 
individual, group and family $395 per child 
counseling, every service is not yet 
provided at every center. 

Referrals come from HRS, law 1987-88 7,382 children for nine $370 per child $3,659,901 
enforcement, other social service months. (Cost adjusted: 
agencies, and families. All shelters nine month 
accept walk-ins. client figures 

projected to a 
year) 

page reference: 2-1 1986-87 7,655 children $412 per child $3,154,928 
(estimate) (estimate) 

* Includes multlple referrals for some children. •• 
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SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 

Outcome Results ·Recommendation. Rationale/Comments For 1991-92 
.. Recommendation 

• 72.8% of all clients served by the Florida Network Maintain CINSIFINS Services appear to show 
were returned home upon termination of services. a consistent improvement in 

• 16.4% ofa random sample of youth were rereferred keeping youth from entering or 
for a subsequent status or delinquency offense penetrating further into the 
within 6 months of tenmnation of services. delinquency or dependency systems, 

which is why program maintenance 
is being recommended. 

• 63.6% of total served who came from homes Expand 
TIle implementation of Centralized 

returned home following provision of services. 
Intake should be continued. 

• The re-referral rate for a random sample of 565 Future telephone follow-up studies 
children who were referred for a status offense was need to increase the sample size and 
26.4%. follow each youth for the same 

• Children in sample who could be contacted by period of time. 
phone (199 out of 565) indicated that 80.7% were 
living at home or appropriate arrangement at 12 The definition of recidivism for this 
months after release. program needs clarification in the 

• 74.8% oftotal served who came from homes Expand 
coming year as the program and 

returned home following provision of services. 
data systems change. 

• The re-referral rate for a random sample of 562 • Continue to incor-
children who were referred for a status offense was porate intake fUIlC-
32.6%. tion into program. 

• Children in sample who could be contacted by 
phone (175 out of 562) indicated that 87.4% were • Provide all services 
living at home or appropriate arrangement at 12 at all sites. 
months after release. 

• 70% of shelter clients who came from homes Maintain 
returned home following the provision of Runaway 
Shelter services. 

• The rate of re-referral for a !lample of shelter 
recipients was 40%; the rate for those in the sample 
who were originally referred for a status offense 
was 23%.* 

• 63% of all shelter recipients were returned home; Maintain 
however, only 71 percent had originally left their 
homes.** 

• 55% of all shelter recipients were returned home; Maintain 
however, no data on the percent who had originally 
left home were available. ** 

* Recidivism data were available for the first time in 1988-89. Because centers accept walk-ins and referrals 
from a variety of agencies, not all recipients of service were originally referred for a status offense. 

*'" Data are not comparable to FY 1988-89 and 1989-90. . 
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SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 • 
STATUS OFFENDER SERVICES Year, Number Served Cost Per Case Total Cost 

1991-92 138 status offenders $2,615.03 per $360,875 
, client served 
mri.:uuCANEJSl.AND 
. o-trrWARDBOUND(DistriCt 7) 

. 

TIlls contracted program was initiated 1990-91 142 status offenders $2,541.23 per $360,855 
in 1983. Located in Titusville, the case* 
program serves youth from 
Hillsborough, Pinellas, Polk, 
Osceola, Brevard, Orange, Seminole 
and Volusia counties. 

Services include out-of-home 1989-90 132 status offenders $2,734 per $360,875 
placement for status offenders. The case* 
program provides rehabilitation 
through a strict physical regimen to 
instill self-discipline and confidence. 
An 18-day wilderness course, a 10-
day intensive follow-up with clients 
and families and completion of a 
community service project are • required. 

page reference: 3-1 1988-89 131 status offenders $2,523 per $330,465 
case* 

1987-88 143 status otTenders $2,040 per $291,781 
case* 

1986-87 138 status offenders $2,324 per $320,840 
case* 

* This is cost per clicnt s~rved. 

• 
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• SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 

> Outcome ResultS Recommendation Rationale/Comments For 1991-92 
Recommendation 

• Of 138 youth beginning the course, 124 (90.0%) Maintain Hurricane Island continues to 
successfully completed the wilderness course, III perform favorably on both short-
(90.0%) of the 124 successfully completed the term (successful completion) and 
follow-up phase. long-term (recidivism) outcomes for 

• Of the 126 youth successfully completing the this program. An increased effort is 
program in}"Y 1990~91. 118 (94.0%) had no needed, however, to identity black 
further involvement with the judicial system. youth in the status offender 

• 0f142 youth beginning the course, 132 (92.9%) Maintain 
population who can benefit from 

successfully completed the wilderness course, 126 
this program. 

(88.7%) successfully completed all three phases of 
the program. 

• Of the 100 successfully completing the program in 
FY 1989-90, 88 youth (88%) had no further 
involveIl).ent with the judicial system. 

• 99 (76%) youth successfully completed the Maintain 
program. 

• 78 (79%) of those successfully completing the 
program had no further involvement with the 
judicial system during the year following program 
completion . 

• 
• 10 1 (71 %) successfully completed the program; Maintain 

82% had no further involvement with the judicial 
system within a year. 

• 100% of those successfully completing the program 
were returned to their families. 

• 120 (87%) successfully completed the program, Maintain 
76% had no further involvement with the judicial 
system within a year. 

• 100% of those successfully completing the program 
were returned to their families. 

• 119 (86%) successfully completed the program; of Maintain 
49 successful completers tracked for a year, 72% 
had no further involvement with the judicial 
system. 

• 100% of those who completed the program were 
returned to their families . 

• 
E-9 



•• 

SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 

STATUS OFFEJ.\'DER SERVICES 

... 

... . . 

P~A.C:E:CENTER FORG:riU.S 
(District 4) 

... 

Initiated in 1985, this contracted 
program provides non-residential 
educational and supportive social 
services to females aged 14 to 18 in 
Duval County. Most of the girls are 
status offenders and the remainder 
are referred for delinquency, 
dependency (foster care) or as school 
dropouts. 

Services include: 

• individual treatment plans 
" group and individual counseling 
• high school diploma program, 

(G.E.D. or credit) 
• Life management classes 
• community service projects 

page reference: 4-1 

Year Number Served Cost Per Case Total Cost 

1991-92 164 $14.28 per child $180,380** 
per day 

1990-91 148 $17.06 per child $180,380** 
per day 

1989-90 l33 $19.40 per child $178,178** 
I?er day* 

1988-89 144 $17.85 per child $175,432** 
per day* 

1987-88 113 $970 per case* $109,560** 

1986-87 94 $2,496 per $89,140 
case* 

• FY 1989-90 and 1988-89 are the most accurate cost figures compared to 
prior years. 

** Total cost reflects HRS funding only. 
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• SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 

Outcome Results· Recommendation Rationale/Comments For 1991-92 
Recommendation 

• 70% successfully completed the program. Maintain Program continued to improve on 
• 41 % of successful completions obiained high school already favorable performance. The 

diploma. 
program served more clients and 

• 68% of successful completions without a diploma 
achieved higher success rates at no 

re-enrolled in FCCJ diploma program. additional cost to HRS. • 8.1% of successful completions in FY 1990-91 
received a delinquency referral within one year of During FY 1993-94, the department 
program completion. should consider expanding the 

68% successfully completed the program. Maintain 
program to other districts, 

• especially those districts which are • 37% of successful completions obtained high school 
need of services for females. 

diplomas. 

• 67% of successful completions without high school 
diplomas re-enrolled in the FCCJ diploma program. 

• Only 7.8% of successful completions received a 
delinquency referral within one year of program 
completion. 

• 72% successfully completed the program. Maintain 
• 36% of successful completions obtained high school 

diplomas. 

• 63% of successful completions without high school 
diplomas re-enrolled in the FCCJ diploma program. 

• 61 % successfully completed the program. Maintain 

• 33% of successful completions obtained high school 
diplomas. 

• 88% of successful completions continued education, 
found jobs, or joined the military. 

• 20 girls re-entered high school. 

• 56% successful completions. Maintain 
• 60% of successful completions obtained diplomas. 

• 70% of successful completions continued with 
education, job, or military. 

• 14 re-entered high school. 

• 61 % successful completions. Maintain 
• 36% of successful.completions obtained diplomas. 

• 87% of successful completions continued with 
education, job, or military. 

• 12 re-entered high school. 

•• 
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SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 • PREVENTION AND DIVERSION Year Number Served C()stPer Case Total Cost 
SER"'VICES 

1991-92 787 $1050.94 $827,087 
(net cost to (HRS supplied 

INTENSIVE LEARNING HRS- $334,009) 
ALTERNATIVES PROGRAM $424.41) 
. (!LAP - District 6) 

I· . 
I' 

This is a joint program with the 1990-91 813 $939 $763,210 
Hillsborough County School system 
that was initiated in 1977. 

"Back to Basics" education is 1989-90 615 $1,164 per HRS $716,077 
provided in middle school classrooms student 
limited to 18 students. HRS 
counselors provide group counseling, 
social skills education, and work with 
families. This program operates in 
24 middle schools in Hillsborough 
county. • 
page reference: 5-1 1988-89 551 middle school $738 per $406,618 (I-IRS) 

children student (HRS) 

. 
1987-88 571 middle school $374 per $213,396 (HRS) 

children student (HRS) 

1986-87 432 $1,122* $484,870* 

·Cost data presented for 1986-87 included both HRS and school district funds, but represents an estimate only. • 
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SU'IvTh1ARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 

. . 
Outcome Results Recommendation Rationale/Comments For 1991-92 

I Recommendation 

• 56% successfully completed the program. Expand This program continues to be one of 
• Delinquency referrals were reduced 72 %. * the most successful and should be 
" Referrals for abuse/neglect were reduced 51 %. * replicated in other locations. 
• Reductions were seen in absences (45%), 

suspensions (39%), and discipline referrals (59%). Research is recommended in two 
• Grade point averages rose from 1.3 the year before 

lLAP participation to 2.1 during lLAP participation. 
areas: 
1) The role of the HRS counselor in 

• 56% successfully completed the program. Expand 
success of this program. 
Superficially comparing this 

.. Delinquency referrals were reduced 72 %. * program to similar programs • Status Offense referrals increased 13%. suggests !.hat the ERS counselor 

.. Referrals for abuse/neglect were reduced 90%. * is crucial to its success. 
• Reductions were seen in absences (47%), 

suspensions (43%), and discipline referrals (59%). 2) Follow-up studies need to be .. Grade point averages rose from 1.3 the year before done to determine the effects of 
lLAP participation to 2.1 during ILAP participation. the progra.'ll in the year after 

• 60% successfully completed the program .. Maintain 
program r.ompletion. 

• Delinquency referrals were reduced 47%. * 
e Status Offense referrals remained constant. 
.. Referrals for abuse/neglec~ were reduced 57%. * 
• Reductions were seen in absences (51 %), 

suspensions (31 %), and dean referrals (58%) . 

• Grade point averages rose from 1.1 the year before 
lLAP participation to 2.1 during !LAP participation. 

• 60% successfully completed the program. Maintain 
• Delinquency referrals were reduced 60%. * .. Status Offense referrals were reduced 22%. * 
• Referrals for abuse/neglect were reduced 63%. * 
'> Reductions were seen in absences (46%), 

suspensions (26%), and dean referrals (56%). 

• Grade point averages rose from 1.3 the year before 
!LAP participation to 2.0 during !LAP participation. 

• 73% successfully completed the program. Maintain 
• Delinquency referrals were reduced 57%, * 
• Status Offense referrals were reduced 40%. * 
" Referrals for abuse/neglect were reduced 62%. * 
• Reductions were seen in absences (48%), 

suspensions (23%), and dean referrals (49%). 

• Grade point averages showed no improvement. 

• 80% successfully completed the program. Maintain 

• DelLlquency referrals were reduced 74%. * 
• Status Offense referrals were reduced 56%. * .. Referrals for abuse/neglect were reduced 89%. * 
• Reductions were seen in absences (55%), 

suspensions (53%), and dean referrals (63%), 
() Data on grade point averages not available . 

.. * ReductIOns refer to changes among the same children from the year before !LAP partiCipatIOn to the year ofILAP 
participation. 
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SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 

PREVENTION AND DIVERSION 
SERVICES 

. JUVENILE JUSTICE AND· 
•• DELINQUENC¥PREVENTION 
PROGRAl\'f(JJDP) 

This statewide contracted program 
(federal funds) was transferred from 
the Department of Community 
Affairs on July 1, 1988. 

Nine program contracts were 
awarded in March 1989 for start-up. 
Thirteen projects were fWlded in 
1990. Sixteen projects were funded 
during the 1991-92 fiscal year. 

Contracted services include: 
statewide monitoring I)f compliance 
with Federal JJDP Act mandates, and 
client services offered in two areas: 
school-based early intervention 
programs in high crime areas and 
alternatives to jail and secure 
detention. 

page reference: 6-1 

Year Number Served CostPer Case Total· Cost 

1991-92 School-Based Not available $1,556,119 
Intervention: 1,314 

Minority Over-
representation: 201 

1990-91 School-Based Not available $1,551,037 
Intervention: 1,041 

Inappropriate 
Placement: 108 

Minority Over-
representation: 198 

1989-(10 Alternative to Jail: Not available $974,391: 
415· 

$336,786 for 
School-Based Alternative to 

Intervention: 309 Jail 

Other areas including $336,499 for 
Minority and Advc"~;lCy: School-Based 

$301,506 for 
other 

1988-89 Not yet available· Not available·· On March 1, 
1989 contracts 

totaling 
$1,227,750 

were awarded 
for a period of 
one year but 

commence on 
different dates. 

• 5 of 8 projects reporting . 
•• Only partial data were available on nUmbers served; tlms cost per case 

could not be calcuiated. 
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• SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 

Outcome Results· Recommendation Rationale/Comments For 1991-92 
Recommendation 

• Demonstration projects funded in FY 1991-92 Maintain The FY 1991-92 contracted 
generally met contract requirements and many programs are targeted toward 
showed successful outcomes. school-based delinquency 

• Projects funded in FY 1990-91 generally met Maintain 
prevention, court diversion and 
maintaining federal compliance 

contract requirements and many showed successful status through jail-removal projects 
outcomes in evaiuation measures. and programs aimed at reducing the 

overrepresentation of minority 
youth in the juvenile justice system, 
JJDP funding and other resources 
should be used to replicate 
exemplary projects in new 
locations. 

School-Based Intervention Maintain 
• Four of five programs were extremely successful in 

achieving objectives: reductions in suspensions, Continue to evaluate 
absences, disciplinary referrals, and improv'!d projects funded. 
GPAs. 

Alternatives to Jail 
• Four of eight projects were successful in meeting 

objectives (four experienced difficulty in complying 

• 
with evaluation components). 78% and 72% of 
youth in the two projects were not re-referred. 

Not available Maintain 

• 
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SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 • PREVENTION A...~ DIVERSION Year . Number Served Cod Per Case.· Total Cost 
SERVICES 

1991-92 33,398 referrals $151.93 per $5,074,047 
JUVENILE ALTERNATIVE referral 
SERVICES PROGRAM (.rASP) 28,754 cases closed 

Begun.us a pilot project in 1979 and 1990-91 28,279 referrals $174 per $4,287,116 
expanded statewide in 1981, JASP referral 
services are contracted to provide 24,601 cases closed 
alternatives to handling juvenile 
offenders judicially. 

Youth receive individual plans, 1989-90 26,059 referrals $131 per $3,415,241 
developed and supervised by a referral 
counselor, which include service 22,292 cases closed 
goals (such as community services or 
restitution) and treatment goals (such 
as individual or family counseling). 
If a youth does not fulfill a plan, the 
State Attorney decides whether or not 
to seek a petition for court action. 

page reference: 7-1 1988-89 26,682 referrals $116 per $3,105,892 
referral 

22,639 cases closed • 
1987-88 25,747 referrals $119 per $3,071,153 

referral 
23,489 cases closed 

1986-87 24,150 referrals $124 per $3,004,808 
referrai 

22,377 cases closed 

• 
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SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUAI10NRESULTS, FY 1991-92 

Outcome Results Recommendlition Rationale/Comments For 1991-92 
Recommendation 

• 80.9% successfully completed the program. $ hnprove Although the JASP program appears 
• 32.6% of successful releases were re-referred to be effective in diverting c1ient~ 

within one year. from judicial handling within the 
• 13.9% were adjudicated within one year. delinquency system, program 

improvement is reconunended, 

nonetheless. 
• 80.7% successfully completed the program. * hnprove 
• 26.6% of successful releases were re-referred One reason for this is because of the 

within one year. ** variation across districts in regard 
• 12.8% were adjudicated within one year. to referral criteria. It should be 

determined whether the 

standardization of referral criteria • 68.8% successfully completed the program. Improve would best meet local needs. If 
• 30.6% of successful releases were re-referred standard criteria are not desirable, 

within one year. ** then the explicit criteria used by 
• 12.8% were adjudicated within one year. each district should be readily 

available for purposes of 
interpreting and comparing results 
across districts in a meaningful 
way. 

Also it is reconunended iliat a study 
of JASP client characteristics as • 71.2% successfully completed the program. Improve compared to Intake and Conununity 

• 27.2% of successful releases were re-referred Control client characteristices be 
within one year. ** undertaken. This could lead to re-

hnprove 
thinking the current uses of JASP, 

• 72.8% successfully completed the program including reconunendations for 
(released during first nine months ofFY 87-88). changing legislation. 

II 13.8% of successful releases re-referred within nine 
months for a misdemeanor, 10.7% for a felony. * A standardized method for 

Improve 
accounting for "no status" cases, • 74.5% successfully completed the program. which arc a result of inappropriate 

• 4.3% of successful releases were re-referred within referral procedures, needs to be 
one year."" addressed. 

The need still exists for establishing 
an annual statewide meeting to 
bring together all JASP providers 
and allow headquarters staff to 
uniformly address all problems that 
have arisen since the beginning of 
the program. 

* Successful completion rates for FY 90-91 do not include t:, "other" category, which was included in the 
previous years. This category has been used to terminate "no status" cases, which arc youth who, tho~gh 
referred to JASP, never received JASP services. Excluding this category has caused the successful completIOn 
rate to rise significantly. 

** Data used for follow-up in 1989 and 1990 included recidivism while the case was open and shortened the 
follow-up period by a variable amount of time, depending on the length of service. This problem was corrected 
in 1991 and only the year-long period after services ended is included. 
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SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 • 
DELrNQUENCYSERVICES Year. Number Served· .. 

Cost Per Case , Total Cost 
. 

1991-92 555 Unable to $5,417,765 
detennine ., 

I 
... 

ECKERDWILDERNESS CAMP·· 
·PP.0GRAM 

I,' 

These programs provide services to 1990-91 530 $27,576.20 $5,421,323 
severely emotionally disturbed youth 
in an outdoor environment. $59.60 per child 

per day over an 
There are five camps in Florida average length 
serving 50-60 youth each. Each camp ofstayofl5.2 
is divided into group units of months. 
approximately 12 campers. 

. 
An individual treatment plan is 1989-90 533 Unable to $5,421,323 
deVeloped for each youth. As they determine 
accomplish the goals outlined in their 
individual treatment plan, they are • moved from small therapy groups to 
transition groups, 

During the transitional phase youth 1988-89 177 clients discharged Unable to $5,135,108 
are prepared to return to their determine 

. families and community. Youth who 
successfully complete the program 
receive aftercare services. 

page reference: 8-1 1987-88 Not available Unable to $4,809,325 
detemline 

1986-87 Not available Unable to $4,021,702 
determine 

• 
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• SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 

.. 
Outcome Results, Recommendation. R?,tionale/Commentli For 1991-92 I·'.· :., 

Recommendation 

" 74.2% of youth successfully completed program. Maintain As in previous fiscal years, youth 
• Youth demonstrated a twelve month improvement attending Eckerd Wilderness Camp 

on the Peabody Individual Achievement Test Programs have a high rate of 
(pIAT). successful completions and have 

• Youth showed improvement on all four of the demonstrated academic gains and 
subtests of the Millon Adolescent Personality improved social and psychological 
Inventory (MAPI). functioning. Youth successfully 

• 80.1 % of the youth were not placed in programs of completing the program show a low 
. equal or greater restrictiveness within twelve recidivism rate. 
months of successful release. 

Maintain 
Even though program maintenance 

• 76.1 % of youth successfuily completed program. is being recommended for this 
• Youth demonstrated a one grade level improvement program there are also a few other 

on the Peabody Individual Achievement Test recommendations to go along with 
(PIAT). that: the total number of youth 

• Youth showed improvement on 4 of 5 subtests of being served by referral source 
the Jesness Inventory. should be reported; recidivism rates 

• 94.1% of the youth were not placed in programs of as reported by Eckerd should 
equal or greater restrictiveness within two to nine include rearrests, readjudications 
months of successful release. and recommitments; total number of 

• 
Maintain 

client days should be tracked and 
• 64.4% of youth successfully completed program. reported in order to calculate cost 
II Youth demonstrated a one grade level improvement per child day and average cost per 

on the PlAT. case; Delinquency Services should 
• Youth showed improvement on 4 of 5 subtests of establish and maintain a data 

the Jesness Inventory. system to track Eckerd Wilderness 
• 93.5% of the youth were not placed in programs of Program Clients. 

equal or greater restrictiveness within two to nine 
months of successful release. 

• 70.0% of youth successfully completed program. Expand 
• 71.8% of the youth discharged displayed an 

improvement of 6 months or greater from pre- to 
post- test on the PlAT. 

• 73.5% of the youth discharged demonstrated 
improvement from pre- to post- test on a majority of 
the subtests of the Jesness Inventory. 

• 71.8% of youth successfully completed program. Expand 

• 83% of the youth discharged displayed 
improvements on all subtests of the PlAT. 

• Youth discharged demonstrated improvement on 
the Asocial Index of the Jesness Inventory from 
93% at pre- test to 88% at post- test. 

• Youth discharged displayed improvements on all Expand 
subtests of the PlAT. 

• The majority of youth discharged demonstrated 
improvement on the Jesness Inventory with all 
showing improvement on the Asocial Index . 

• 
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SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 

DELINQUENCY SERVICES 

. . . . 

DEL1NQtrn~C\T~tAKE 
.......... \.} ...•.. ... . . 

TIus statewide program is state 
operated. It has been \l state 
responsibility since prior to fonnation 
ofCYF in 1981. 

The Program receives all delinquency 
complaints from law enforcement, 
makes assessments and recommends 
judicial or non-judicial handling to 
the state attorney. Intake cOilllselors 
make pre-dispositional reports and 
recommendations of sanctions! 
services; do preliminary screening for 
alcohol, drug abuse, mental health 
problems; conduct suicide risk 
assessment; and do detention 
screening. 

paee reference: 9-1 

Year Number Served ... Cost Per Case Total Cost 

1991-92 140,203 cases received N/A* $37,419,087 

1990-91 127,275 cases received N/A* $28,645,817* 

'.'-""""~ 

1989-90 119,715 cases received $94 per case $11,249,750* 
opened 

1988-89 113,445 cases received $102 per case $11,542,525* 
opened 

1987-88 106,941 cases received $153 per case $16,408,513* 
opened 

1986-87 95,313 cases received $13 9 per case $13,202,439* 
opened 

* Because Delinquency Intake was funded by three different filllding sources 
which compromise the total expenditures for Delinquency Case 
Management, a total cost or cost per case for either Delinquency Intake or 
Commilllity Control is impossible. The total cost is for the three budget 
sources ofCC&F, Intake, and Delinquency Case Management. 
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• SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 

Outcome Results Recommendation. Rationale/Comments For 1991-92 
Recommendation 

• The rate ofre-referral within one year for a sample Maintain Program maintenance is 
of cases closed non-judicially was 29.5%. recommended because the new case 

• 52.2% of cases are recommended by Intake staff to management system started the 
be handled judicially. implementation process during the 

1991-92 fiscal year. The need for 

o The rate ofre-referral within one year for a sample Maintain 
specific improvements will be 
determined as part of this ongoing 

of cases closed non-judicially was 27.0%. process. Since the number of cases 
• 53.3% of cases are recommended by Intake staff to handled judicially remain higher 

be handled judicially. than HRS' recommendation, the 

• The rate of re-referral within one year for a sample Modify 
department could take the lead to 
assure that all cases which can be 

of cases closed non-judicially was 26.9%. handled nonjudicially are done so. 
• 56.8% of cases are recommended by Intake staff to 

be handled judicially. The wide variation across districts 
with regard to both referrals per 
1,000 of the 10-17 popUlation, and 
the judicial and nonjudicial 
handling of cases, should also be 

. examined as the current change 
process develops. 

• The outcome evaluation database 

Modify 
should be used as a basis for 

• The rate ofre-referral within one year for a sample providing more detailed infom1ation 
of cases closed non-judicially was 23.0%. to districts, possibly in a computer 

" 59.0% of cases are recommended by Intake staff to disk format, on a semi-annual or 
be handled judicially; 59.2% are handled judicially. quarterly basis. 

~. 

• The rate ofre-referral within one year for a sample Improve 
of cases closed non-judicially was 22.5%. 

.. The rate ofre-referral within one year for a sample Modify 
of cases closed non-judicially was 26.5% . 

• 
E-21 



SUMMARY OF OUTCO:ME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 • 
DELINQUENCY SERVICES Year Number Served Cost Per Case Total Cost 

-
.. 

1991-92 13,741 youth $352.72 $4,851,364 
HOME DETENTION 

" 
.. i. 

This statewide, agency-operated 1990-91 14,156 youth $345 per $4,885,692 
program was implemented in 1974. admission 
The program provides structured 
home supervision for youth charged 
with delinquent acts who would 
otherwise be placed in Secure 
Detention, if this less restrictive 
alternative were not available 

1989-90 14,889 youth $288 per $4,282,579 
page reference: 10-1 admission 

1988-89 13,699 youth $254 per $3,475,711 
admission 

1987-88 12,114 youth $233 per $2,826,265 
admission • 

1986-87 9,479 youth $245 per $2,325,600 
admission 

• 
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SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUA'l10NRESULTS, FY 1991-92 

... Outcome Results Recommendation· Rationale/Comments For 1991-92 
Recommendation 

• 89.0% of youth completed the program without Improve Home Detention staff appear to be 
being returned to court. underutilized based on available 

• 3.0% failed to appear in court. data. Close scrutiny of program 
• 4.7% were charged with a new law violation. operations is needed to ascertain the 

extent to which staff are used to 

II 90.2% of youth completed the program without Improve 
supervise committed youth in pre-
placement supervision. A high rate 

being returned to Secure Detention. of failure to appear in court for the 
Dade program needs to be 
examined further. Further 
examination of the rate of new law 
violations in Leon County is also 
recommended. 

• 87.4% of youth completed the program without Improve 
being returned to Secure Detention. 

• Outcome deleted· • Implement risk as-
sessment instrument. 

• 87.9% of the clients completed the program without Modify 
being returned to Secure Detention. 

• Home Detention was utilized at 108% of • Clartfy Detention 
recommended caseload size. law. 

• 87.0% of the clients completed the program without Impmve 
being returned to Secure Detention. 

• Secure Detention popUlations did not decrease but 
Home Detention was utilized at over 100%. 

• Data on percent of clients completing the program Improve 
without being returned to Secure Detention were 
not available. 

• Secure Detention did not decrease but Home 
Detention was utilized at over 100%. 

• The Home Detention outcome which stated that reduction of the Secure Detention population would reduce the 
need to expand Secure Detention was dropped this year. While Home Detention may relieve pressure on Secure 
Detention, the relationship between Secure and Home Detention is not direct. Only youth who meet criteria may 
be assigned to Home Detention, regardless of crowding in Secure Detention. The Home Detention program 
continues to be utilized up to and over capacity . 

E-23 



SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUA110NRESULTS, FY 1991-92 • 
DELINQUENCY SERVICES Year NumberServed Cost Per Case Total Cost 

SECURE DETENTION 1991-92 35,712 cases served $92.73 per $43,462,302 
resident day 

This program operates 20 regional 1990-91 34,363 cases served $1,246.per case $42,819,962 
detention centers statewide. Centers 
are state-run. Secure Detention has 33,157 releases 
been a state responsibility since prior 
to the fonnation of CYF in 1981. 

Secure Detention provides custodial 1989-90 41,766 cases served $956 per case $39,904,806 
care to ensure that youth detained are 
available tor scheduled court 40,359 releases 
hearings. 

page reference: 11-1 1988-89 40,265 cases served $934 per case $37,608,987 
served 

38,844 releases 

• 
1987-88 40,816 cases served $835 per case $34,084,031 

served 
39,498 releases 

1986-87 37,057 cases served $785 per case $29,097,293 
served 

34,517 releases 

• 
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e SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EV:\LUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 

outcome Results Recommendation Rationale/Comments For 1991-92 
_c~~ Recommendation 

• Fewer escapes; less than 1% of youth served. ~vfai.iitain The number of escapes and assaults 
remained relatively low in FY 1991 

• Clients appear at scheduled court hearings unless Maintain 
-92. Though the statewide secure 
detention bedspace capacity was 

they escape. reduced because of budget cuts, the 
• Less than I % of clients escape. five centers that absorbed the cuts 

were not overutilized during the 
fiscal year. Though the statewide 

Clients appear at scheduled court hearings unless Improve 
utilization rate was about 100%, 

• nine centers were overutilized and 
they escape. need to have their rates reduced. 

• Less than 1% of clients escape. • Staff at 100% of 
need. 

• Implement risk 
assessment 
instrument. 

• Clients appear at scheduled court hearings unless Modify 
they escape. 

• Less than 1 % of clients escape. • Clarify Detention 
law. 

e • Full duty post 
staffing is needed. 

• Clients appear at scheduled court hearings unless Improve 
they escape. 

• Less than 1 % of clients escape. 

• Clients appear at scheduled court hearings unless Modify 
they escape. 

• Less than 1 % of clients escape. 

e. 
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SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 

DEL~QUENCYSERVICES 

I· . . . ...... 

.. : ...•...... ' .. :: ...•...•....•....•..•... /.,: ....•..........•...... :.: : ", . 

ICOMMUNriYCC>NTROL 

I 
This agency operated, statewide 
program was provided by local 
counties prior to 1971. These 
probation and parole-type services 
are provided to delinquent youth 
under supervision in the community 
as an alternative to commitment and 
placement in a residential program. 
The majority of clients are served in 
the Community Control (probation) 
program. 

page reference: 12-1 

* Because Community Control was 
ftmded by three different funding 
sources which compromise the total 
expenditures for Delinquency Case 
Management, a total cost or cost 
per case tor either Delinquency 
Intake or Community Control is 

impossible. The total cost is for the 
three budget sources of Intake, 
CC&'?, and Delinquency Case 
Management. 

Year 

1991-92 

1990-91 

1989-90 

1988-89 

1987-88 

1986-87 

Number Served 

34,346 

38,333 youth 

37,012 youth 

33,829 children 

16,340 receiving 
services on June 30, 

1987 

31,822 children 

E-26 

Cost Per Case 

N/A* 

N/A* 

$448 per child 
served 

$481 per child 
served 

Total number 
served not 

available to 
calculate cost 

per child served. 

$423 per child 
served 

• Total Cost 

$37,419,087* 

$28,645,817* 

$16,566,388 

• 
$16,257,285 

$14,682,994 

$13,468,244 
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•• SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 

Outcome Results ReC'~mmendation Rationale/Comments "For 1991·92 
Recommendation 

• 83.6% successful program completion for Maintain Program maintenance is being 
Community Control (CC) clients. recommended for Community 

• 15.4% of Community Control releases were Control (CC) since the design of 
readjudicated during the yeru; following release. Case Management is still under 

0 38.9% ofCC clients received subsequent development. This program 
delinquency referrals during supervision and 27.2% appeared to achieve favorable 
were referred during the year following release. results in FY 1991-92 on successful 

83.0% successful program completion for Maintain 
program completions, although • there is some question about the 

CommunIty Control (CC) clients. 
Continue to change 

criteria and CIS coding used by 
• The percentages of youth readjudicated during the • some districts, which should be re-

year following release were: 17.2% for CC, 30.0% to case management examined this year. 
for Furlough, and 22.6% for Post-Collunitment system. 
Community Control releases. >I< CC youth who also receive AMI or 

• Percentages of youth receiving subsequent TRY services should be entered 
delinquency referrals: 39.5% during CC supervision into the FACTS data system in 
and 27.8% during the year following release.· order to report their outcomes 

separately from the overall 
Community Control outcomes. 

• 80.7% successful completion for CC clients. Improve 
• The percentages of youth readjudicated during the 

• • Impending change to year follo;:o~.g release were: 17.0% for CC, 24.2% 
for Furlough, and 21.5% for Post-Coaunitment case management 
Community Control releases. system. 

• Percentages OfyOUUI receiving subsequent 
delinquency referrals: 38.4% during CC supervision 
and 50.2% during the year following release. 

• 76.1 % successful completion for CC clients. Modify 
• Percentages of youth receiving subsequent 

delinquency referrals: 35.6% during CC supervision • Reduce caseload 
and 48.7% during the year following release. sizes. 

• More than $2.05 million was returned to the 
community in monetary restitution and community • Create case 
service work. management system. 

• Data used for follow-up in 1989 • 77.1 % successful completion for CC clients. L-nprove and 1990 included recidivism 
• Percentages of clients recei ving subsequent while the case was open and 

referrals were 37% and greater. ** shortened tile follow-up period • More than $2.23 million was returned to the by a variable amount of time, 
community in monetary restitution and community depending on the length of 
service work. service. TIlis problem was 

Improve 
corrected in 1991 and only tile • 85.0% successful completion [or CC clients. year long period atler services • Percentages of youth receiving subsequent reterrals 
ended is included. 

were 33% and greater." 

• 
• More than $1.97 million was returned to the ** Depending upon whether or not 

community in monetary restitution and community the subsequent referral was a 
service work. misdemeanor or a felony . 
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SUMMARY OF OUrCOlv1E EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 

DELINQUENCY SERVICES 

CREST SERVICES 

, 

Operated in District 3 on a 
contractual basis, this program was 
initiated in 1973. The CREST 
program' provides supplemental 
individual family and group 
counseling to clients on Community 
Control. 

This contractor also provides Special 
Intensive Group (SIG) counseling to 
some youth committed to SIG. 
Counseling costs are kept low by the 
use of University of Florida graduate 
student counseling interns. 

page reference: 13-1 

Year Number Served Cl)st Per Case Total Cost 

1991-92 249 clients $318 per client $79,173 

1990-91 245 clients $348 per client $85,266 

1989-90 192 clients $444 per client $85,266 

1988-89 194 clients $402 per client $78,081 

1987-88 200 clients $379 per client $75,794 

1986-87 163 clients $451* $73,523* 

* Cost data for 1986-87 reflects appropriation. Expenditure data were 
incomplete, therefore cost per case was not calculated. 
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• SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 

Outcome Results Recommendation Rationale/Comments For 1991-92 , 
Recommendation 

• 86% of a sample of 77 Crest Community Control Maintaing TItis program provides low-cost 
clients were not charg.:d with a new law violation 

supplemental counseling to 
during or after CREST services (time period not Community Control youth in 
specified) . District 3 and should be 

., Positive change was observed on seven of the 11 maintained. 
Jesness Inventory Scales. Greatest change on 
Asocial Index (p<.05) which predicts future Recidivism data should be reported 
delinquent behavior. 

so that the follow-up period is 
• 88% of Commlmity Control clients were not standardized to six months or one 

committed (time period not specified). year after completion of services. 

• 89% of CREST clients were not charged with a Maintain Consideration should be given to 
new law violation during CREST services. expanding this program. It is a low-

e 64% of a sample of CREST clients were not cost program and has benefits for 
rerefelTed 15 months after CREST services. both the counselors and the clients. 

• Four of245 (1.6%) Community Control clients 
were committed. 

• 89% of CREST clients were not charged with a Maintain 
new law violation during or after CREST services. 

• Four of 107 (4%) Community Control clients were 

• committed . 

III 97% of clients indicated that overall CREST Maintain 
counseling was worthwhile. 

• A study of a sample of clients indicated that 83% 
were not charged with a new law violation. 

• No commitments among Community Control clients 
at termination. 

• Data (lOt reported; information system problem. Improve 

• CREST clients exhibited fewer violations during Expand 
CREST counseling than during the 6 months prior 
to assignment. 

• The recidivism rate for successfully released 
CREST clients was 13 percent. 

• 
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SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 

DELINQUENCY SERVICES Year Number Served Cost Per Case. Total Cost 

1991-92 2,209 AMI"'*: $29 per $3,793,522**** 
child day; 

$2,701 per case 
NONRESIDENTIAL TRY"": $89 per 
COMMUNITY-BASED child day; 
COMMITMENT PROGRAMS $6,390 per case 

SIG*": $9 per 
child day; 

$1,206 per case 

This category of commitment 1990-91 2,382* AMI .... : $25.89 $4,422,406*** 
programs allow youth to remain in per child day; 
their own homes while participating $2,945 per case 
in a structure~ program during the TRY"'*: $30.29 
day or being subject to intense per child day; 
supervision. There are 3 programs: $3,249 per case 
Associated Marine Institutes (AMI), SIGH: $6.47 
a contracted program ava.ilable to 8 per child day; 
sites; Treatment Alternatives for $961 per case 
Youth (TRY) Centers, a department-
operated program available at 3 sites; 

1989-90 4,077 youth served for $9.49 per child $6,886,106 
and Special Intensive Groups (SIG), a 
counseling program, department- nine months (July day (cost per 

operated statewide. 1989-March 1990) case not 
available). 

page reference: 14-1 1988-89 3,782 clients $1,495 per $5,370,695 
case** ($12.98 
per child day). 

* An additional 113 youth were 
1987-88 2,704 clients $1,822 per $3,708,802 served in the 4 new AMI programs 

which were in the start-up phase case** .(13.77 

during the half ofFY \990-91. per child day). 

Previous year's figures included 
1986-87 l,917 clients $1,887 per $3.,545,784 youth served in Reentry. These 

figures are now reported in the case** ($14.72 

Reentry chapt.er. 
per child day) 

** Adjustments were made for TRY and AMI for the first lime III FY 1990-91 to exclude weekend days from the 
total client days. These adjustments eirect cost per day and per case. Therefore, data presented for FY 1990-91 
are not comparable to data presented in previous years. 

*** Total cost does not include expenditures associated with U1e four new AMI programs which were in the start-up 
phase during the last half ofFY 1990-91. Costs lar Reentry are reported in a separate chapter for FY 1990-91. 

****Total cost does not include the $271,877 expended for extended services which were offered at two AMI 
programs during the 199) -92 fiscal year. 
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SUMl:vfARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 

Outcome Results Recommendation Rationale/Comments For 1991-92 
Recommendation 

c 61.9% successfully completed the program. Improve 
Program improvement is 

• Recidivism rates by program type were: AMI recommended partially due to TRY 
27.5%; TRY 36.5%; and SIG 30.0%. Based on 

Centers continuing to perform less 
JanlUlI)' - June 1990 releases who were adjudicated favorably than AMI or SIG 
(convicted) for a neW offense by the Juvenile 

Programs. 
Justice System. It does not include those who may 
have been adjudicated by the Adult Criminal 

Also, additional information 
Justice System. * 

regarding the number of client 
contact hours for youth served in 

• 64% successfully completed the program. Improve 
srG programs is needed in order to 
compute costs on a level 

• RecidivisJIl rates by program type were: AMI 
comparable to AMI and TRY 

31.7%; TRY 49.1%; and SIG 33.2%. Based on ~ Eliminate TRY; re- Programs. 
January - June 1990 releases who were adjudicated direct resources to 
(convicted) for a new offense by the Juvenile Juvenile Justli:e 

Recidivism rates need to include 
Justice System. It does not include those who may reform. arrests and adjudications in the 
have been adjudicated by the Adult Crimina! 

adult system. 
Justice System. * 

c 67% successfully completed the program. Improve 
• Recidivism rates by program type were: AMI 

26.5%; TRY 42.6%; and SIG 34.1 %. Based on . • Eliminate TRY; re-
January - June 1989 releases who are readjudicated direct resources to 
(convicted) for a new offense by the Juvenile Juvenile Justice 
Justice System. It does not include those who may reform. 
have been adjudicated by the Adult Criminal 
Justice System. *'II 

• 65% successfully completed the program. Improve 
• The one-year recidivism rates (1986 releases) were 

37.9% for AMI, 64.1 % for TRY, and 38.7% for It Address TRY Center 
SIG. Re-entry is a new program and is not included issues. 
in the recidivism study. ** 

• 65% successfully completed the program. • Improve 
• Recidivism data not available in 1988. 

• 59% successfully completed the program.- Expand 
• The one-year recidivism rates (1984 releases) were 

32.7% for AMI, 32.8% for TRY, and 38.5% for 
SIG.** 

... , 
* Data used for follow-up in 1989 and 1990 mcluded reCidIVIsm whIle the case was open and shortened the lollow­

up period by a variable amount of time, depending on the length of service. TIlis problem was corrected in 1991 
and only the year-long period after services ended is included. 

** The recidivism rate for releases from delinquency commitment programs in FY 1988-89 are based on a special 
study which followed all calendar year 1986 releases. Rates in FY 1986-87 are based on a sample of 1984 
releases. Both studies included recidivism into bOlh the juvenile and adult court systems. Rates for FY 1989-90 
are based on January - June 1989 releases who are readjudicated by the juvenile court system and do not renect 
those adjudicated by the adult court system. 
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SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 

DELINQUENCY SERVICES 

LOW RISK RESIDENTIAL 
COl\1MUNITY-BASED 
CO~TMENTPROGRAM3 

There are a variety of residential, 
community-based commitment 
programs, both agency-operated and 
contracted, located throughout the 
state. They serve delinquent youth 
committed by the courts who do not 
need a moderate risk residential 
program or the more restrictive 
institutional placement of a training 
school or serious offender program. 
These programs were initiated in 
different years. 

Low risk residential is designed 
primarily for fIrst commitment 
placements, although some with prior 
placements art;: sometimes included. 

The programs in this category are: 
Short-Term Offender Program 

(STOP) Camps 
Short-Term Elective Programs 

(STEP) 

Family Group Homes 
Group Treatment Homes 

page reference: 15-1 
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** 
*** 

Year Number Served Cost Per Case Total Cost 

1991-92* 1,306 Average cost per $5,528,155 
resident day was 

$93.27 

1990-91 4,743 Average cost per $20,276,057 
resident day was 

$61.26 

1989-90 3,794 youth during nine Cost per $18,085,165 
months of July 1, 1989- resident day 

March 31 1990** ranged from 
(annualized estimate: $14.82 in 

5,059) Family Group 
Homes to 

$124.58 at the 
Brevard Athletic 

Institute. *** 

1988-89 4,555 youth $57.87 per $15,565,586 
resident day 

• 

1987-88 4,439 youth $49.60 per $13,789,634 
resident day 

1986-87 4,368 youth $43.26 per $12,195,133 
resident day 

Low and Moderate Risk Resldentml Programs are bemg reported separately 
as of the 1991-92 liscal year. 
Data not available ror the complete 12 months ofFY 1989-90. 
Based on estimates of resident days considering the number for nim: 
months of the liscal year. 
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SUMMARY OF OUTCOlvffi EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 

Outcome Results Recommendation Rationalc/CommentsFor 1991-92 
Recommendation 

• Successful program completion ranged from 66.7% Improve 
Whereas successful completion 

for Family Group Homes to 95.4% for STOP. 
rates for Low Risk Residential • 52.2% of youth released from Low Risk Programs Programs were 92.3 percent, 

were readjudicated within one year of release. program improvement is being 

• Successful program completion ranged from 50.0% Expand 
recommended anyway, mostly due 
to a wide range of variation 

for Space Coast Marine Institute to 100% for the 
between programs. 

Dade Intensive Control Program. 

• One year recidivism (readjudicated into the juvenile 
The average cost per day and 

system) was high for programs serving younger 
average cost per client for the 

kids, e.g., 78.6% for START Centers, and low for 
Group Treatment Homes Program is 

programs serving older delinquents, e.g., 30.2% for 
considerably higher than the other 

Crossroads Wilderness Institute. * Low Risk Programs. This result 
needs further examination. 

Analyses of Family Group Homes 
and Group Treatment Homes 

• Successful program completion ranged from 55.3% Improve 
indicate poorer outcome 
performance than the STOP Camps 

for Family Group Homes to 95.0% for the 
and STEP Programs. This too 

Crossroads Wilderness Institute. • Implement Juvenile needs to be examined. 
• One year recidivism (readjudicated into the juvenile Justice Reform 

system) was high for programs serving younger Recidivism studies should include 
kids, e.g., 78.7% for START Centers, and low for 

follow-up into the adult system. 
programs serving older delinquents, e.g., 38.0% for 
Crossroads Wilderness Institute. ** 

• Successful program completion ranged from 69.9% Expand 
for Family Group Homes to 96.4% for STEP 
programs. • Need for alternatives 

• One-year recidivism rates (1986 releases) range to training schools. 
fi,om 34.3% for STAY Centers to 63.6% for 
START Centers. 

• Successful program completion ranged from 57.6% Expand 
for Family Group Homes to 92.6% for STOP 
Camps. 

• No recidivism data available. 

• Successful program completion ranged from 61.9% Expand 
for STAY to 92.0% for STEP. 

• One-yearrecidivism rates (1984 releases) range· 
from 38.3% for STEP to 52.6% for Youth Homes of 
Florida. 

* Data used for follow-up in 1989 and 1990 included recidivism while the case was open and shortened the fotlow­
up period by a variable amount time, depending on the length of service. 'Olis problem was corrected in 1991 and 
only the year-long period aller services ended is included. 

** The FY 1989-90 recidivism rate is based on readjudications into the juvenile justice system only. TIle FY 1988-
89 and FY 1986-87 rates are based on special studies which followed all calendar year releases for one year and 
included recidivism into both the juvenile and adult court systems. 
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SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 

DELINQUENCY SERVICES 

MODERATE RISK 
RESIDENTiAL COMMUNITY~ 
BASED COMMITMENT 
PROGRAMS 

There are a variety of residential, 
community-based commitment 
programs, both agency-operated and 
contracted, located throughout the 
state. They serve delinquent youth 
comil1itted by the courts who do not 
need the more restrictive institutional 
placement of a training school or 
serious offender program. These 
programs were initiated in different 
years, beginning in 1968 with the 
first halfway house. 

The programs in this category are: 
Space Coast Marine Institute 
Halfway Houses 
Short-Term Adolescent 

Rehabilitation Treatment (START) 
Centers 

San Antonio Boys Village 
Eckerd Challenge 
Crossroads Wilderness Institute 

Dade Intensive Control Program 

page reference: 16-1 
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• * 
*** 

Year Number Sen-ed Cost Per Case Total Cost 

1991-92* 3,025 The average $14,274,321 
cost per resident 

day was $66 

1990-91 4,743 Average cost per $20,276,057 
resident day was 

$61.26 

1989-90 3,794 youth during nine Cost per $18,085,165 
months ofJuly 1, 1989- resident day 

March 31 1990** ranged from 
(annualized estimate: $14.82 in 

5,059) Family Group 
Homes to 

$124.58 at the 
Brevard Athletic 

Institute. *** 

1988-89 4,555 youth $57.87 per $15,565,586 
resident day 

1987-88 4,439 youth $49.60 per $13,789,634 
resident day 

. 

1986-87 4,368 youth $43.26 per $12,195,133 
resident day 

Low and Moderate Risk Residential Programs are being reported 
separately as of the 1991-92 fiscal year. 
Data not availab,le for the complete 12 months ofFY 1989-90 . 
Based on estimates of resident days considering the number tor nine 
months of the fiscal year. 
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SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 

••••••• 
> : ()utcomc Results .. . ..... . 

• Successful program completion ranged from 27.2% 
for Space Coast Marine Institute to 100% for Dade 
Intensive Control Program. 

II 45.3% of youth released from Moderate Risk 
Progra.."Ils were readjudicated within one year of 
release. 

• Successful program completion ranged from 50.0% 
for Space Coast Marine Institute to 100% for the 
Dade Intensive Control Program. 

II One year recidivism (readjudicated into the juvenile 
system) was high for programs serving younger 
kids, e.g., 78.6% for START Centers,. and low for 
programs serving older delinquents, e.g., 30.2% for 
Crossroads Wilderness Institute.· 

• Successful program. completion ranged from 55.3% 
for Family Group Homes to 95.0% for the 
Crossroads Wilderness Institute. 

II One year recidivism (readjudicated into the juvenile 
system) was high for programs serving younger 
kids, e.g., 78.7% for START Centers, and low for 
programs serving older delinquents, e.g., 38.0% for 
Crossroads Wilderness Institute." 

• Successful program completion ranged from 69.9% 
for Family Group Homes to 96.4% for STEP 
programs. 

• One-year recidivism rates (1986 releases) range 
from 34.3% for STAY Centers to 63.6% for 
START Centers. 

• Successful program completion ranged from 57.6% 
for Family Group Homes to 92.6% for STOP 
Camps. 

• No recidivism data available. 

• Successful program completion ranged from 61. 9% 
for STAY to 92.0% for STEP. 

• One-year recidivism rates (1984 releases) range 
from 38.3% for STEP to 52.6% for Youth Homes of 
Florida. 

Recommendation: 

Improve 

Expand 

Improve 

• Implement Juvenile 
Justice Reform 

Expand 

• Need for alternatives 
to training schools. 

Expand 

Expand 

Rationale/Comments For 1991~92 
Recommendation 

Program improvement is 
recommended for L;e Moderate 
Risk Residential Programs due 
mainly to the large range of 
variation between programs and 
their outcomes. 

Space Coast Marine Institute's and 
the Eckerd Challenge Program's low 
successful completion rates, as 
compared to the other Moderate 
Risk progams, needs further 
exploration. An analysis of the 
relationship between length of stay 
and successful completions should 
be included. 

The high readjudication rates for 
START Centers and Space Coast 
Marine Institute should be explored 
through further study. 

Recidivism studies, which include 
follow-up into the adult system, 
should be conducted. 

• Data used for follow-up in 1989 
and 1990 ineluded recidivism 
while the case wa'> open and 
shortened the follow-up period by 
a variable amount time, 

depending on the length of 
service. This problem was 
corrected in 1991 and only the 
year-long period after services 
ended is included. 

** The FY 1989-90 recidivism rate is based on readjudications into the juvenile justice system only. The FY 1988-
89 and FY 1986-87 rates are based on special studies which followed all calendar year releases for one year and 
included recidivism into both the juvenile and adult court systems . 
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SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 

DELINQUENCY SERVICES Year Number Served Cost Per Case TotalCost 

1991-92 819 Dozier: $37,444 $18,931,519 
EYDC: $45,083 
BCTC:$22,564 

mGHRISK RESIDENTIAL FEI: $23,797 
COMMUNITY;.BASED FASCU: 
CO~TMENTPROGRAMS $26,706 

PBYC: $14,435 . HARP: $37,326 

These programs operate to serve the 1990-91 962 residential Dozier: $30,467 $17,830,713 
most serious and chronic ofiender EYDC: $33,001 
youth statewide. They are a mixture 46 nonresidential BCTC:$21,984 
of depatiment-run and contracted FE!: $40,369 
programs. They include: FASCU: 

$35,387 
• Arthur G. Dozier Training School PBYC:Not 
• Eckerd Youth Development available 

Center (Training School) 
.' 

• Florida Environmental Institute 
1989-90 948 residential Dozier: $16,915,909 

(FEI) 
• Broward Control Treatment 

$29,437* 

Center (BCTC) 
92 nonresidential EYDC: 

• Florida Augustus Secure Care 
$26,647* 

Unit (F ASCU) and 
During the 9 month BCTC: $9,930* 

• Palm Beach Youth Center (PBYC) 
time period between DIC: $815* 

• Hillsborough Alternative 
July 1989 - March 1990 (Non res.) 

Residential Program (HARP) 
$ 1,766* (Res) 
FEr: $36,700* 

The training schools served 83.2 
1988-89 1,007 $23,063 $14,699,909 

percent of the total serious offender 
population in FY 1990-91. 

The training school programs were 
initiated prior to the establishment of 
the Children, Youth and Families 

Program Office. FE! opened in 1982; 
1987-88 1,353 $18,069 $15,380,844 

BCTC opened in 1985; F ASCU 
opened in April of 1990; and PBYC 
opened in July 1990. All of these 
programs provide residential care for 
serious off'C!nders at the highest level 

of security. TIlfough a variety of 
1986-87 2,108 $13,335 $15,669,238 

treatment modalities which assist 
personal development and self-
awareness, these programs attempt to 
reduce delinquent acts and increase 
self-sufficiency. 

page reference: 17-1 

* Cost per case is for training schools only (Arthur G: Dozier and Eckerd YOUtil Development 
Center). 
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• SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 

Outcome Results Recommendation Rationale/Comments For 1991-92 
Recommendation 

• The rate of successful completion was: Dozier - Maintain Program maintenance is 
69.8%; EYDC - 86.9%; BCTC - 100%; FEI- recommended for the High Risk 
100%; FASCU - 80.0%; PBYC - 85.7%; HARP- Residential Program along with a 
53.8%. few other recommendations. 

• The percentage of youth readjudicated in the 
juvenile system within one year after successful Recidivism data in the future should 
release was: 33.3% for Dozier; 30.2% for EYDC; for all programs include following 
48.1 % for BCTC; 0.0% for FEI; 33.3% for FASCU; youth into the adult justice system, 
50.0% for PBYC and 20.0% for HARP. otherwise, program etTectiveness 

• The rate of successful completion was: Dozier - Maintain 
cannot be accurately assessed. 

81.8%; EYDC - 92.1%; BCTC - 100%; FEl- The low successful completion rate 
100%; FASCU - 100%; PBYC - 100%. for HARP deserves further study. 

• The percentage of youth readjudicated in the 
juvenile system within one year after successful Testing and reporting in the areas of 
release was: 29.0% for Dozier; 41.8% for EYDC; academic and sociallbehavioral 
32.3% for BCTC; and 0.0% for FEl and FASCU. * changes need to be implemented in 

Maintain 
order to better assess the impact of • The rate of successful completion was: 87.6% for programs. 

Dozier; 87.5% for EYDC; 87.5% for FEI; 97.6% for 

• 
BCTC; and 95.8% for DICP. The wide variation in costs 

• The percentage of youth readjudicated in the associated with these programs 
juvenile system within one year after successful 

deserves further exploration . 
release was: 30.7% for Dozier inside the fence; 
14.8% for Dozier transitional cottages; 32.7% for 
EYDC inside the fence; 26.9% for EYDC 
transitional cottages; 27.7% for DICP; 12.5% for 
FEr; and 59.1 % for BCTC. 

• The rate of successful completion was: 92.5% for Maintain 
training schools; 94.7% for FEl; 97.3% for BCTC; 
and 97.9% for DICP. 

• The 1 year recidi vism rate (1986 releases) was: 
52.1 % for Eckerd; 57.7% for Dozier; 51.9% for 
DIe?; 75.0% for FEI and 29.2% for BCTC. ** 

• The rate of successful completion was: 91.4% for 
I 

Improve 
training schools; 75.0% for FEl; 96.9% for BCTC; l 

and 93.8% for DICP. 
e The recidivism rate was not available for this liscal 

year. 

• TIle rate of successful completion was: 92.3% for Modify 
training schools; 72.7% for FEI; 96.2% for BerC; 
and 94.4% for DICP. 

• The I year recidivism rate (1984 releases) was 
60.4% for the training schools; other ratcs were 
unavailable. ** 

• . . . . -* Data used for follow-up m 1989 and 1990 mcluded recld1V1sm wiule the case was open, shortenmg the follow up 
period. This problem was corrected in 1991. ... . 

** 1986-87 and 1988-89 recidivism rates were based on speCial studies wluch mcluded adult data. 
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SUM:MARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 

DELINQUENCY SERVICES 

POST PLACEMENT SERVICES 

Post Placement Services are designed 
to assist the adjustment of youth 
returning to tile community from 
training schools and moderate to high 
risk residential programs. 

FEI, PBye, F ASCU, SCMI and 
Eckerd Youth Challenge all otTer 
their own post placement services for 
yOUtIl Who are reJease~ from those 
residential programs. 

The other program components are: 
1) Reentry, Which is designed only 

for youtIl returning from training 
schools and those who appear to 
require tile intensive services tIlat 
this component has to otTer. 

2) Post-Commitment Community 
Control, where youth can be 
placed frQm the disposition 
hearing or at any time before the 
youth is released from their 
commitment program. 

3) Furlough, whose clients have been 
committed by the circuit court to 
the department and are later 
released from a residential or 
nonresidential commitment 
program. Youth released to 
Furlough are under the jurisdiction 
of the department. 

page reference: 18-1 

Year Number Served Cost Per Case Total Cost 

1991-92 5,386* Not Available $4,104,635** 

1990-91 2,255 $1,208.32*** $2,154,598 

1989-90 2,077 $483.45 $1,681,487 

1988-89 1,121 $1,010.27 $1,377,960 

*Thls numbei now mcludes all post-placement servIces whereas pnor to thIS 
fiscal year (1991-92) tIlese numbers pertained to Reentry services only. 
**Excludes costs for Post Commitment Community Control anel Furlough 
which are a part of case management costs and cannot be disaggregated. 
***Average cost per case is underestimated by approximately 6 percent. 
1l1is is due to the inclusion of a few cases with length of stay elToneously 
calculated as zero days. 
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SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 

.. .••....•. Outcome Results· 
I Recommendation· Rationale/Comments For 1991-92 

Recommendation 

• 62.9% successfully completed the program. Maintain Program maintenance is 
• 27.4% of the youth were readjudicated for a recommended for the Post 

subsequent offense within one year of release. Placement Services Program even 

• 66.5% successfully completed the program. Maintain 
though there are still items that 
need to be addressed. 

• 34.9% of the youth were readjudicated for a 
subsequent offense within one year of release. • Recidivism studies for all programs 

should include following youth into 
the adult justice system, otherwise, 
program effectiveness cannot be 
accurately assessed. 

'The wide variation in cost per day 
and cost per case across programs 
needs to be examined f..rrther. 

1-. ~ 
• 65.3% successfully completed the program. Improve*'" 

, 

• 35.2% of the youth were readjudicated for a 
subsequent offense within one year of release. $ 

• 75.2% successfully completed the program. Improve*'" 
• Reentry was a new program and had not been 

included in the recidivism study which assessed 
this outcome. 

... 
• Data used for follow-up m 1989 and 1990 mcluded recldlVlsm while the case was open and shortened the follow­

up period by a variable amount time, depending on the length of service. This problem was corrected in 1991 and 
only the year -long period after services ended is included . 

.. This recommendation applied to the total non-residential category of programs, not just to Reentry. No specific 
recommendations were made with respect to Reentry . 
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SillvlMARY OF OUTCOME EVALUATION RESULTS, FY 1991-92 • 
DELINQIJENCY SERVICES Year Number Served Cost Per Case Total Cost 

1991-92 28 $87,210 $1,918,624 

ELAINE GORDON TREATMENT 
CENTER 

..... . .. 

This program operates in District 10 1990-91 16 $65,276 per $1,044,412 
to serve youth from Dade and client served 
Broward counties, Initiated in 1984, 
it is a contracted program located on 
the grounds of South Florida State 
Hospital. 

The program provides treatment of 1989-90 None served in FY Not applicable $280,093' (start-
non-psychotic youth who have been 1989-90 up expenses) 
adjudicated delinquent and who 
committed a sexual offense, 

Initiation date: 1984 1988-89 Not available Insufficient data $1,156,365 
to calculate 

page reference: 19-1 • 
1987-88 29 $44,138 $1,280,000 

1986-87 10 $121,593 $906,122 
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• SUMMARY OF OUTCOME EV ALUA nON RESULTS, FY 1991-92 

Outcome Results Recommendation Rationale/Comments For 1991-92 
Recommendation 

• One patient has been discharged successfully, three Maintain The Elaine Gordon Treatment 
unsuccessfully, and two neutrally because of Center is a newly redesigned 
circumstances beyond the control of the progranl. program that had only discharged 

, . Average length of stay for youth currently in the one youth who had successfully 
program (not discharged) was 9.51 months; 36.4% completed the program by the end 
had been in the program over one year. of the fiscal year. Neither pre -

Maintain 
post measurement data nor follow-

Not available up data are available. However, 
such data should become available 
in the coming year as more youth 
leave the program. 

It appears that average length of 

Maintain 
stay will exceed program design. 

Not available Provider and program monitors 
should increase efforts to operate 
the program within the projected 
length of stay (12 months). 

Not available Improve It is recommended that the program 

• 
• Restructure program 

serve youth who have been 

under new manage-
adjudicated delinquent. 

ment. 

50% successfully completed the program. Improve 

42% successfully completed the program . Maintain 

• 
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Chapter I 

INTRODUCTION 

This 1992 Juvenile Justice Program Outcome Evaluation Report presents the results of the sixth 
annual cycle of a comprehensive evaluation of the Florida Department of Health and Rehabilitative 
Services (HRS) Juvenile Justice (HP) programs. The report describes JJP programs and our 
progress toward realizing intended outcomes for the youth we serve. 

Outcome evaluation for JJP programs is mandated by the Florida Legislature (s.20.19(l9),F.S.) 
and addresses two basic questions. First, what are our programs doing for children and families 
over time? And second, what can we do to improve both outcome results for our clients and the 
knowledge base needed to track and improve our outcomes? 

The report covers the three general program areas which comprise HP services: 

• ClllLDREN IN NEED OF SERVICESIF AMILIES IN NEED OF 
SERVICES (CINSIFINS) 

• PREVENTION AND DIVERSION SERVICES 
• DELINQUENCY SERVICES 

Successful program completion; recidivism, or the recurring need for services; and other outcome 
results are presented for 19 Juvenile Justice program component sections. A program component 
is a group. of related programs. Within program components, there may be from one to over 25 
separate prcgrruns, depending on how service delivery is organized. Together, these programs 
represent services offered at over 274 service sites in Florida. 

Each of the three general program areas is presented in a separate chapter. These chapters contain 
the program component sections which, in tum, contain information on individual programs. For 
each of the 19 program components, the report presents a program description, population profile, 
client history, service data, outcome information, cost data and a section on program effectiveness. 
A chart at the end of each program component describes progress toward implementing 
recommendations from the previous year and provides recommendations for 1993. 

THE NEW JUVENILE JUSTICE PROGRAM 

In 1992, the Florida Legislature divided the Children, Youth and Family Services Program, which 
had been in existence since 1981, into two separate programs: the Children and Family Services 
Program, which provides child welfare, prevention and child care programs and the Juvenile 
Justice Program, which provides programs for delinquent and potentially delinquent youth 
(s.20.19(4),F.S). The two remained linked through shared resources for the Professional 
Development Centres (training), the Interstate Compact Office, and the Office of Research and 
Development, which includes the outcome evaluation function. This year, two separate outcome 
evaluation reports were produced, one for each of the new program offices. 

These changes have taken place in the larger context of a department-wide reorganization 
mandated by the 1992 Legislature. The HRS Reorganization Act (s.20.19,F.S.) empowers 
communities to play a major role in the defmition and delivery of human services through the 
creation of Local Health and Human Services Boards (LHHSB) in each district. The boards, with 
membeJ~hip that is repres0ntative of the communities they serve, will bring planning and resource 
allocation decision-making to the local level within an expaIlded district structure. 
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Beginning in FY 1993-94, there will be 15 HRS districts to replace the 11 currently in existence 
(see Figure I-I) and administrative support will be provided through five regional service centers. 
The Local Health and Human Services Boards will contract with the department to provide 
services based on local needs and capabilities. Accountability will be outcomes-focused, drawing 
on the structures developed in response to 1991 legislation which extended the outcome evaluation 
mandate from the Children Youth and Family Services Program, where it was initially developed, 
to cover most HRS programs. 

THE OUTCOME EVALUATION MANDATE 

In 1991 the Florida Legislature extended the outcome evaluation mandate to six additional 
programs within the department (s.20.19(19),F.S.; see Appendix 2.). Beginning with the 1992-93 
fiscal year the Aging and Adult Services, Alcohol Drug Abuse and Mental Health, Developmental 
Services, Economic Services, Children's Medical Services, and Health programs began to 
implement outcome evaluation systems, modeled on outcome evaluation in JJP. Thus, now most of 
the programs which comprise the Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services will measure 
client outcomes and report on these outcomes annually as JJP has done for the past six years. 

JJP's outcome evaluation system, originally established through a legislative mandate in 1986, was 
not only the first such system in the department; it was also one of the first of its kind in the nation 
and remains the most ~omprehensive to date. This far-reaching legislation required that JJP, and 
now other HRS programs, establish a comprehensive system to measure annually and report client 
outcomes and program effectiveness for each program the program office operates or contracts. 
The intent of the Legislature was to establish an evaluation system to: 

• Provide information to decision makers so that resources are allocated to programs under the 
JuvenileJustice Program Office that achieve desired performance levels. 

e. Provide information about the cost of such programs and their differential effectiveness so that 
the quality of such programs can be compared and improvements made continually. 

• Provide information to aid in the development of related policy issues and concerns. 

• Provide information to the public about the effectiveness of such programs ill meeting 
~stablishedgoals and objectives. 

. . '. ", 

• Provide a basis for a system of accountability so that each youth is afforded the best programs 
to meet his needs. 

• Improve service delivery to youth. 

• Modify or eliminate activities that are not effective. 

The legislation requires an annual outcome evaluation report each calendar year. The report must 
contain, at a minimum, a comprehensive description of the population served, services provided, 
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client outcome measures, an assessment of program effectiveness, cost, sources of funding, 
immediate and long-range concerns, the results of longitudinal studies and recommendations for 
program expansion, improvement, modification, or elimination. A "maintenance II recommendation 
category was added to cover situations when services are found to be effective without any changes 
and when information is as yet insufficient to determine the program's effectiveness. 

This report contains the required elements for each JJP program component and an update on the 
progress made during the sixth year of implementation toward institutionalizing outcome 
evaluation as a base for program accountability. 

Outcome Evaluation in Human Services Systems 

Outcome evaluation is essentially a cross between program evaluation and monitoring. Like 
evaluation, it delineates existing goals for change and seeks to measure both the achievement and 
the cost of achieving these go~ls to determine whether a program is worthwhile. Most 
significantly, outcome evaluation focuses not on whether goals for getting services to people were 
met but rather on goals for changes in the lives of the people who needed the services. What 
happened afterwards to the recipients of these services? Did the services accomplish their goals for 
dealing with the problems which led to service provision in the first place? Like monitoring, 
however, outcome evaluation performs these assessments on a regular basis (annually), tracks 
change over time, and is system-wide in scope. 

The monitoring aspects of outcome evaluation are particularly important for statewide networks of 
social service programs because little is actually known about what effects these programs have 
once they' have been implemented within a larg~ scale service system. Most research is based on 
carefully controlled de:;nlonstration projects. Implementation is closely monitored and resources are 
adequate. These provide only a limited base for comparison. For many of our programs, not even 
research results from demonstration projects are available. The annual picture of the status of our 
system and the cross-district or cross-provider results supplied by outcome evaluation can help to 
form a basis for making judgments about what we should expect from programs . 

. The programs provided by JJP attempt to deal with one of the most intractable social problems that 
exists--juvenile crime. To date, Florida's o),ltcomes look good in comparison with the little 
information available from other states and from research studies. But part of achieving the best 
results we can statewide depends on our ability to differentiate outcomes among programs across 
the state. This information can help to identify and solve problems where they exist and to identify 
and disseminate good practice where favorable outcomes have been achieved. Thus, our outcome 
monitoring can provide a basis for continuous improvement in results. 

The Florida legislation which created the original Children, Youth and Family Services outcome 
evaluation system provides a clear base for this blend of evaluation and monitoring activity. Not 
only does the legislation focus on the delineation and measurement of client outcomes across the 
broad spectrum of programs, it also specifies the development of a system for obtaining and using 
this outcome information, in combination with selected process measures, on a regular basis as a 
part of the ongoing activities of the program office as a whole. TIle intent is to focus the program 
on continually examining its accomplishments and to use this infonnation to identify problems so 
that efforts can be targeted toward improving our results for the youth we serve. 
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OVERVIEW OF EVALUATION DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

The 1992 outcome evaluation represents the sixth round of a cyclical process, designed to be 
repeated on a yearly basis. Focused on client outcomes, the outcome evaluation system provides 
feedback on these outcomes, monitoring results for clients over time. Recommendations are also 
made and progress toward implementation of the prior year's recommendations is reported. 

Figure 1-2 presents the generic steps involved in conducting outcome evaluation. This framework 
was used for each of the program components presented in this report. 

FigureI~2: THEOUTCO~IEEVALUATIONPROCESS 
.. -: 

Sp~CiiyProgralnGoals arid Objectives for Clients 
. JJ 

". Ideri6ryDesiredClientOutcomes .... . '..JJ 

. Deyelop Evaluation Desigris: 
. • .••..•. /> ... · ... :ft~me evaluatioriquestions . .' . 

....... .. ... ~.: idetltifysourcesof'dataiirlfi:nimlti6n •..... . .... 
develop data coUectlonal1d arialysisstrategies . 

. . ij. 

Coiled Data' 
lJ 

•·· .•. Analyze;·.aridIriterpretdata;Follow-up on Recommendations ... ..... . ... .... .... ....... . ... ".JJ 
.. . .. . 

'. ··ReporfRestiltsAnnualIy .. 

JJ 
. Disseminate Results; ·.Identify Areas for In-Depth StudYiBegin Cycle Again •. 

The specification of goals, objectives and outcomes for clients was completed in conjunction with 
program managers and specialists and a Children, Youth and Families Advisory Council during the 
first year of outcome evaluation development. Outcomes are reviewed yearly as a part of system 
development. The outcomes in the general areas of successful program completion and recidivism 
do not (and cannot) represent all possible outcomes. The outcomes selected have been determined 
to be the most important to monitor over time. 

Measures and evaluation designs developed during the first cycle were, for the most part, 
maintained in subsequent cycles. While it is desirable to improve each step in the evaluation 
process each year, it is also important to maintain the consistency required for year-by-year 
comparisons. Nonetheless, it has been necessary during the first several years to refine the 
outcomes, measures, evaluation designs, data collection and analysis strategies. For those 
programs where outcome measures have been added since the beginning 2l1d for programs where 
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the database has changed in content or structure, baseline data must be considered as the first year 
after the change took place. 

Program-Specific Outcome Studies 

The year-by-year comparisons provided by outcome evaluation represent cross-sectional studies 
for each Juvenile Justice program. These "slices in time" compare results for clients s~n'ed in one 
year with clients served in the next, continuing this process indefinitely. The yearly ("Ginparisons 
provide a basis for setting standards or expectations for what programs should accomplish. In 
addition tos~lf-comparisons over time, the outcomes can be compared to outcomes obtained 
elsewhere (in other states which are beginning to conduct outcome evaluation, and with results 
from research studies). These comparisons should be interpreted with caution, however, because 
the measurement and analysis strategies upon which they are based are still evolving. The specific 
sources of information for each program component are included in the write-up of the study itself. 

Longitudinal Studies 

In addition to year-by-year comparisons of outcomes for each JIP program, the outcome evaluation 
system calls for the development and maintenance of 'longitudinal studies. Such studies identify a 
group or cohort of clients and track their progress over time, providing a long-term perspective on 
programs. They can address two types of questions: what happens to clients in the long run after 
termination from programs, and what happens to clients over time within the branching systems of 
services we provide through our programs? 

Longitudinal studies require considerable resources, both to initiate and to maintain over time. 
Based on the work begun on the design of two initial studies, Children and Family Services 
developed a Legislative Budget Request in 1989 for the resources necessary to carry out this 
portion of the legislative mandate to develop a comprehensive outcome evaluation system for both 
C&F and JIP. We have 'continued that LBR in each subsequent year. During FY 1990-91, 
because our request was not successful, work on longitudinal s!ndies was suspended. We have not 
been able to resume this work. 

SOURCES OF INFORMATION IN THIS REPORT 

A variety of data sources were used in the preparation of this report. They are described below: 
More detail on the'evaluation process is presented in Appendix 3. 

Client Information System (CIS) 

CIS is ail agency-wide' mainframe computer system which was designed primarily for the purpose 
of managing of client records at the case worker level and storing client information. Information 
on' JJP clients comes. from several' CIS sub-systems including the CYF referral files, the Florida 
Protective Services System (FPSS) aiJ.d the Florida Assessment and Classification Tracking 
System, (FACTS). Overall,the CIS sub-systems contain more than five million records. CIS is 
the source of data for the outcomes ofJJP's major programs. 

(Continued on next page) 
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CIS data are used extensively in this report Ad hoc SPSS(Statistical Package. for the Social 
Sciences) computer programs are written and submitted by C&F outcome. evaluation staff to run 
against a special outcome evaluation database, created with the help of Management Systems. The 
outcome evaluation database .. consists ofan extract from the live CIS an.dfromother· extracts. It 
jomsthreeseparate.CIS subsystems: the Fiorida Protective SeI"VicesSystem (FPSS); which 
provides data on abuse reports and investigations; the Florida Assessmellt, Classification and 
TrackingSystem(FACTS), which provides. data on alldeIinquency commitrnentprograms; and the 
C&F and Delinquency Provider Files, which provide service. data by program. The extract 
program calculates recidivislIl!recurrencefigures based on complex search criteria. Only closed 
cases are selected to allow for follow-up tracking; Abuse/neglect and delinquency history and 
recidivism are calculated for clients of both C&F and Juvenile Justice programs. The database is 
child-based and children are unduplicated within programs, with the most recent period of service 
in the fiscal year· selected for the record. They are not unduplicated across programs. The extract 
also contains demographics, service data, reasons for referral and termination, length of service 
and other data elements. 

Micro-Computer Based Data Files 

A· number of micro-computer. based automated, data systems also contributed. information for the 
report These are managed both atth.eprogramoffice ancitheproviderlevel. An example is the 
Florida Network's database for CINSIFINS Services programs. This and other systems are 
described in the program components which draw on these sources. 

Manual. Data Reports 

Many programs still rely cn some manual reporting. An important example is the JJP Monthly 
Management Plan Reports submitted to headquarters from the districts. These contain· data on 
numbers served, services; caseloads and costs for key programs. When the 1992 Outcome 
Evaluation used these reports or otherrnanualdata,. the source is cited in the program component 

Contract Provider Reports 

For some ofthe programs that JJP provides through contractual arrangements, the major source of 
information is reports produced by the contractor. The outcome evaluation legislation requires that 
outcome measurement and reporting be incorporated into all contracts. One of the functions of the 
contract management system is to assure data quality. While current resources do not allow for 
on-site validation of contractor data, the outcome evaluation staff provide critical appraisals and 
technical assistance to at least some contractors each year. Where the source of outcome 
information is from a provider report, this is stated in th~ write.-up . 
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... . ...•. y< ·····State Automate<i M'ariagerilcllt AccountiligSystem . (SAMAS) 

SAMAScfuciar~useiif6~the costinf'orhtatiott pr~~ented·lnthisreport. Expenditures for the fiscal 
... year include~xpenditures outofcertlfied forward accounts; .... Telephone calls to districts were· also 

... ·us~dto veriry some oftheSAMAs iIlf6m;ation and to obtain cost information on specific 
confractSwhere tIii's was diffi6ultto determine from the. SAMAScbdiIlg strUcture~ 

Program Monitoring Reports 

Both··progm1n. morlitoritlg and. contract ·monitoring reports . are sometimes .used to provide. 
"backgroUridiIJ.(ohnation;· Ifused, .• theya.recitedin iridividualprogTamicomponerttWrite-ups. 

. .. ,. 

iiiiQtl,~ts~~Loimro~~6gnin6;ide 1:~~f::SSPetirufzed evaluation. stuwes prepared 
elsewhere" (such as<theF amily .Builders Evaluation this year );. specific records mairitained at the 
program level,ancl.i.nterviews witliheadquartefirandclistrict prognun managers and specialists. 
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CONTENTS OF THE ANNUAL OUTCOME REPORT 

This sixth annual report has been formatted to meet the legislative requirements and also to provide 
a document that will be useful and understandable to a variety of different audiences. A brief 
description of each section of the report follows: 

. Chapterl 

INTRODUCTION 

This intr()duction includes a. description of the Juvenile Justice Programs' legislative mandate for 
outcome evaluation, a discussion about what outcome evaluation is and does, and a description of 
the contents of the report. Chapter I also contains an overview of JJP services, current levels of 
service provision and information on appropriations for the JJP program in FY 1991-92, along 
with a description ofthe children who enter the juvenile justice system through a referral for an 

I • alleged crime. 

Chapter II 

SUMMARY OF 1992 RECOMMENDATIONS 

Chapter II provides a summary of the recommendatibnsmade in the 1992 Outcome Evaluation. 
Both the legishitively required recommendations to "expand," "improve," "modify," "eliminate," or 
"maintain" programs at the level of "program components" (or groups of similar programs) and 
more specific. recommendations regarding particular programs, providers·or facilities are included. 

. ~ 

Chapter III 

RECIDIVISM COMPARISONS ACROSS PROGRAMS AND DISTRICTS 

Chapterillprovidesacross,-program summary of recidivism rates for all program components and 
a . .cross-program breakdown i~comparisonto. the stateaverllge for each district 

Chapters IV through VI 

PROGRAM COMPONENT LEVEL DETAIL 

These chapters of the report present the statutorily mandated items for outcome evaluation. Each 
chapter presents the program components in a program area. A separate evaluation is provided for . 
each program component Recommendations for improvements for both outcome evaluation 
information and the programs themselves follow a generic recommendation to expand, modify, 
improve, maintain or eliminate the program for each of 19 program components in these chapters . 
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JUVENILE JUSTICE PROGRAM SERVICES IN FLORIDA 

The Juvenile Justice Program (JJP) provides services in three broad categories or service areas: 
Children in Need of ServiceslFamilies in Need of Services (CINSIFINS) programs; Prevention and 
Diversion programs; and Delinquency programs. 

C1NS/FINS ·PROGRAMS: Children in Need·ofServiceslFamilies in Need of Services programs 
are those which deal with "status. offenders." Status offenders include nmaways, truants, and 
"ungovernable" children who are beyond the control of their parents. Four programs are included: 

o CINSIFINSIntake 
o emSlFlNS· Services 
o Hurricane Island Outward Bound (located in D7; serves youth from 

partsofD4, D5, D6, and D7) 
o Practical and Cultural Education (PACE) Center for Girls (D4) 

The purpose of CINS/FINS Intake is to prevent children who run away, are truant, or are 
ungovernable from entering the courts and the HRS services system and to address the need for 
conflict resolution between parents and children. The Juvenile Justice Reform Act of 1990 
included a plan to shift intake duties away from the department to the contracted providers of 
CINS/FINS Services (formerly, Runaway and Troubled Youth Services). The planned expansion 
of CINS/FlNS Services has been only partially implemented to date due to revenue shortfalls·. The 
primary purpose of ClNSIFINS Services is the provision of a combination of residential and 
nonresidential services·to youth.who . come as referrals from the department and from the local 
communities. This program is the major provider in this service category, with a network of 26 
contracted programs throughout the state~ 

Hurricane Island Outward Bound provides out-of-home placements for status offenders who 
need to be out. of their homes until a family crisis is resolved. or the youth learns more appropriate 
behavior. PACE serves females aged 14-18 and aims to prevent delinquency, status offense 
behavior, school dropouts, foster care placements and teen pregnancy, while assisting girls to 
complete their education; 

PREVENTION AND DIVERSION SERVICES: This area includes programs designed to 
prevent the need for more intensive services. The three programs included in this group are: 

o Intensive Learning Alternatives Program (ILAP, ajomt HRS/School· District 
programinD6) . 

o Juvenile Justice and pdinquencyPrevention Program (JJDP, a federally-funded 
. statewide program which funds demonstration projects) 

o Juvenile Alternative Services Proguun (JASP) statewide 

ILAP is a school;.basedprevention program which uses HRS counselors to work with the students· 
and their families. The program provides an enrich\~d academic curriculum as well as counseling 
and casework services. JJDP funds locally-deve'loped prevention projects, in addition to its 
federally mandated role in monitoring the treatment of juveniles in the justice system. Fifteen of 
the 16 prevention projects are school-based. 

JASP offers an alternative to handling juvenile. offenders judicially by providing ·diversion and 
dispositional alternatives to Community Control and commitment programs. It provides 
community service, counseling and/or restitution tailored to individual needs and the offense 
committed. 
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DELINQUENCY SERVICES: This program· area encompasses eleven program components 
and provides a continuum of services from intake to the most secure residential programs and post 
placement supervision. Figure 1,·3 shows the flow of cases through the Juvenile Justice System. 
The prognim components· in this area include: 

o .EckerdWilderness Camps 
o Delinquency Intake 
o Secure Detention 
o Home Detention 
o Community Control· 
o CREST Services (in D3) 
o Non-residential Community-BasedCommitmehtPrograms 
o Low-Rjsk Residential Community-Based Commitment Programs 
o Moderate-Risk Residential Community-Based Commitment Programs 
o High-Risk Residential Community-Based Commitment Programs 
o Post;.P1acement Services 
o Elaine GordbnTreatment Center (for sex offenders) 

The point of entry into the Delinquency system is through Delinquency Intake. Depending on the 
seriousness· of the offense andthe past history of the youth being charged, youth may be detained 
either in Secure Detention .or Home Detention to ensure his or her appearance in court. If 
community supervision is dt:emed adequate and appropIjate, the youth may be assigned to 
Community Control for a specified period of time. CREST Services; me., a program located 
only in D3; provides enhanced counseling services to. youth on Community Control, using 
counseling interns from the University of Florida . 

Non-residential Community-Based Commitment programs (AMI, TRY, SIG) provide structured 
and specialized treatment for youth to reduce the rate of future law violations and improve the 
functioning of the youth in the community. The youth served are judged as able to live at home 
and participate in these programs on a daily basis. Youth in Low-Risk Residential programs 
(STOP camps, STEP, Family Group Homes; GTH) require 24-hour supervision because of their 
offending patterns and family situations. Moderate-Risk Residential programs serve youth who 
have committed more serious offenses. and have prior criminal. histories. These programs include 
Halfway Houses, START Centers, CW!, Challenge, DIC and SCMI. The Eckerd Wilderness 
Camps program serves emotionally and behaviorally disturbed youth in an outdoor environment. 

High-Risk Residential programs provide the most secure . residential setting in the juvenilejustice 
system for committed youth. . These youth have' been adjudicated and cbmmittedto the departme.nt 
fbr major property offense.s; assaultive felony offenses. and may have multiple prior commitments 
and residential placements~ This program component includes the Training Schools; . serious 
habitual offender programs and other secure programs and includes Dozier, EYDC, FASeU, 
PBYC, HARP, BCTC ~nd FEI. 

Post-Placement Services provides transitional services from highly-structured residential programs 
back to the relatively unstructured environment of home. Re-entry is a statewide program but 
some residential programs have their own aftercare program which performs post-placement 
supervision. 

The Elaine Gordon Treatment Center IS a residential treatment program for juvenile sex 
offenders . 
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A DESCRIPTION OF THE POPULATION SERVED 

There were 1,246,245 youth aged 10-17 in Florida in 1992.1 'This is con;idered the population "at 
risk" for JJP programs. The Client Infonnation System (CIS) recorded a total of 139,729 
delinquency cases which entered the service system for an alleged crime through Intake in FY 
1991-92. 'This figure and the numbers and graphs which are used in the remainder of this chapter 
were taken from a Profile of Delinquency Cases at Various Stages of the Florida Juvenile 
Justice System, 1982-83 through 1991-92, prepared by the staff of the Governor's Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Advisory Committee, November 1992. The total number of 
delinquency cases received represents 112.1 youth per 1,000 of the population at risk (aged 10-17), 
although the cases received at intake represent some duplication because they include multiple 
services for a single individual. This figure does not include youth who were served in the school­
based prevention programs because they do not enter the service system through Intake. 

Dfthe cases which entered the system at Intake in FY 1991-92, 58,572 were handled non-judicially 
and 79,573 were handled judicially. A total of 27,565 cases were referred to JASP for diversion 
(this includes cases handled non-judicially and some judicial JASP cases) and 28,878 cases were 
referred to Community Control. In FY 1991-92 13,852 cases were committed to HRS 
Delinquency Commitment Programs. 

Figures 1-4 through 1-6 are taken from the report cited above. Figure 1-4 provides a breakdown of 
delinquency cases received by category of most serious charge (felony, misdemeanor and other 
delinquency). For felony and misdemeanor cases, Figures 1-5 and 1-6 display a breakdown by most 
serious charge. These figures also provide historical data, going back to FY 1982-83. 

Figure 1-4 shows that for 48.1 percent of cases the most serious charge was a misdemeanor, for 
41.5 percent the most serious' charge was a felony, and for 10.3 percent it was "other 
delinquency" in FY 1991-92. The other delinquency category included prosecutions previously 
deferred (40 percent), non law violations of community control and furlough (27 percent), cases 
reopened (13 percent), transfers from another county (9 percent), contempt (7 percent), and 
interstate compact (cases from other states), violation of ordinance, felony traffic, and other traffic 
(4 percent). 

Figures 1-5 and 1-6 provide a breakdown of felony and misdemeanor cases by the most sel"ious 
charge. The most frequent felony charge was burglary, which represented 20,630 cases or 35.6 
percent of all cases in FY 1991-92. This was followed by auto theft (13.1 percent; 7,605 cases), 
and aggravated assaultlbattery (12.1 percent; 7083 cases). In 149 cases the most serious charge 
was murder or manslaughter (representing less than one percent of cases) and there were 249 cases 
where the most serious charge was' attempted murder. There were 1,313 cases (2.3 percent of the 
total) for which a concealed fireann was the most serious offense. In 2.6 percent of cases the 
charge was sexual battery (926 cases) or other felony sex offense (583 cases). In 6.7 percent of 
cases the most serious charge was felony non-marijuana drug (3,377 cases) or marijuana felony 
(512 cases). A total of 7.1 percent of cases involved anned robbery (1,972 cases) or other robbery 
(2,144 cases).· 

• 1. State Data Center, "Florida Population Estimates and Projections (April 1, 1991) ". 
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Figure 1-4: DELINQUI:NCY CASES RECEIVED • 
BY CATEGORY OF MOST SERIOUS CHARGE 

MISDEMEANORS 
FElONIES 

OTHER DEUNQUENCY 

82-83 83-84 84.ij5 8s.a6 

• DELINQUENCY CASES RECEIVED 
BY MOST SERIOUS OFFENSE 

QIll!;B DaIN!l!l!;!'j~ 
STATEWIDE 

lJ!.!IZ:fU ~ ~ ~ .t.m:!!Z lll!Cl!!! ~ ~ lll!2.:ll ~ 
CDNTENlPT 800 747 620 857 853 928 817 937 1.018 977 
VIOLATION OF ORDINANet: 101 82 97 130 117 133 177 149 138 151 

FELONY ~FFIC 68 n 74 83 67 63 108 76 60 70 
OTliER TRAFFIC 324 398 378 508 ~68 382 316 219 266 170 
INTERSTA11l COMPACT 157 198 193 213 211 239 237 196 170 237 
NONLAW VIOLATION OF CC 1,736 1.987 2.199 2.473 3.035 3,128 3,383 3.538 3,856 3.924 
NONLAW VIOLATION OF FURLOUGH 205 151 99 48 39 31 19 13 2 1 
CASE REOPEI\E) 2114 3511 425 431 531 548 823 1,498 1,756 1,898 

PROSECUTION ~USLY DEfERIIED 429 560 809 1,158 1,225 1.4113 1,864 1,956 4,634 5.708 
IBANSEI'S FBOM OTHES COIINIY 245 4113 480 596 1195 ..-!!! ~ ~ ...!!!!!. ~ 
TOTALS 4,329 5,021 5.374 8,495 7.2.41 11.010 8,848 ,,7111 12.929 14,455 

OFFENSE CATEGORIES 

mz:n ~ ~ ~ W!HZ .l.m.:!!!l ~ ~ ~ 1»l:.U 
OT1iEllIlElJHQUENCY 4.329 5.021 5,:]74 6,495 7.241 8.010 11,848 9,716 12,929 14.455 
MISOEMEANORS 38.057 38.216 42.097 43,4113 51,489 54.014 55,717 58,696 61,737 67.266 
FELONlE.S ~ ~ ~ 37.843 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

TOTALS 72.702 73,348 80.1587 87.821 98,395 lGe,941 '13,753 119.71& 127,466 139.729 
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Figure 1-5: FELONY CASES RECEIVED 

• BY MOST SERIOUS OFFENSE CHARGED 
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Figure 1-6: MISDEMEANOR CASES RECEIVED 
BY MOST SERIOUS OFFENSE CHARGED 

.,oU 
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The most frequent misdemeanor charge was shoplifting, which represented 20,224 cases or 30.1 
percent of all cases. 1bis was followed by misdemeanor assaultlbattery (18.4 percent; 12,383 
cases), trespassing (10.1 percent; 6,823 cases), and petty larceny (9.3 percent; 6,239 cases). There 
were 4,437 cases (6.6 percent of the total) for which vandalism was the most serious charge, 3,320 
possession of alcohol cases (4.9 percent), 2,864 loitering and prowling cases (4.3 percent) and 
2,373 disorderly conduct cases (3.5 percent of total cases). 

Figures I-7 through 1-9 provide demographic data on delinquency cases received for FY 1982-83 
through FY 1991-92. Figure I-? shows the largest number of cases were 16 year olds (22.3 
percent), followed closely by 17 year olds (22.0 percent) and 15 year oids (19.4 percent). Of the 
total, 14.9 percent were 14 and 9.5 percent were 13 years old. Only 10 percent were under 13, 
with most of these youth in the 10-12 age range. 

Figure 1-8 indicates that the vast majority of youth were male (80.6 percent) and Figure 1-9 shows 
that 54.9 percent of cases received were white, 44.3 were black and less than one percent were 
other. Fig'Jre 1-8 also indicates that the relative percentage of black youth has been steadily 
increasing since FY 1982-83, when black youth comprised only 31.9 percent of the total cases 
received. The department is currently conducting a study of the over-representation of black youth 
in the juvenile justice system which will be completed in 1993. 

The description presented here represents a snapshot taken at Intake, the point of entry into the 
juvenile justice system. Similar data are presented in each of the separate program component 
chapters. The composition of the groups of youth served and the reasons for services are 
frequently very different across the programs which make up the continuum of services available 
for juveniles in Florida. Therefore, it is important to note that this description does not necessarily 
apply to the youth served in JASP, or in Training Schools, or in any other specific program. It 
simply represents all of those who came into the system in FY 1991-92 . 
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Figure \-7: DELINQUENCY CASES RECEIVED • BY AGE 
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• JJP BUDGET FOR FY 1991-92 

In FY 1991-92 the total appropriation for JJP programs, excluding administration was 
$114,884,709. This included funding for 3,269.5 state employees and $57,790,832 for purchased 
(contracted) services. Administrative costs for JJP cannot be separated from Children and Family 
Services for FY 1991-92. The total for both JJP and C&F in the Children, Youth and Family 
Services Program Office (headquarters) was $6,386,013 for FY 1991-92. Similarly, the combined 
total appropriation for District Program Management and Supervision (which included funds for 
training for both programs through the Professional Development Centres) was $23,749,412 in FY 
1991-92. Table I-I displays appropriations by budget category for FY 1991-92, excluding distric1' 
and headquarters administration. These budget categories are not identical to those used in the 
program components in the outcome evaluation system, but are the most commonly used 
breakdown of the JJP budget. 

Tab!e 1-1: DELINQUENCY SERVICES FY 1991-92 APPROPRIATIONS 

BY SERVICE AREA (Excluding Administration)* 

Contractual. 
":, '.,:- .. :.:" .. ::", 

" Amounl Funds 

1-21 

Non­
·ContrattuaF 

Funds 

9,455,379 
1,111,844 
2,271,973 

933,784 
424,656 

975,059 
822,026 

15,994,721 



Table I-I (continued): DELINQUENCY SERVICES FY 1991-92 • APPROPRIATIONS BY SERViCE AREA (Excluding Administration)* 

Non .... 

Contractual 
FUnds 

Intake and Assessment 
o Runaway Shelter 11,302,554 11,302,554 
Detention Services 
o Non-Secure Detention 211.0 5,799,794 5,799,794 
o Secure Detention 1234.5 39,324,077 39,324,077 

o Client Transportation 385;886 385,886 
o Contracted Servces 
- Non-Secure Detention Shelters 1,978,436 1,978,436 
- Medical and Dental 123,172 123,172 
- HITec (DlO) i5,OOO 15,000 
o Unfunded Budget (DJJC) 170,791 170,791 

Subtotal 1445.5 47,797,156 2,287,399 45,509,757 

Non-Residential Services 
o Delinquency Case Management 1369.5 40,350,326 40,350,326 
o TRY Center Staff 17.0 723,700 723,700 
o SIG Staff 36.0 1,330,978 1,330,978 

o Aftercare/Reentry Staff 59.5 1,909,377 1,909,377 
o ILAP Staff 28.0 810,633 810,633 
o Contracted Services • - Aftercare/Reentry 531,187 531,187 

-JJDP 2,122,953 2,122,953 
-CREST 82,883 82,883 
-AMI 4,073,000 4,073,000 
-JASP 5,288,838 5,288,838 
- EDIP . 442,285 442,285 

- Training 600,000 600,000 
-PACE 170,268 170,268 

o Unfunded Budget 34,440 34,440 
Subtotal 1510.0 58,470,868 13,345,854 45,125,014 

Community Mental Health 
o Contracted Services 

- Juvenile Sex Offender Program 1,937,402 1,937,402 
- Wilderness Therapeutic Care Services 5,421,323 5,421,323 

Subtotal 7,358,725 7,35B,725 

Case Management and Related Services 
o Status Offender Programs 404,061 404,061 

Training Schools 
o Dozier 227.0 7,851,156 7,851,156 
o EYDC 8,132,723 8,132,723 

Subtotal 227.0 15,983,879 8,132,723 7,851,156 

Total Delinquency Services 3629.5 172,675,541 57,790,832 114,884,709 

"'Fundingfor the Children. Youth alldFamily Services Program Office alldDistrict ProgramMCllIagenzellt • and Supervision budget categories for administrative costs are not included in this table. For these categories, 
costs are not scrparated for delinquency and child welfare services. 
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Chaptern 

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM 
THE 1992 JJP OUTCOME EVALUATION 

This Chapter draws together the results reported in the program component write-ups to present an 
overall course of action in response to the JJP outcome evaluation findings. Recommendations for 
each of the program components presented in the 1992 report, including more specific program 
recommendations for programs within each pf'Jgram component, and an analysis of findings and 
issues raised within the service areas covered a re presented for: 

• Children in Need of ServiceslFamilies in Need of Services (CINSIFINS) 
• Prevention and.DiversionPrograms 
• Delinquency Services 

This year's report contains 19 "program components" within these three broad service areas. A 
program component means (according to s.20.l9(19),(b),F.S.): 

an aggregation. of generally related objectives which, because of their special character, related 
workload and interrelated output, can logically be considered an entity for purposes of 
organization, management, accounting, reporting and budgeting. 

The law requires analysis of outcomes and program effectiveness, with recommendations for each 
of these program components. With a few exceptions, the program components that structure the 

. JJP Outcome Evaluation Report each, in tum, contain multiple programs and service providers. 
For example, the Moderate Risk Residential program component included programs who delivered 
services locally in separate facilities in FY 1991-92. 

Recommendations at the level of program components focus in broad or common policy, program 
management and/or operational issues within each program component or set of related programs. 
The recommendations required (see s.20.19(19),(c),F.S.) include "program maintenance, 
expansion, improvement, modification, or elimination." Table II-I presents these general program 
component level recommendations. Following this table there is a brief discussion of the issues 
leading to more specific recommendations for each program component. For each of the programs, 
the complete outcome study is presented in the subsections of Chapters IV through VI. Page 
references to the specific program component write-ups are included in each section of this 
summary Chapter. 
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Definitions of Recommendation Categories 

Each generic recommendation points to a general course of action to be completed or initiated, 
during FY 1993-94. The recommendations are explained below: 

PROGRAME~PANSt9ri ithdicated\\1hen' there is a needtoillcrease theprogramsiservice to 
more cfieritsor to other' areas of service: atterprogranieffectivenessfuis been demonstrated and the 

:.-' . .: ,. :,' ,",' . .:.:: ".:' -, ,"'+ <. ...... . .. ." 

need clearlY establIshed: .<::" ...... ! ... ' .. : ..... : .... :. .', 

PROGRAM IMPR.OvEME~T~:rndicated. when: evaluationrestllts show that changes in 
program operations or add~tioparl"e,soul"cesare needed to· implernel.lf the program as intended. 

: .:' .:,. . '. 

This·· recommendation. is alsolllade· when further· development{)f a measurement. system to· 
·d~ternUl1e pro~ effe~ti~~ness is~eedea. . 

Program m()~ficationcari'also be.~conunendedwhell combiniliga .. successful program .. with 
. .W1othef pl'ograntwo\lJd aIloW.fot'aTnol'eeffideritdeployt11eriLofiesoul'cesor· improve . the . second· 

······ •• ·~I3~~~r:~;g:r~n~~~~!~.~;~~f~:~!~:it~~~:~·~:O!fr:~t~~~::~~:.~rku:~e~~.·· 
··program: ... Arec01lll11encfrliion'J6tprogl"ammocUfic:ation indicates a. need fora major restructuring 
oftheprograni;·< . .. .. .. .. ... . ..... .. 

. . 

P'ROGRAMMAINTE"NANCE·~··rhdicatedwhen· sef'Vices>areshown·to be effective· without 
.... ¢xparisi6~lrnprovements()r111odific~ti()ri; aIs~iriclicated\vhenaprograI11isnew . and. infonilaticinis 

asyeifusllfIiCie#ftq deterriiliteth~pfdgtam.'seffectiveness; ... ... .... . . . . ... . .. . 

.. PROGRAM·:iLIl\1IkATIO:N-~~catedwh~ua.program has clearly demonstrated. its 
meffectivenessor when progrnm.doUars· could bechaimeledtoservices which are more effective. 

Under each of these generic recommendations, more specific courses of action are often 
recommended. Thus, for example, not only do we recommend program improvement, but we also 
describe the particular improvements that are needed. 
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Table II-1: OUTCOME EVALUATION RECOMMENDATIONS 
BY RECOMMENDATION TYPE 

RECOMMENDATION 

Expand 

Modify 

Improve 

Maintain 

When we recommend maintenance for 
specific programs, this means that while 
these programs may be changed within 
the context of system-wide modification 
the findings of this outcome study do 
not suggest any other direction for 
changes that need to be implemented 
independent of the system-wide 
changes. 

Eliminate 

PROGRAM COMPONENT 

Intensive Learning Alternatives Program (ILAP) 

We do not recommend any specific programs for 
modification because the system as a whole will be 
undergoing modification during FY 92-93 and FY 93-
94. 

CINSIFINS Intake 
JASP 

Home Detention 
Non-Residential Commitment Programs 

Low Risk Residential Commitment Programs 
Moderate Risk Residential Programs 

CINS/FINS Services 
Hurricane Island 

PACE 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (JJDP) 

Eckerd Wilderness Camp Programs 
Delinquency Intake 
Secure Detention 

Community Control 
CREST 

High Risk Residential Commitment Programs 
Post Placement Services 

Elaine Gordon Treatment Center 

No programs are recommended for elimination 
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CHILDREN IN NEED OF SERVICESI 
FAMILIES IN NEED OF SERVICES (CINS/FINS) INTAKE 

(Chapter IV, page 1-1) 

Children in Need of ServiceslFamilies in Need of Services Intake is responsible for processing 
reports of status offense behavior: truancy, running away or being beyond control of the parent. 
TIle program promotes the stability of the family unit through assessment and intervention services 
and provides referrals for children and families in need offurther services. 

The two major outcomes for CINSIFINS Intake concern reducing the subsequent referral rate and 
reducing the number of youth who must be removed from their homes. For cases closed at Intake 
with no further services, 87.6 percent had no subsequent referrals. For cases referred to continuing 
services at Intake, the rate was 80.6 percent. Only 2.5 percent requjred out-of-home placement: 

By statute and under current departmental policy, CINSIFINS cases are to be handled at intake so 
as to prevent the further penetration of the system. Plans have been underway for several years to 
contract the intake process for status offenders outside the department in order to minimize further 
the contact that status offenders have with HRS. The Florida Network of Youth and Family 
Services which is made up of 26 CINSIFINS Service Centers in Florida has worked closely with 
the department to transfer the intake function to its service centers. Due to budget cuts, 
CINS/FINS Centralized Intake Services have only been implemented in Districts 4A, 5, 6, 7 A and 
10 in FY 1991-92. Centralized Intake is scheduled to be implemented in three additional districts 
in FY 1992-93. 

The number of cases handled by CINSIFINS Intake has been steadily going down for the past six 
years: 16,455 cases in 1987; 13,900 in 1988; 10,616 in 1989; 9,621 in 1990, 7,201 in 1991, and 
7,185 in 1992. Overall the drop in caseload is unlikely to reflect any real decrease in the numbers 
of children who are runaway, truant or beyond control or indicate that the problem is diminishing. 
Some of the decrease in numbers can be accounted for by anticipation of the transition to service 
by the Florida Network Service Centers. Many cases may now go directly to Florida Network 
Service Centers instead of going through CINSIFINS Intake. The number of clients served by the 
Service Centers has increased this year. 

It has become impossible to determine the cost of CINSIFINS Intake because of the way 
expenditures are recorded. A workable interim system needs to be devised to obtain cost data so 
that reliable cost estimates can be derived for this program, during what seems likely to be an 
extended restructuring period, before all of the programs are contracted through the Florida 
Network. 

Because the implementation of Centralized Intake needs to be completed, and a 'workable 
accounting system needs to be developed program improvement is again being recommended as it 
was last year. The overall drop in referrals and reasons for the variation in the proportions of 
runaways, truants and beyond control youth across districts needs close examination. 
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CINS/FINS Services 
(Chapter IV, page 2-1) 

CINSIFINS Services (fonnerly Runaway and Troubled Youth Services) are designed to assist 
runaway, truant and beyond control youth through a continuum of prevention, early intervention, 
community outreach, short-tenn residential care, aftercare and counseling programs. The goal is 
to provide safe shelter to runaways, to stabilize families in crisis and to help strengthen the family 
unit. 

CINSIFINS service centers were available to all districts in FY 1991-92. The service centers 
varied in size and function and four programs offered only nonresidential services. Programs 
provided services to reunite the youth and family and to maintain the youth in their homes. The 
Florida Network providers placed 72.8 percent ofthe youth with their families at the termination of 
CINS/FINS Services. 

A study of a small sample indicated that, at six months to one year after release from CINSlFfNS 
programs, 85.5 percent of the youth located were living at home or in ;·J1other appropriate 
placement. While these data are promising, the sample size is too small to be representative of the 
population of youth terminating CINSIFINS Services. The variable length of time before follow­
up leaves the data unclear for either a six month or 12 month follow-up. Future studies need to 
increase tl~e sample size and follow each youtll for the same period oftime. 

CINSIFINS Services appear to show a consistent improvement in keeping youth from entering or 
further penetrating the HRS Delinquency or Dependency Systems. During FY 1991-92, 19.3 
percent were referred for a status or delinquency offense or were found to have been 
abused/neglected within six months after the tennination of CINSIFINS Services. This represents 
a seven percentage point reduction from FY 1990-91 and a consistent decline since FY 1989-90 
when the rate was 32.6 percent. It is possible that these reductions may be due in part to the 
addition of centralized intake. This is because when youth are referred directly to the Florida 
Network member agencies, they no longer enter the delinquency or dependency system and are not 
recorded in CIS. 

During FY 1991-92 only 6.9 percent were adjudicated for a status or delinquency offense or were 
found to have been abused/neglected within six months. Adjudication rates were not available for 
previous years. 

Work is needed during the coming year on the definition of recidivism for this program. We need 
to develop mechanisms to follow youth who re-enter the Network Member agencies directly 
without going through HRS. Some youth who receive further services from the Network providers 
should· not be considered recidivists while others should. This distinction needs further 
examination. 

The eINS/FINS services program has continued its transition during FY 1991-92 with four 
additional Florida Network service. centers assuming centralized intake. Progress has been made in 
implementing the full continuum of services. Centralized Intake has been implemented in Districts 
4,5, 6, 7A, 10 and 14. In the context of continuing the implementation of Centralized Intake in all 
districts, the CINSIFINS Services are recommended for maintenance . 
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HURRICANE ISLAND OUTWARD BOUND 
(Chapter IV, page 3-1) 

Hurrica."'1e Island Outward Bound provides out-of-home placements for status offenders who may 
need to be out of their homes until a family crisis can be resolved or the youth learns more 
appropriate ways of behaving. Clients are referred to the Department for reasons of running away, 
habitual truancy from school or being beyond the control of their parents or guardians. 

A high successful completion rate (90.0 percent) and a low recidivism rate (94.0 percent had no 
involvement 'with the judicial system) indicates continued levels of program success, both in the 
short and long term. An increased effort is needed, however, to identify black youth in the status 
offender population who can benefit from participation in tills program. Due to it's effectiveness 
with status offenders ~~ is recommended that this program be maintained. 

PRACTICAL AND CULTURAL EDUCATION (PACE) 
CENTER FOR GIRLS 
(Chapter IV, page 4-1) 

The PACE Center for Girls in Jacksonville is a nonresidential program which serves female status 
offenders, delinquents and dependents ages 14-18 years in Duval County. The program aims to 
prevent juvenile delinquency, status offenses, school dropouts, foster care placements and teen 
pregnancies. Emphasis is placed on helping young women strengthen family relationships, 
improve personal and acadenlic functioning and obtain a high school diploma. 

While the PACE Center for Girls performed favorably last year (FY 1990-91) in working with 
troubled females, its performance was even more improved during FY 1991-92. In addition to 
achieving higher percentages of success on most outcomes, there was a substantial increase in the 
number served successfully. The program has increased its capacity in each of the last three fiscal 
years from 40 slots to its current total of 60 slots. 

As a result of increasing the number of children served, the number successfully completing the 
program, and the average length of stay with no additional cost to HRS, PACE was able to reduce 
substantially the cost to HRS per child day and per child served. It is therefore recommended that 
tIlls program be maintained. During FY 1993-94 the department should consider expanding the 
program to other districts, especially those districts which are in need of services for females. 

INTENSIVE LEARNING ALTERNATIVES PROGRAM (ILAP) 
(Chapter V, page 5-1) 

The Intensive Learning Alternatives Program is designed to reduce the number of delinquency, 
status offense and dependency referrals and to improve school attendance and performance among 
participants. This program is an interagency joint venture between HRS and the Hillsborough 
County School System. ILAP has continued to demonstrate a substantial positive effect on 
participants in the program. Teachers and HRS counselors work to affect behaviors which are 
problems for the school system as well as behavior which requires HRS intervention. Excellent 
documentation is provided on the effects of the program. 
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HRS intervention was substantially reduced while students were in the program. Delinquency 
referrals were down 72 percent from the year prior to ILAP and qependency referrals were down 
51 percent. Reductions were also seen in school absences (45 percent), school suspensions (39 
percent) and discipline referrals (59 percent). Grade averages rose from 1.3 ("D" average) to 2.1 
("C" average). 

This program provides excellent documentation of the effect of the program on student behavior 
and HRS involvement. However, it would strengthen this documentation to provide follow-up 
information on participants after they leave the program. Students leaving the program should be 
routinely tracked for one year after to see if the number of absences, discipline referrals, etc. 
remains lower. A special study which tracks .<i. cohort of students for three to five years would also 
be helpful. If the program continues to expand, consideration should be given to developing a 
computerized database to retain client information. Analysis could then be done on such things as 
the relationship between length of stay in the program, the frequency of contact with the counselor 
and the student's success in the program. 

JJP would do well to consider illitiating the establishment of programs in other school systems 
around the state. A program such as ILAP seems an excellent choice to become part of the 
HRSlDepartment of Education (DOE) initiative on "Full-Service Schools" which co-locate HRS 
services in the schools. ILAP counselors would be a further extension ofHRS services. 

In preparation for a Legislative Budget Request to expand, research should be conducted to look at 
school-based programs which serve the same population as ILAP but which do not use HRS 
counselors. The impact of these programs on HRS referrals should be determined. Such research 
would ascertain whether the use ofHRS counselors is pivotal in achieving reductions in referrals to 
HRS or whether the same results can be achieved simply by improving a student's performance and 
behavior in school. The Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention Programs, which are federally 
funded, provide school-based programs which could be compared to ILAP. 

Due to the fact that this program continues to be on~ of the most successful, program expansion 
is recommended. 

JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 
(Chapter V, page 6-1) 

10 1974 the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act authorized the U.S. Department of 
Justice to make grants to states in order to assist in planning, establishing, operating, coordinating 
and evaluating projects for the development of more effective education, training, research, 
preventi.on, diversion, treatment and rehabilitation programs in the area of juvenile delinquency and 
programs to improve the juvenile justice system. Florida's Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Program (JJDP) was created to distribute these federal funds. In this state, JJDP funds 
are distributed in response to proposals by community organizations and local government 
agenCIes. 

JJDP-funded non direct services have been very effective in reducing the level of non-compliance 
with the mandates of the JJDP Act of 1974, as amended. The Juvenile Justice Compliance 
Coordina.tor Project provides local grants to high non-compliance areas for full-time on-site 
Juvenile Justice Compliance Coordinators. The coordinators provide on-site technical assistance to 
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all appropriate personnel in the local area on the proper placement of juveniles to prevent violations 
of state and federal laws. The coordinators are also available to respond to compliance violations 
and provide alternative services and/or placements to the appropriate personnel within the local 
area. The coordinators work to prevent the inappropriate placement of juveniles by providing 
training and education to all appropriate personnel within the service area. rThe coordinators also 
identify resources and work to develop local alternatives to the placement of juveniles in adult jails 
in violation of state statutes and the federal JJDP Act. 

Contracted programs are targeted toward school-based delinquency prevention, court diversion and 
maintaining federal compliance status through jail-removal projects and programs aimed at 
reducing the over representation of minority youth in the juvenile justice system. These programs 
and changes in Florida legislation have enabled the state to achieve "full compliance with 
exceptional circumstances" status with the mandates specified in the JJDP Act, allowing the state 
to implement the client-based programs detailed in the JJDP chapter, in an effOl t to explore 
different approaches to the prevention of delinquent behavior. This approach p10vides 
communities throughout the state the opportunity to respond to delinquency problems in innova~!ve 
ways appropriate to their needs. 

Exploring different programmatic designs in order to find out what "works" in the effort to reduce 
crime and delinquency in Florida has enabled enhanced allocation of funds; exemplary projects 
such as Leon County's GALA program are being replicated in other areas. Currently funded 
client-based programs operate with strong evaluation components to further this analytic approach. 
The Advisory Committee has provided two years of funding to the pilot programs covered in the 
JJDP chapter, but if the programs have not demonstrated effectiveness they will not be 
recommended for renewed funding. 

Due to the effectiveness of this program in bringing the state into full compliance with the 
mandates of the JJDP Act of 1974 and to the fact that some of the local programs are exemplary 
and need replicating elsewhere around the state program maintenance is being recommended. 

JUVENILE ALTERNATIVE SERVICES PROGRAM (JASP) 
(Chapter V, page 7-1) 

The Juvenile fJternative Services Program (JASP) provides diversion from judicial handling for 
juvenile offenders as well as dispositional alternatives to Community Control and commitment 
programs. JASP began in 1979 as a pilot project in three districts and was expanded statewide in 
1981. The JASP caseload is primarily generated through referrals from Delinquency Intake. 
Intake makes recommendations for JASP placement, but the state attorney has the final authority 
to determine if a case can be referred for nonjudicial handling. Although the intent of the program 
is diversion from judicial dispositions, judicial dispositions to JASP do occur statewide. 

The JASP program appears to be effective in diverting clients from judicial handling within the 
delinquency system. Those cases assigned to JASP resulted in a 80.9 percent successful program 
completion rate. Clients who were assigned service and sanctions were generally able to complete 
them on a regular basis. Community service work, monetary restitution, and family counseling 
were amon;g those services stressed and show a high rate of completion when assigned, as was the 
case in pre.vtous years. The program also appears to be effective in· preventing subsequent law 
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violations with 86.1 percent of youth having no subsequent delinquency adjudication within a year 
of service tennination. 

The implementation of this program varies greatly across the state, providing little opportunity to 
compare the results without a more detailed look at how different HRS staff, State Attorneys, and 
judges use the program. The source of referrals shows a wide variation among and even within 
districts at the sub district level. In many districts, JASP is being used as a judicial disposition, 
which would seem to be adverse to the original intent of the program. There is also a question of 
whether some cases could be handled simply through counseling at Intake. Clearly defined 
admission criteria need to be established in order for the program to function optimally. There are 
also discrepancies between the data obtained from the JASP Client Exit Form and the CIS 
provider files (the source of demographics and recidivism data) which should be examined in FY 
1992-93. 

To address issues, it is recommended that a study be undertaken to look in more depth at the 
characteristics of clients served by JASP and compare these to the characteristics of clients with 
cases closed at Intake and Community Control clients. Outcomes for similar subsets of these 
groups can be compared. This would require a study which is beyond the scope of the annual 
outcome evaluation. In addition, the nature of the sanctions imposed and services received varies 
tremendously both across the districts and within districts, at the sub district level. Information on 
the particular services provided should also be an element in a more in-depth study of JASP. 

The need still exists for establishing an annual statewide meeting to bring together all JASP 
providers and allow he.adquarters staff to uniformly address all problems that have arisen in the 12 
years since the beginning of the program. Among issues addressed should be reporting procedures 
and variations in cost per case. 

Program improvement is recommended for JASP. During the coming year the issues of JASP 
referral criteria and the relationship of HRS and the State Attorney's Office in determining policy 
for JASP referral should be addressed. If standard criteria are not desirable, then the explicit 
criteria used by each district should be readily available for purposes of interpreting results. A 
study of JASP client and cost should be undertaken. This could lead to re-thinking the current uses 
of JASP, including recommendations for changing legislation. 

ECKERD WILDERNESS CAMP PROGRAM 
(Chapter VI, page 8-1) 

The Eckerd Wilderness Camp Program, administered by Eckerd Family Youth Alternatives, Inc. 
(EFYA) provides services to emotionally and behaviorally disturbed youth in an outdoor 
environment. The program is designed to served these youth a minimum of nine months. The 
treatment program requires the group to construct its own shelters, cut wood, repair equipment, 
provide its own recre~tion, maintain trails and do all things necessary for safe and responsible 
living. 

The Eckerd Wilderness Camp Program reported a high rate of successful completiqns (74.2 
percent) for youth exiting the program during FY 1991-92. Youth have demonstrated academic 
gains and improved social and psychological functioning while attending the Eckerd Wilderness 
Camp Programs. Youth successfully completing the program also show a low recidivism rate. 
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Only 19.9 percent of the youth had been readmitted to a facility as restrictive or more restrictive 
than Eckerd Wilderness Camp Programs during the twelve months after successful release. 
However, these recidivism rates are not comparable to recidivism rates for other delinquency 
services programs because EFYA does not use the same criteria to calculate recidivism. In the 
future it would be helpful for EFY A to use rearrests, readjudications and recommitments when 
calculating recidivism. 

Overall, program maintenance is being recommended for the Eckerd Wilderness Camp Programs, 
with a few additional recommendations. The total number of youth being served should be 
reported by referral source. EFY A should also track and report the total number of client days so 
that cost per client day and average cost per case can be calculated. It is recommended that 
Delinquency Services develop and tnaintain a data system to track Eckerd Camp clients. 

DELINQUENCY INTAKE 
(Chapter VI, page 9-1) 

Under Chapter 39, Florida Statutes, Delinquency Services has the responsibility for receiving all 
delinquency complaints for youth under age 18. As a part of the Delinquency Intake process, 
Delinquency Case Managers assess the cases on an individual basis to make a recommendation to 
the State Attorney for nonjudicial handling or judicial handling. 

The numbers of youth who enter the juvenile justice system continue to rise, as does the rate per 
1,000 of the population ages 10-17. There is great variation in the rate per 1,000 of the population 
10-17 across districts which does not appear to be related to either demographic characteristics or 
the seriousness of alleged offenses. Likewise, great variation exists with regard to decisions made 
on judicial and nonjudicial handling. These variations need to be examined in order to determine 
and remedy their cause. 

Cases which are recommended for nonjudicial handling by HRS and concurred with by the State 
Attorney had a lower rate of re-referrals. Cases which HRS recommended be handled 
nonjudicially, but where the State Attorney1s action was judicial (nonconcurrence) had a much 
lower recidivism rate than those where HRS and the State Attorney concurred on judicial han~ling. 

There appears to be a slight upward trend over the last three years in both the numbers of cases 
recommended by Intake for nonjudicial handling and the numbers where the Z..a.te Attorney1s action 
was nonjudicial. However, the numbers handled judicially remain higher than the numbers 
recommended by HRS and the number of cases transferred to adult court continues to rise. Work 
is still needed in this area, along with a closer look at the wide variation across districts. While 
solutions require cooperative work with the courts and law enforcement, HRS could take the lead 
to assure that all cases which can be handled nonjudicially are handled in this manner. 

Program maintenance is being recommended for Delinquency Intake. 
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HOME DETENTION 
(Chapter VI, page 10-1) 

Home Detention is the provision of short-term supervision while a youth is released to the custody 
of hislher parents, guardian, or custodian in a physically non-restrictive environment under the 
supervision of a community youth leader (CYL) pending adjudication, disposition, or placement. 
The program provides a less restrictive alternative to secure detention for those youth who do not 
present a threat to the community and are not at substantial risk of failing to appear at a 
subsequent court hearing. 

The Home Detention program appears to provide a less restrictive, more cost effective method of 
supervising youth classifie.d as in need of detention. The client to counselor ratio appears to 
indicate that the program could be more fully utilized. It is for this reason that program 
improvement is being recommended. Indications, though, are that the program is being used to 
supervise committed delinquents who are awaiting placement. The program overall is effective in 
terms of its outcomes. Though still higher than the statewide average, the Broward program 
greatly reduced its rate for those failing to appear for court. The high number of failure to appear 
cases in Dade County continues to be a problem. A closer examination is again recommended to 
identify the cause of the unusually high rate. Attention also needs to be given to the Home 
Detention program in Leon County (District 2) because of the relatively large percentage of new 
law violations. The high rate may be attributable to the type of youth considered for possible 
placement in Home Detention in that county. 

SECURE DETENTION 
(Chapter \'l, page 11-1) 

The purpose of the Secure Detention Program is to provide a safe and secure setting for youth 
requiring detention and to ensure youth detained by intake or the court will be available for their 
scheduled court hearing. The number of youth served in secure detention increased during FY 
1991-92 even though budget cuts necessitated a reduction in the number of fixed beds in five of the 
20 facilities midway through the fiscal year. Though these five centers did not have a problem 
with overpopulation, nine centers were over-utilized; with utilization rates exceeding 100 percent. 
The average length of stay in secure detention was reduced from 14.6 days in FY 1990-91 to 13.1 
days in FY 1991-92. 

In terms of primary outcome measures, i.e., escapes and youth safety, Secure Detention appears to 
have continued to be effective. There are even fewer escapes statewide than in FY 1990-91; less 
than one per 100 youth served. The rate of client on client assaults remained the same as in the 
preceding fiscal year. As a result of these outcomes, program maintenance is recommended for 
Secure Detention. 

COMMUNITY CONTROL 
(Chapter VI, page 12-1) 

The intent of the Community Control Program is to reduce the further incidence of juvenile 
delinquency by youth under community supervision. Community Control appeared to achieve 
favorable results in 'fY 1991-92 on successful program completions, although there is some 
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question about the criteria and CIS coding used by some districts. Performance was about the 
same as the rates achieved in FY 1990-91. 

There continues to be a gradual trend towards serving more seriously involved youth each year in 
this progr~. The only other trend is that the relative proportion of nonwhite youth has increased 
steadily, from 34 percent in FY 1988-89 to 41 percent in FY 1991-92. 

Adjudication data were used again this year as the recidivism measure. Recidivism rates are 
slightly lower than the previous year. As is always true when data on recidivism does not include 
arrests and convictions in the adult system, recidivism rates can be considered to be 
underestimates. 

Both a look at changes in seriousness and rate of offending between the year prior and the year 
after services were included as outcomes this year. Only seven percent of youth supervised by 
Community Control were re-adjudicated for an offense that was equally or more serious in the year 
after services ended. In addition, there was a 66 percent reduction in the rate of referral and a 78 
percent reduction in the rate of adjudication. Although these data also include only referrals and 
adjudications in the juvenile system, they do indicate some beneficial program effects beyond the 
"yes/no" measurement of recidivism which has been the only measure used in the past. 

It appears that the definition of successful program completion should be re-examined during this 
next year, along with the consistency of it's use across districts, including the use of CIS codes. 
Therefore, close examination of the information used to assess Outcome 1 is recommended for FY 
1992-93. 

Some Conimunity Control youth also receive AMI or TRY services. But we cannot determine who 
they are unless we begin to enter these noncommitted youth in FACTS. The old manual tracking 
system no longer exists. At present, 44.7 percent of the youth served by AMI are noncomrnitted 
and one third of the slots for TRY Centers are targeted for noncommitted youth. Outcomes for 
these youth cannot be reported separately from the overall Community Control outcomes. This 
recommendation to include these noncommitted youth in FACTS is also made in the chapter on 
nonresidential programs where AMI and TRY are evaluated. 

It is also recommended that work be initiated to revise the calculation of recidivism rates for the 
Community Control program to include arrests and convictions in the adult system. This may take 
more than one year to complete. 

Overall, program maintenance is being recommended for the Community Control Program. 

CREST SERVICES, INC. 
(formerly, Project CREST) 

(Chapter VI, 13-1) 

Crest Services, Inc. is intended to provide a low-cost professional counseling resource to youth in 
community-based treatment in order to reduce the crime rate among such youth, prevent further 
penetration of the delinquency systeM, and enable them to function successfully in the cornn1unity. 
The program is used as an enhancement to the Community Control and SIG programs in District 3. 
It operates at low cost and provides services that Community Control counselors would not be able 
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to provide to the extent that the CREST program allows. The information available on this 
program has varied from year to year depending on the research studies conducted on the program 
by graduate students, as well as monitoring conducted by HRS. This year's data has been the most 
in-depth and detailed in comparison to previous years. 

By the end of the 91-92 fiscal year, 81.2 percent of the Community Control clients had 
successfully completed the CREST program. Eighty-six percent of the Crest clients were not 
charged with a new law violation during or after Crest treatment. Eighty-eight percent of the 
Community Control clients were not committed after services. 

Some standardization of data collection is still needed. The follow-up period needs to be 
standardized to one year from the date of discharge for each youth. Standardization would enable 
appropriate comparisons to be made with other HRS programs. Nevertheless, the weight of the 
evidence has supported CREST as an effective, low-cost program and program maintenance is 
recommended for it. It has the added advantage of helping to prepare master's level counseling 
students for work and therefore ought to be expanded to other districts where there are universities 
which could provide interns. 

NONRESIDENTIAL COMMUNIT'r,·BASED 
COMMITMENT PROGRAM.S 

. (Chapter VI, page 14-1) 

Nonresidential Community-Based Commitment Programs provide structured and specialized 
treatment for youth to reduce the rate of future law violations and improve the functioning of the 
youth in the community. Use of these programs is intended to assist in the reduction of the 
inappropriate placement of youth in residential programs. There are three types of Nonresidential 
Commitment Programs located throughout the state: Associated Marine Institutes, Inc. (AMI); 
Treatment Alternatives for Youth (TRY); and Special Intensive Groups (SIG). 

AMI and SIG have a higher successful completion rate than TRY (60.7 percent, 64.6 percent and 
49.3 percent respectively). The majority of youth in all three types of Nonresidential Commitment 
Programs are not transferred to more restrictive placements and have relatively low readjudication 
nites at one year after program completion (27.2 percent for AMI; 30.0 percent for SIG; and 36.5 
percent for TRY). 

Comparisons of seriousness of law violations committed in the one year prior to placement with 
law violations committed in the one year after release show that the majority of youth in all 
programs are either not committing any offense in the year after release or are committing less 

. serious offenses than those committed prior to placement. Rates for the three program types show 
AMI with the highest success rate. 

Statewide, these youth also showed a substantial reduction in the rate of offending from one year 
prior to placement to one year after release. Youth in these programs were responsible for 1,515 
fewer referrals in the year after release than during the year prior to their commitments. AMI 
showed the greatest reduction in offending . 
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Youth served in Community-Based Nonresidential Commitment programs were also responsible 
for 1,603 fewer adjudications during the same time periods. AMI showed the greatest reduction. 
Future calculated recidivism rates need to include arrests and adjudications in the adult system. 

AMI and TRY programs are considerably more expensive than SIG because the services offered 
are entirely different. AMI and TRY are day treatment facility-based programs which offer 
services extending beyond a nonnal school day. Youth complete academic requirements at the 
facility in addition to receiving vocational training and counseling services. Facility based 
programs also pay building, food, transportation, medical and other expenses not incurred by SIG. 

TRY Centers do not appear to be as effective as the AMI and SIG programs. However, this 
program serves a much higher percentage of black youth than either AMI or SIG. They also serve 
youth who are on the average five to six months younger than youth in AMI and SIG. The average 
length of stay in the TRY Centers is about one month shorter than in AMI. (SIG is not facility 
based so a length of stay comparison is not meaningful). One other difference between youth in 
TRY Centers is that they were about 6 months younger than youth in AMI and SIG when they 
received their first delinquency referral. 

The department is currently conducting a study of the over representation of black youth in the 
juvenile delinquency system. Findings from this study will not be available until 1993 but it will be 
important to examine whether black youth are more likely to be rereferred and readjudicated than 
white youth. A closer look at TRY centers is needed in order to determine the reasons the 
outcomes for youth in these programs is not as favorable as for youth in AMI and SIG programs 
and should be examined in conjunction with the over representation study. 

AMI and TRY programs also serve youth on noncommitted status. At present, 44.7 percent of the 
youth served by AMI are noncommitted and one third of the slots for TRY Centers are targeted for 
noncommitted youth. However, no data system currently exists which tracks these youth 
separately from the general popUlation of J'vuth served in Community Control. The old manual 
tracking system no longer exists. These youth need to be entered in FACTS in order to report their 
o\'!icomes separately from the overall Community Control outcomes and to compare the 
effectiveness of AMI and TRY programs for committed versus noncommitted youth. 

Because of the extensive changes that need to be implemented in the Nonresidential Community­
Based Commitment Programs, a recommendation for program improvement is being made for 
this program. 

I,OW RISK RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY-BASED 
COMMITMENT PROGRAMS 

(Chapter VI, page 15-1) 

Low Risk Residential Community-Based Commitment Programs provide structured environments 
for youth committed to the department and include appropriate levels of treatment, supervision, 
education and discipline. The programs are designed to address each youth's needs and ensure 
successful reentry into the community. Youth classified for this level of placement are generally 
offenders whose most serious current charges or presenting offense i·s a first or second degree 
misdemeanor or a third degree felony. The four types of Low Risk Residential programs are: 
Short-Tenn Offender Program (STOP Camps); Short-Tenn Elective Program (STEP); Family 
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Group Homes; and Group Treatment Homes. Successful program completion, recidivism, 
seriousness of offending patterns, and chronicity (measured by changes in frequency of offending) 
are the key effectiveness measures used to assess the outcomes of community-based commitment 
progranlS. 

The successful completion rate for Low Risk Residential Programs was 92.3 percent. Rereferral 
rates ranged from 69.0 percent for Stop Camps to 84 percent for Family Group Homes. The 
readjudication and recommitment rates were the highest for Family Group Homes and Group 
Treatment Homes. Only 17.2 percent of youth served in Low Risk Residential Community-Based 
Programs were readjudicated for an offense that was more serious than the most serious offense for 
which they were adjudicated in the one year prior to commitment. 

Changes in the seriousness of offending, from the pre- services to the post- services years, were 
positive for all programs. Statewide, only 26.7 percent of the youth released from Low Risk 
Residential Community-Based Program were adjudicated within one year of release for an offense 
that was equally serious or more serious than the most serious offense for whictl they were 
adjudicated in the year prior to commitment. 

Decreases in the rate of offending (suppression effects) were more marked for the STOP Camps 
and the STEP Programs. Family Group Homes was the only program to show an increase in 
referrals. There were greater reductions in the rate of subsequent adjudications for STOP and 
STEP as well. 

The outcomes for STOP and STEP programs were considerably better than the outcomes for 
Family Group Homes and Group Treatment Homes. However, STOP and STEP programs served 
a greater percentage of white youth who were older than those in Family Group Homes and Group 
Treatment Homes, both at the time of discharge and at the time of their first delinquency referral. 
Youth in STOP and STEP programs also had fewer felony referrals and felony adjudications prior 
to commitment. Research indicates that younger youth are more likely to reoffend as are those for 
whom their first involvement with the juvenile justice system occurs at an earlier age. There is also 
some indication that black youth are more likely to be rereferred and readjudicated than whites. 

While differences exist between the Low Risk Residential Community-Based Programs in terms of 
outcomes for youth served, it is probable that these differences emerge primarily because the 
programs are serving different groups of youth. The exact nature of the differences in their 
relationship to outcomes deserves further study. 

The average cost per client day for Low Risk Residential Community-Based programs varies 
considerably. Family Group Homes show an average cost of only $11 while the average cost per 
day for Group Treatment Homes is $142. The average cost per case for Family Group Homes was 
the lowest at $1,479 while Group Treatment Homes averaged $14,685 per case. These differences 
also require further investigation. 

It is also recommended that the calculation of recidivism rates include arrests and convictions in 
the adult system. This may take more than one year to complete. 

Because of the wide variations across Low Risk Residential Programs program improvement is 
recommended. 
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MODERATE RISK RESIDENTIAL 
COMMUNITY-BASED COMMITMENT PROGRAMS 

(Chapter VI, 16-1) 

Moderate Risk Residential Community-Based Commitment Programs provide structured 
environments for youth committed to the department and include appropriate levels of treatment, 
supervision, education and discipline. The programs are designed to address each youth's needs 
and ensure successful reentry into the community. Youth classified for this level of placement 
represent a moderate risk to public safety. The majority of these youth have generally committed 
serious property offenses and their offending is characterized by frequent and repeated violations. 
The Moderate Risk Residential programs are: Halfway Houses, START Centers, Dade Intensive 
Control Program (DIC), San Antonio Boys Village (SABV), Space Coast Marine Institute 
(SCMI), Florida School for Youth Achievement (FSY A), Crossroads Wilderness Institute and 
Eckerd Challenge Programs. Successful completion, rereferrals, readjudications, recommitments, 
seriousness of offending and changes in the frequency of offending (suppression effects) are key 
measures in assessing the effectiveness of the Moderate Risk Residential Community-Based 
Programs. 

The statewide successful completion rate was 71.9 percent. However, the programs show a great 
deal of variability in terms of successful completion. The reasons for the low successful 
completion rates for Space Coast Marine and Challenge Programs need further exploration. 

Readjudication rates also varied by program type with 34.9 percent statewide readjudicated in the 
juvenile system within one year of release. Research indicates that younger youth and youth who 
enter the juvenile delinquency system at an earlier age are more likely to recidivate than older youth 
and youth who are older when they enter the juvenile justice system for the first time. It is likely 
that the differences in recidivism rates are more reflective of the clients served than on the type of 
services the clients received. These differences however should be explored through further study. 
Twenty one percent of the youth released from Moderate Risk Residential Community-Based 
Programs were readjudicated. within one year of release for an offense that was equally serious or 
more serious than the most serious offense for which they were adjudicated in the one year prior to 
commitment. 

Measures of chronicity (suppression effects) show the greatest decrease in the rate of rereferrals 
for San Antonio Boys Village with a decrease of just over 60 percent. START Centers showed the 
smallest decrease with referrals down only 3.6 percent. Readjudication rates were down 
approximately 67 percent statewide, with Dade Intensive Control showing the greatest reduction 
(down 81.3 percent). Youth from DIC, however, are more likely than youth in the other programs 
to be referred to the adult department of corrections for future law violations. It is recommended 
that the calculation of recidivism rates be revised to include arrests and convictions in the adult 
system. This may take more than one year to complete .. 

The average cost per day for Moderate Risk Residential Community-Based Programs was $66. 
San Antonio Boys Village was the least expensive at $43 and Dad()': Intensive Control had the 
highest average cost per day at $96. 

Program improvement is recommended for the Moderate Risk Residential Program. 
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HIGH RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 
(Chapter VI, page 17-1) 

High Risk Residential Community-Based Commitment Programs provide the most secure 
residential setting in the juvenile delinquency system for committed youth. Youth classified for this 
level of placement require close supervision in a structured residenitial. setting that provides 24 hour 
per day secure custody, care and supervision. Placement in prog,l.ams jn this level is prompted by a 
concern for public safety that outweighs placement in programs at lower restrictiveness levels or in 
the youth1s home. The majority of these youth have been adjudicated and committed for major 
propew· offenses, assaultive felony offenses in the first, second and third degree categories and 
may have multiple prior commitments and residential placements. Youth have demonstrated an 
inability to adjust to programs in lower restrictiveness levels amI require placement in residential 
settings that are staff or physically secure. The High Risk Residential programs include: training 
schools, the Florida Environmental Institute (FEI), Hillsborough Alternative Residential Program 
(HARP), Broward Control Treatment Center (BCTC) and serious habitual offender programs. 

The basic outcome measures available for the high risk residential population are recidivism, 
seriousness of offending, and chronicity (measured using suppression effects). It should be noted 
that, with the exception of EYDC and Dozier, recidivism rates and other outcome data are based 
on small numbers of youth. Averages based on small numbers should be interpreted with caution 
because they are subject to great fluctuation from year to year. A second caution is to note that 
recidivism and other outcome data are based on data available from the juvenile system only. 
Especially· for High Risk Residential Programs, this limitation results in underestimates of the 
youth criminal involvement after release. Many of these youth (because of their age and criminal 
histories) an~ direct filed or waived to adult court when they commit new offenses after release 
from a High Risk Residential Program. 

The successful completion rate for High Risk Residential Programs was 79.6 percent and ranged 
frOffi. a low of 53.8 percent for HARP to a high of 100 percent for FBI and BCTC. The low 
succe(lsful completion rate for HARP deserves further study. Almost as many youth were sent to 
the adult department of corrections as were successfully terminated from the program despite an 
average length of stay which almost doubled that of other high risk programs. 

Statewide, just over 65 percent of youth released from High Risk Residential Programs were 
rereferred to the department within one year of their release. Almost 32 percent were readjudicated 
within a year and just over 19 percent were recommitted to HRS. These data must be viewed as 
underestimates of the actual recidivism rates because they do not include data from the adult justice 
system. 

Only 13 percent of youth released were adjudicated in the juvenile system for an offense which was 
equally or more serious than the most serious offense for which they were adjudicated in the year 
prior to cOrP.mitment. This finding suggests that the programs are having a positive impact on the 
youth being ~erved. However, further study is needed in order to determine if the finding will hold 
when data from the adu)t system are examined as well. 

Two other positive outcomes in the juvenile system were noted for the High- Risk Residential 
Programs. There was an overall decrease of 56.6 percent in the rate of offending in the year after 
release from the rate of offending in the year prior to corrunitment. And, there was a reduction of 
80.1 percent in the number of adjudications received by youth in the year after release from the 
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year prior to commitment. These findings are promising but will also need to be examined in light 
of data from the adult system. 

There is extremely limited information available on client functioning and client reentry into the 
community. In order to better assess the impact of the programs, testing and reporting in the areas 
of academic and social functioning changes would need to be implemented for all program 
participants or a representative sample. This information coupled with recidivism data (which 
includes adult data), would provide a more complete assessment of the immediate as well as the 
long-range impact of the High Risk Residential Programs. 

The cost associated with the High Risk Residential Programs deserve further exploration. The 
average cost per client day varies widely, ranging from $82 per day (FEI) to $181 per day 
(EYDC). The average cost per case also varies considerably and ranges from a low of $14,435 
(PBYC) to a high of $45,083 (EYDC). 

Overall, program maintenance is recommended overall for the High Risk Residential Programs. 

POST PLACEMENT SERVICES 
(Chapter VI, page 18-1) 

Post Placement Services are provided to youth who are returning from Nonresidential or 
Residential Community-Based Commitment Programs. These services are provided to help the 
previously committed youth make the adjustment back into their community. The specific Post 
Placement Services program include: Reentry, aftercare services for Florida Environmental 
Institute, Inc. (FEI); Space Coast Marine Institute (SCMI); Eckerd Youth Challenge Programs 
(EYCP); Florida Augustus Secure Care Unit (F ASCU); Palm Beach Youth Center (PBYC); Post­
Commitment Community Control; and Furlough. The effectiveness of the Post Placement Services 
can only be partially determined from the data currently available. The impact on the juvenile 
system has been assessed but without data from the adult criminal justice system it is not possible 
to determine the outcomes for the youth served by these programs. These youth are the most likely 
of all juvenile offenders to be sent on to the adult system if they commit another offense. They are 
older on the average, have already been in a training school or serious offender prqgram, and are 
likely to have extensive prior records. 

Only 63 percent of youth released from the Post Placement Services were successfully terminated. 
Unsuccessful releases were either recommitted to the department or referred to adult court. Almost 
half of the youth served in Post Placement Services were rereferred during services. Twenty eight 
percent were readjudicated and 20 percent were recommitted to the department during services. 

Within the year after release, close to 50 percent were rereferred to the juvenile system, almost 27 
percent were readjudicated and 18 percent were recommitted. While these rates are low in 
comparison to other programs, it is important to remember that they include only juvenile data and 
are underestimates to the extent that further criminal activities of these youth are handled in the 
adult system. In the future, recidivism data should include foHow-up into the adult correctional 
system. 

An eXamination of seriousness of offending shows that only 13.2 percent of the youth released 
from Post Placement Services were adjudicated in the juvenile system for an offense that was 
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equally serious or more serious than the most serious offense for which they were adjudicated in 
the year prior to their placement in Post Placement Services. 

The cost per day of Post Placement Services varies widely depending on the program. Reentry is 
the least expensive at an average of $10 per day and Palm Beach Youth Center is the most 
expensive at an average of$126 per day. The average costs per case also vary widely from a low 
of $1,400 for Reentry to a high of $19,296 for Florida Augustus Secure Care Unit. The 
differences in the type of services provided in these programs needs closer examination in order to 
determine if the costs are in line with the type and intensity of the services provided. 

Program maintenance is recommended for Post Placement Services. 

ELAINE GORDON TREATMENT CENTER 
(Chapter VI, page 19-1) 

The Elaine Gordon Treatment Center (EGTC) provides a continuum of care for the evaluation and 
treatment of juvenile sex offenders. The purpose of treatment is to reduce the number of youth 
committing sex offenses and to prevent identified youth from entering the adult justice system or 
re-entering the juvenile delinquency system following release. 

Sex offenders are the most difficult segment of the offender population to rehabilitate and to stop 
re-offense behavior effectively. A monitoring report and an annual report from the program 
indicated that start-up problems have been largely resolved and the program is operating smoothly . 
No data are available on the impact of the program on clients as yet, although post-tests will be 
administered as the clients leave the program. However, six youth have been able to attend 
community schools successfully. This and other evaluation data outlined in the contact should be 
collected and reported in the next Outcome Evaluation Report. 

Program maintenance is recommended for the Elaine Gordon Treatment Center along with 1\'10 

specific recommendations which are: 1) assure that monitoring, both fiscal and programmatic, is 
conducted to demonstrate that the money for this expensive program is being spent wisely; and 2) 
increase efforts to have this program operate within the projected length of stay. 

It is recommended that the program serve youth who have been adjudicated delinquent. While this 
program is needed by youth from a variety of backgrounds, program capacity is extremely limited. 
Given that the funding for the program is from the Juvenile Justice budget and that the legislative 
uitent is to service delinquent youth, these youth have priority for placement. 
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RECIDIVISM COMPARISONS ACROSS PROGRAMS AND DISTRICTS 

Chapter ill provides a cross-program summary of recidivism rates for all program components and 
a cross-program breakdown in comparison to the state average for each district. The rates 
presented here cover all programs, A detailed description of each and a discussion of reasons for 
and issues raised by these recidivism rates can be found in the program component chapters. 

Table ill-I is a statewide summary of recidivism rates at 12 months after release for youth released 
between January and June of 1991. This and all the following tables contain recidivism (re­
referral, readjudication and recommitment) into the juvenile system only. For those programs 
which serve the more seriously involved youth (the "deeper" end of the system) youth are more 
likely to recidivate into the adult system. Thus, the usefulness of these juvenile system recidivism 
rates grows more questionable as the programs progress toward the deeper end of the continuum. 
Any recidivism rates based on the average of small numbers should also be viewed with caution. 
Such averages can fluctuate substantially when results for only one case are different. For small 
facilities, the examination of several years of data is needed before any reasonable conclusion can 
be drawn. 

Three different types of recidivism rates are included in this set of tables. Re-referral means that a 
youth has a subsequent arrest; readjudication means that the youth is subsequently adjudicated 
guilty or has an adjudication withheld, and recommitment means that a youth has been 
committed to another HRS Delinquency program in the year subsequent to release. 

Overall, Conununity Control had the lowest re-referral rate (27.2 percent of youth were re­
arrested) and JASP had the lowest readjudication rate (13.9 percent) and the lowest rate of 
commitment (2.9 percent) in the year after exit from the program. 

The overall average re-referral rate for Non-Residential Programs was 54 percent, with a range 
from 51 percent (SIG) to 67.3 percent (TRY). The readjudication rate for these programs ranged 
from 27.5 percent (AMI) to 36.5 percent (TRY), with an average of 30 percent. And the average 
recommitment rate was 21.1 percent with a range from 18.7 (AMI) to 22.1 percent (TRY). 

All three types of recidivism rates for Low-Risk Residential appear to be higher that those for 
Moderate and High Risk Residential. It is equally likely, however, that the low-risk facilities serve 
relatively more youth who would return to the juvenile system if they committed a crime in the 
year after their release from a low-risk facility. Because of this issue, the comparative data in 
Chapter ill are more useful for comparing particular types of facilities within the program 
component. The rates of re-referral for Low Risk Residential Program range from 69 percent 
(STOP Camps) to 84 percent (Family Group Homes); the readjudication rates range from 47.6 
percent (STOP) to 68.0 percent (FGH). More information and discussion can be found in Chapter 
15 which covers these programs in detail. 

Within the Moderate-Risk Residential Programs the range in re-referral rates is from 64.9 percent 
(San Antonio Boys Village) to 92.6 percent (START Centers, which serve the youngest group of 
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Table ill-1: 

STATEWIDE RECIDIVISM RATES FOR DELINQUENCY PROGRAMS 
AT 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 

YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 
(Includes Recidivism into the Juvenile System Only) 

RE-REFERRALS READJUDICA TIONS 
Cases . Closed Jan. - JUliet991 Cases Closed Jan.~June 1991 

iNlui.ber Statewide . ...... Statewide· !'. 

PROGR.\M 9f ... Recidivism . .... ...... . . RecidiviSin 
Releases N % ... N·" % .. .. 

JASP 13,299 4335 32.6 1849 13.9 
PREVENTION/DIVERSION SUBTOTAL r 13299 4335 32~6·· 1849 ....... ·····13.9 

COMMUNITY CONTROL 8,417 2286 27.2 1,295 15.4 
COMl\WNITY CONTROL SUBTOTAL .••.•. 8,417 2286 27;2 1,295 15;4 .'. 

AMI NONRESIDENTIAL 251 138 55.0 69 27.5 
TRY CENTERS 104 70 67.3 38 36.5 

SPECIAL INTENSIVE GROUPS 547 279 51.0 164 30.0 
NON-RESIDENTIAL SUBTOTAL 902 4S7 54;0 .. 271 30;0 

STOP CAMPS 313 216 69.0 149 47.6 
STEP PROGRAMS 184 149 81.0 96 52.2 

F AMIL Y GROUP HOMES 25 21 84.0 17 68.0 
GROUP TREATMENT HOMES 90 70 77.8 55 61.1 

LOW RISK RESIDENTIAL SUBTOTAL 612 ·456 74.5 . 317 ··51;8· 

HALFWAY HOUSES 823 575 69.9 346 42.0 
SAN ANTONIO BOYS VILLAGE 37 24 64.9 15 40.5 

START CENTERS 135 125 92.6 101 74.8 
DADE INTENSIVE CONTROL PROGRAM 50 36 72.0 12 24.0 

SPACE COAST MARINE INSTITUTE 35 29 82.9 23 65.7 
CROSSROADS WILDERNESS INSTITUTE 41 31 75.6 16 39.0 

ECKERD CHALLENGE PROGRAMS 104 83 79.8 42 40.4 
MOD. RISK RESIDENTIAL SUBTOTAL 1225 903 73.7 •.••. :. 555 45.3 

.... 
TRAINING SCHOOLS 155 109 70.3 49 31.6 

SHOP PROGRAMS 21 13 61.9 8 38.1 
BROWARD CONTROL TREATMENT CTR. 27 16 59.3 13 48.1 
FLORIDA ENVIRONMENTAL INSTITUTE II 4 36.4 0 0.0 
HILLS. ALTERNATIVE RES. PROGRAM 15 7 46.7 3 20.0 

HIGH RISK RESIDENTIAL SUBTOTAL 229 149 65.1· ... : 73 31.9· 
REENTRY 746 438 58.7 229 30.7 

POST COMMITMENT COMMUNITY CTRL. 605 232 38.3 136 22.5 
FURLOUGH 203 80 39.4 42 20.7 

FEI POST PLACEMENT 7 1 14.3 0 0.0 
SPACE COAST MARINE POST PLACEMENT 31 26 83.9 21 67.7 
ECKERD CHALLENGE POST PLACEMENT 40 27 67.5 18 45.0 

SHOP PROGRAMS POST PLACEMENT 3 2 66.7 2 66.7 
POST PLACEMENT SUBTOTAL 1635 806 49.3 448 27.4 

STATEWIDE TOTAL 
- --------

26,319 
---------------- 9,477 35.8 4,808 I 18.3 

--------

Source: CIS/FACTS (youth released betweellJalluary andJu/Je 1991) 

ill-2 
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RECOMMITMENTS 
CaSes Cl6sed Jan. ~ June 1991 

. Statewide . . . 
. ! 

.·:i RecidiviSm··' i 
N Wo ··i 

386 2.9 
·386 2.9 

665 7.9 
665 7.9 
47 18.7 
23 22.1 
120 21.9 
190 2U 
106 33.4 
66 35.9 
14 56.0 
51 56.7 

237 3M 
259 31.5 
12 32.4 
88 65.2 
10 20.0 
17 48.6 
12 29.3 
30 28.8 

428·· ...... ··34.9·· 

17 11.0 
4 19.0 
12 44.4 
0 0.0 
I 6.7 

34 14.8· 
.. 

145 19.4 
98 16.2 
26 12.8 
0 0.0 
IS 48.4 
13 32.5 
0 0.0 

297 . 18.2 
2,~37 .1 8.5 

• 



• 

• 

• 

aU Moderate Risk Programs}. Readjudication rates range from 39 percent (Crossroads Wilderness 
Institute) to 74.8 percent (START Centers). Recommitment rates range from 20 percent (Dade 
Intensive Control Program) to 65 percent (START). A discussion of the reasons for and issues 
raised by the recidivism rates for Moderate-Risk Residential Programs can be found in Chapter 16. 

Recidivism rates for High-Risk Residential Programs varied a great deal. Again, particularly for 
these programs, it should be noted that the figures in Table ill-I are sure to be underestimates 
because for older and more serious offenders released from high-risk programs any rearrest would 
be likely to be handled in the adult system. 

High-Risk Residential re-referral rates into the juvenile system ranged from 36.4 for FEI to 70.3 
for the Training Schools. Juvenile readjudication rates ranged from zero (FEl) to 48.1 percent 
(BCTC, the only high-risk program for females). Further discussion and interpretation of 
recidivism rates for both High-Risk Residential and Post Placement programs are contained in 
Chapters 17 and 18 respectively. 

Any examination of the recidivism rates across all programs provides a very clear indication of the 
need for data from the a4u1t justice system to complete the picture. Without this information we 
can get only a partial look at the success of our programs. Nearly every program component 
chapter recommends pursing the capacity to obtain and utilize these data. Till:; chapter serves to 
emphasize this point. 

Tables ill-2 through ill-12 contain recidivism rates for each of the programs in each district and 
provide a comparison to the applicable statewide average for that program. These tables are 
included for reference. The programs are grouped according to the district where they are located, 
although many programs serve youth from other parts of the state. A more complete analysis and 
discussion related to each of the particular programs is provided in the program component 
chapters . 
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PROGRAM 

JASP 

COMt-iUNITY CONTROL 

AMI NONRESIDENTIAL (ESCAt-IBIA BAY) 

SPECIAL INTENSIVE GROUPS 

STOP CAt-IPS (BLACKWATER) 

HALFWAY HOUSES (PENSACOLA BOYS BASE) 

REENTRY 

POST COMMITMENT COMMUNITY CONTROL 

FURLOUGH 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released between January and June 1991) 

• 

Table 1II-2: 

COMPARISON OF RECIDIVISM RATES 
FOR DISTRICT 1 TO STATEWIDE AVERAGES 

AT 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 
YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

(Includes Recidivism into the Juvenile System Only) 

RE-REFERRALS READJUDiCA TIONS RECOMMITMENTS 

CASES CLOSED JAN. -JUNE1991 CASES CLOSED JAN. ~.niNE l~m CASESCLQSEriiAN. ~ JUNE 1991 

~I!:ROF 
> RELEASES 

nilsTATE 

500 13,299 

308 8,417 

2 251 

33 547 

63 313 

43 823 

16 746 

13 605 

24 203 

DISTRIcT lSTA.TEWIDEDISTRICT 1 STATEWIDE . DISTRICT 1; ;;;. sTkrEWIDE 

Recidivism 

N 
121 

78 

2 

17 

38 

32 

11 

5 

9 

% 

24.2 

25.3 

100.0 

51.5 

60.3 

7-t4 

68.8 

38.5 

37.5 

Reddi~sm 
N ·········"/0' 

4,335 .3.2.6 

2,286 k7.2 

138 55,,0 

279 51.() 

216(i!W 

575 ~9~9 

438 

232 

80 

1II-4 

• 

58.7 

1 38.3 

; 39.4 

Recidivism 

N 1% 

76 1~1 

a 1M 

2 1.0 

10 

28 

18 

7 

4 

4 

30.3 

44.4 

41.9 

.t3.11 

30.8 

4.t4 

. Recidivism 

I N 0/0·;:;;· 

1,849 1)3.9 

1,295 ··15.4. 

69 27.5 

164 30.0 

149 47.6 

34642.0 

229 

136 

42 

.. 30;7 

22.5 

20.7 

.... R~adi~ism .. 

;;·;··;··.·N· .. ·I·.< % 

w W 
M ~~. 

2 10~6 

8 

20 

12 

5 

4 

4 

24.2 

31.7 

27,9 

31.3 

30.8 

·44.4 

... -:::...... . 

Recidivism 
·;;;··NI %. 

386 2.9 

665 7.9 

47 18;7 

120 

106 

259 

145 

98 

26 

• 

21.9 

33.4 

31.5 

19-4 

16.2 

12.8 
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, .... 
.. 

PROGRAM 

JASP 

COMMUNITY CONTROL 

AMI NONRESIDENTIAL (PANAMA CITY) 

SPECIAL INTENSIVE GROUPS 

HALFWAY HOUSES (CRISWELL) 

START CENTERS (LEON) 

TRAINING SCHOOLS (DOZIER) 

REENTRY 

POST COMMITMENT COMMUNITY CONTROL 

FURLOUGH 

Ttl-3: 
COMPARISON OF RECIDIVISM RATES 

FOR DISTRICT 2 TO STATEWIDE AVERAGES 
AT 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 

YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

(Includes Recidivism into the Juvenile System Only) 

RE-REFERRALS READJUDICA nONS 

• 
RECOMMITMENTS 

CASES CLOSED JAN. - JUNE 1991 

DISTRICT2>STATEWIDE 

CASES CLOSEDJAN.-JUNE1991 CASESCI..OSEIiJAN. -JuNE 1991 

I I NUMBER OF 

iRJiL~~SES 
ni}lsTATE 

696 13,299 

325 8,417 

5 251 

39 547 

47 823 

42 135 

69 155 

54 746 

II 605 

18 203 

N 

209 30.0 4,335 

105 ···32.3. 2,286 

2 4Q.O 138 

25 64.1 279 

32 .68.1 575 

40 95.2 125 

50 n;5 109 

34 63.0 438 

5 45.5 232 

7 38.9 80 

.... 
. 32.(j 

·····i7,2 
5;;.0 

SU 

.92.6 

79;3 
S~;7 

····~~.3 

39;4 

DISTRICri STATEWIDE ·nisiiIcT2 ··STATEWIDE 

N 

119 

57 

o 
13 

20 

35 

23 

19 

3 

4 

0.0 

33.3 

42~6 

83.3 

3:P 

35.2 

27:3 

22:2 

69 

164 

346 

101 

49 

229 

136 

Ii 27.5 

30;0 

42~Q 

.. 74.8 

31.6· 

30.7 

22.5 

42 120.7 

·R~adi\'i~~L> Recidivism 
··iN'< ..i!>/~ ... . % 

294.22.9 

268.0 665 7.9 

o 
7 

12 

33 

10 

13 

3 

0.0 

17.9 

25.5 

78.6 

14.5 

24.1· 

.27.3 

5:6 

47 

120 

259 

88 

17 

145 

98 

26 

18.7 

21.9 

31.;; 

65.2 

11.0 

19.4 

16.2 

12.8 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released between Janllary and June 1991) 
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TableID-4: 

COMPARISON OF RECIDIVISM RATES 
FOR DISTRICT 3 TO STATEWIDE AVERAGES 

AT 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 
YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

(Includes Recidivism into the Juvenile System Only) 

RE-REFERRALS READJUDICA nONS 

CASES CLOSED JAN: ~.ITrNE1991 CASES CLOSED JAN. - JUNE 1991 
" .. : ....... , . 

NUMBER OF DISTRICT 3 .·.·STATEWIDE DISTRICT 3 STATEWIDE· 

PROGRAM I L~ELEASES Recidivism 
.. . .... , . 

Recidivism Recidivism: •.• ,. ., Recidivism. 
..;~ ..... , ·N·· % I D3 STATE N 0/0 N.·· N 010 

JASP 1,164 13,299 258 22.2 .. 4,335 32.6 154 13,2 1,849 •. ···13.9 
::"::'<i;"< '. . .. ... 

15.4' COMMUNITY CONTROL 554 8,417 122 22.0 2,286 ;1.7;2 77 i3;9 1,295 

AMI NONRESIDENTIAL (GAINES.lOCALA) 3 251 2 66.7 138 55.0 0 0.0 69 27.5 

SPECIAL INTENSIVE GROUPS 24 547 13 54·2 279 Sl.() 10 41.7 164 .. 30.0· 

STOP CAI\IPS (WITH LACOOCHEE) 62 313 43 69.4 216 69.0 28 45.2 149 ·47.6 

STOP CAMPS (ALLIGATOR) 61 313 43 70.5 216 69;0 29 47.5 149 . 47,6 

HALFWAY HOUSES (ALACHUA) 51 823 37 72.5 575 69.9 26 51.0 346 42.0. 

HALFWAY HOUSES (FSY A) 50 823 36 72.0 575 69.9 24 48;0 346 42~0 

ECKERD CHALLENGE PROGRAlvlS (NORTH) 52 104 41 78.8 83 79.8 25 48:1 42 40.4 

REENTRY 78 746 44 ., 56.4 438 5~.7 20 25.6 229 30.7 

POST COMMITMENT COMMUNITY CONTROL 78 605 24 30,8 232 ~8.3 15 19.2 136 . 22~S 

FURLOUGH 7 203 4 57.1 80 39.4 1 14.3 42 20.7 

ECKERD CHALLENGE POST PLACEMENT 40 40 27 67.5 27 67.5 18 45.0 18 45.0 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released between January and June 1991) 

ID-6 
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RECOMMITMENTS 

GASESCLOSEDJAN'o::'JUNE 1991 
.. . . 

'.,., DISTRICT 3 . STATEWIDE 

>R~cidivism ..•• , . ... , ,. , Recidivism 
.,' .... , ... , .. 

···.····N ··· .. /0 N ty~ 
.. 

2.(1 I 23 386 1..~ 
.. 

44 ···7,9· 665 7.9 

0 0.0 47 18.7 

8 33.3 120 21.9 

20 32.3 106 33.4 

19 ·31.1 106 33.4 

22 43.1 . 259 31.5 

19 38.0·· 259 31.5 

17 .32.7 30 28;8 

14 17.9 145 19.4 

10 12.8 98 16.2 

0 0.0 26 .12.8 
. 

13 32.5 13 32.5 

• 



• 

PROGRAM 

JASP 

COMl\fUNITY CONTROL 

AMI NONRESIDENTIAL (JACKSONVILLE) 

SPECIAL INTENSIVE GROUPS 

STEP PROGRAMS (I - BOYS) 

STEP PROGRAMS (II - GIRLS) 

GROUP TREATMENT HOMES (VOLUSIA) 

HALFWAY HOUSES (DUVAL) 

HALFWAY HOUSES (NASSAU) 

HAI.,FW A Y HOUSES (VOLUSIA) 

START CENTERS (DUVAL) 

SHOP PROGRAMS (FASCU) 

REENTRY 

POST COMMITMENT COMMUNITY CONTROL 

FURLOUGH 

SHOP PROGRAMS POST PLACEM~NT 

Source: CISIFACTS (yolllh released between January and June J 991) 

• TableID-5: 

COMPARISON OF RECIDIVISM RATES 
FOR DISTRICT 4 TO STATEWIDE AVERAGES 

AT 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 
YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

(Includes Recidivism into the Juvenile System Only) 

RE-REFERRALS READJUDICA TlONS 

CASESCLOSEDJAN~ -JUNE 1991 

@ld~EROF I rDISTRICT 4 'STATEWIDE 

2,052 13,299 

913 8,417 

43 251 

58 547 

103 

29 

10 

76 

54 

63 

45 

15 

103 

119 

46 

3 

184 

184 

90 

823 

823 

823 

135 

21 

746 

605 

203 

3 

490 

300 

22 

26 

81 

22 

9 

51 

36 

46 

42 

10 

58 

36 

18 

2 

23:9 

32.9 

51.2 

44.8 

78.6 

.75.9 

90.0 

67.1 

66.7 

, 73.9 

93.3 

66.7 

56.3 

30.3 

39.1 

66.7 

27951.9 

14981.0 

149!1U 

70 77;8 

575 69.9 

575 

575 C;!1.9 

125 ·9M 
13 

438 

232 

80 

2 

ID-7 

(i1.9 

51P 

38.3 

39.4 

66.7 

CASES CLOSEDJAN .. ~ JUNE. 1991 

. DISTRICT 4 . 

N., ·"'~/o:'::· 

218 

171 

10 

18 

51 

14 

9 

27 

21 

27 

35 

5 

35 

15 

9 

2 

W·6 
.18;7 

23.3 

31.0 

.49.5 

48·3 

90.0 

35.5 

38.9 

42.9 

77.8 

33.3 

34.0 

12.6 

19.6 

66.7 

1,849 13.!1 

1,295is.4· i 

69 27.5 

164 30.0 

9652.2 

96 ·'52.2 

55 .. ,61.1 

346 

346 

346 

101 

L· 42•0 

.. 42.0 

42.0 

.74·8 .. 
8 38.1 

22930.7 

136 .22;5 

42 

2 

r 
20:7· 

66.7 

• 
RECOMMITMENTB 

. .. 

CASES CLOSED JAN; .,. JUE¥.N!2.! 

··N 
66 

1I2 

10 

14 

37 

8 

6 

20 

16 

19 

29 

2 

26 

13 

6 

o 

~2.3 665 

~3.3 47 

24.1. 120 

35.9 66 

27.6 66 

60.0 51 

263 

29.6 

30.2 

64.4 

13.3 

25.2 

10.9. 

13 

0.0 

259 

259 

259 

88 

4 

145 

98 

26 

o 

7.9 

18.7 

21.9 

35.9 

35.9 

56.7 

31.5 

31.5 

31.S 

65.2 

19.0 

19.4. 
16.2 

12.8 

0.0 



PROGRAM 

JASP 

COMMUNITY CONTROL 

AMI NONRESIDENTIAL (PINELLAS) 

SPECIAL INTENSIVE GROUPS 

FAt-HL Y GROUP HOMES (CA) 

HALFWAY HOUSES (BRI1T) 

SAN ANTONIO BOYS VILLAGE 

REENTRY 

POST COM\.1ITMENT COMlvlUNITY CONTROL 

FURLOUGH 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released between January and June /991) 

• 

Table IlI-6: 

COMPARISON OF RECIDIVISM RATES 
FOR DISTRICT 5 TO STATEWIDE AVERAGES 

AT 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 
YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

(Includes Recidivism into the Juvenile System Only) 

RE-REFERRALS READJUDICA nONS 

CASES CLOSED JAN. - JUNE 1991 CASES CLOSED JAN. - JUNE 1991 
.':'.': 

NVl'dB}:R OF STATEWIDE DISTRICTS STATEWIDE DISTRICTS' 

1\ RELEASES Recidivism Recidi\i~m '. Recidivism' Recidivism' 

'.1)5' STATE N % N % N°' .. % N. "% 
... .. 

729 13,299 254 I 34.8 4,335 n.~ 205 28.1 1,849 13.9 ... ' 

744 8,417 218 ~9j 2.286 27.2' 168 22.6 1.295 15,4 

23 251 15 65.2 138 55.0 13 56.5 69 27.5 

65 547 39 60 . .0 279 51 • .0 27 41.5 164 3.0 . .0 .. 

II 25 8 , ... 72.7 21 ~4 • .O 8 72.7 17 6~,O 

53 823 38 71.7 575 "69;9 26 49.1 346 42 • .0 

37 37 24 64.9 24 ···.64.9 15 4.0.5 15 4.0.5 

66 746 40 60.6 438 $8.7 27 4.0.9 229 3.0.7 

16 605 10 62.5 232 38;3 9 56.3 136 22,S. 

8 203 I 12.5 80 . 39.4 __ I 12.5 -~ 2.0.7 
-~~ - -----

IlI-8 

• 

RECOMMITMENTS 

CASES CLOSED JAN .... JUNE 1991 
DISTRICTS .... STATEWIDE 

.. 
" Recidivism Recidivism ' I 

N % N 0/0 

29 ' 4 . .0, 386 2.9 i 

64 8.6 665 7.9 

9 39.1 47 18.7 

19 29.2 120 21.9 

5 45.5 14 56.0 

20 37.7 259 31.5 

12 32.4 12 32.4 

12 18.2 145 19.4 

5 31.3 98 16.2 

'--- I 12.5 26 12.8 
--------

• 



• 

PROGRAM 

JASP 

COMMUNITY CONTROL 

AMI NONRESIDENTIAL (TAMPA) 

AMI NONRESIDENTIAL (GULFCOAST) 

SPECIAL INTENSIVE GROUPS 

GROUP TREATMENT HOMES (HILLSBOROUGH) 

HALFWAY HOUSES (HILLSBOROUGH) 

HALFWAY HOUSES (POLK) 

HILLSBOROUGH ALTERNATIVE RES. PROGRMI 

REENTRY 

POST COMMITMENT COMMUNITY CONTROL 

FURLOUGH _._._-

Source: CISIFACTS (yourh released betwecnJanuar)' and June 1991j 

,~.-\~.'-~~. . ~ ,.-,~,., 

Tal-7: 
COMPARISON OF RECIDIVISM RATES 

FOR DISTRICT 6 TO STATEWIDE AVERAGES 
AT 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 

YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

(Includes Recidivism into the Juvenile System Only) 

RE-REFERRALS READJUDICA TIONS 
. . 

CASES CLOSED JAN;. - JUNE 1991 CASES CLOSED JAN. - JUNE 1991 

NJJM~~ROF STATEWIDE DISTRICT 6. DISTRICT 6 STATEWIDE 

> RELEASES 
... : .... , ....... , ........ ,. ...... 

}Recidi~i~~: ..•••• Recidivism . Recidivism ' .... Rt;C; :livism 

STATE 
... , ... 

• .. ··.· .. ··~;o··'······' 
.. . .. ., ... N . ·····•· .. ,C ... '.»6 .... N,·.·.· ., 0/" N N··' 0/0 .. 0 

1,118 13,299 415 37.1 4,335 .:32~~ 267 23.9 1,849 13.9 

1,075 8,417 378 35.2 2,286 7t2 241 22;4 1,295 15·4 

19 251 10 52.6 . 138 ···S!i;O 6 31.6 69 27.5 

5 251 3 60.0 138 •• ,,'55.0 I 20.0 69 27.5 

51 547 31 60.8 279 .. :.51,0. ,. 22 43.l 164 30.0 

II 90 9 81.8 70 .. 7.7~8 8 n.7 55 6101 .. 
" . 

51 823 38 74.5 575 69;9 22 43.1 346 42.0 

52 823 36 69.2 575 69..9 19 36.5 346 42.0 

15 15 7 46.7 7 46.7 3 20.0 3 .20.0 

79 746 43 ... 54.4 438 5lI~7 21 26.6 229 30.7 .. 

77 605 35 45.5 232 38,3 18 23.4 ]36 22.5. 

38 203 20 S2.6 80 39.4 13 34.2 42 ·'20.7 

lli-9 

• 
RECOMMITMENTS 

CASES CLOSED JAN. - JUNE 1991 
.,........ . .... . .. ',: 

DISTRICT6 ... STA.TEWIDE 
<Recidivi~nl· ..... ., ..• ,.,. Recidivism 

:rr.· 1 .. °;': 
... ': ..... ... 

.'. 0 N 0/0 
61 !i,S 386 2.9 

106 ' 9.9 665 7;9 

2 10.5 47 18.7 

1 20,0 47 18.7 

15 29.4 120 21.9 

7 .63.6 51 56.7 

16 31;4 259 31.5 

14 26.9 259 31.5 

1 6,7 1 6.7 

10 12.7 145 19.4 

12 :15.6 98 16.2 

6 I··, 15;8 26_ 12.8 



.... 

PROGRA.M .. 

..... . 
JASP 

COMMUNITY CONTROL 

AMI NONRESIDENTIAL (ORLANDO) 

SPECIAL INTENSIVE GROUPS 

STEP PROGRAMS (SO. FLORIDA) 

GROUP TREAn.fENT HOMES (ORANGE) 

HALFWAY HOUSES (BREVARD) 

HALFWAY 'HOUSES (ORANGE - I) 

HAlfWAY HOUSES (ORANGE - II) 

SPACE COAST MARINE INSTITUTE 

REENTRY 

POST COMMITMENT COIIIMUNITY CONTROL 

FURLOUGH 

I SPACE COAST MARINE POST PLACEMENT 
--------

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released ben.oeenJanuaryandJune 1991) 

• 

Tableill-8: 

COMPARISON OF RECIDIVISM RATES 
FOR DISTRICT 7 TO STATEWIDE AVERAGES 

AT 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 
YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

(Includes Recidivism into the Juvenile System Only) 

RE-REFERRALS _I READJUDICATIONS ! 

CASES CLOSED JAN.~JUN£1!)911 CASES CLOSED JAN. -.rimE19911 
. ........... 

DlSTR1CT7 STATEWIDE i NQMlJEROF 
··1 

DISTRICT 7 .: •.. STATEWIDEi 
.. 

RELEASES· Recidivism Recidivism· 

·.D7·.· •.. 
..... .:::. 

1 .. %. 
:. ... ·····,,/0· 

STATE N N 

Recidiv.ism, : .. ' •. Recidivism 
" . 

N> •. 0/". N 0/" 

1,479 13,299 333 '22.~ 4,335 '32.6 132 ..•... ···~.9 1,849 '1i~· 
925 8,417 262 28.3 2,286 27.2 135 14,6 1,295 .15;4 

10 251 9 9Q.O 138 55,0 4 4o.Q 69 27.5 

118 547 65 55.1 279 51.0 37 31;4 164 :30.0 

52 184 46 88.5 149 1J1..0 31 59.6 96 52;2 

37 90 26 70.3 70 77:8 16 43.2 55 6Ll·· 

54 823 39 72.2 575 69.9 24 44.4 346 42~O 

37 823 27 73.0 575 69.9 17 45.9 346 42.0 

15 823 7 46.7 575 69.9 3 20.0 346 .42.0 

35 35 29 82.9 29 82.9 23 65~7 23 ··65.7 

113 746 78 . 69.0 438 58.7 36 Ji.9 229 30.7 

144 605 53 36.8 232 3!J.J 33 22.9 136 ·"22.5 

1 203 1 I .1OM 80 ·39.4 0 0.0 42 10.7 

31 31 26 83.9 26 83.9 21 67.7 21 67.7 
---- ------

ill-lO 

• 

RECOMMITMENTS 
.. . ," . ," 

CASES CLOSED JAN .. -JUNE 1991 

DISmiCT 7 STATEWIDE 

···R~ddivi~~ 

NY ··0/0· 'N % 

30 ·2.0 386 2.9 

74 '>:8.0 665 7.9 

4 40.0 47 18,7 

27 22.9 120 21.9 

21 40.4 66 35.9 

16 43.2 51 56.7 

19 35.2 259 31.5 

11 29.7 • 259 31.5 

2 p.] 259 31.5 

17 48~6 17 48.6 

23 20.4 145 19.4 

24 16.7 98 16.2 

0 9.0 26 12.8 

15 48.4 15 48.4 

• 



• 

PROGRAM 

JASP 

COMMUNITY CONTROL 

AMI NONRESIDENTIAL (SO. WEST FL) 

SPECIAL INTENSIVE GROUPS 

STOP CAMPS (MYAKKA) 

HALFWAY HOUSES (PRICE) 

START CENTERS (DESOTO) 

CROSSROADS WILDERNESS INSTITUTE 

SHOP PROGRAMS (PBYC) 

FLORIDA ENVIRONMENTAL INSTITUTE 

REENTRY 

POST COMMITl\fENT COMMUNITY CONTROL 

FURLOUGH 

FEI POST PLACEMENT 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released between Janllary and Jllne 1991) 

• Table 1lI-9: 

COMPARISON OF RECIDIVISM RATES 
FOR DISTRICT 8 TO STATEWIDE AVERAGES 

AT 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 
YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

(Includes Recidivism into the Juvenile System Only) 

RE-REFERRALS READJUDICA TIONS 

CASES CLOSED JAN;- JUNE 1991 CASES CLOSED JAN. - JUNE 1991 

. NUMBER OF 

IRELEA~ES 
DISTRICTS I··' STATEWIDE DISTRICTS STATEWIDE 

Recidivism< .... '. Recidivism Recidivism· Recidivism 
!'.' ...... 

DS" STATE N % N :.% 
.... N< 

0/ .. N <%'" 

505 13,299 
"' .. ' . ""'.13.9 174 3·t5 4,335 32.6 118 23.4 1,849 

;.::' : ..... 

410 8,417 143 34.9 2,286 27.2 90 22.0. 1,295 ,15,4. 

I 251 1 10.0,0. 138 55,0. I 10.0.0. 69 27.5 .' .. 
15 547 9 60.0. 279 ·51;0 5 33.3 164 30..0 

66 313 54 81.8 216 69.0. , 43 65.2 149 47.6 

54 823 29 53.7 575 6!}.9 19 35:2 346 4M 

48 135 43 89.6 125 92.6 31 64.6 101 74.8 

41 41 31 75.6 31 75;6 16 39.0 16 39.0. 

6 21 3 50..0 13 61.9 3 50.0. 8 38,1 

11 11 4 36.4 4 36.4 0 0..0. 0 "0.0 

37 746 22 59.5 438 58.7 15 "0..5 229 30.; 

47 605 26 55.3 232 38.3 20 42.6 136 22.5 

3 203 2 66.7 80 39.4 2 66.7 42 20..7 

7 7 1 14.3 1 14.3 L __ Q 0..0. 0 0..0. 
-

ill-II 

~ . 

• 
RECOMMITMENTS 

CASES CLOSEriJAN.~JUNE 1991 

DISTRICTS.: ·.STATEWIDE 
.' .....e e' .. 

,. Recidivism .• ,. I·' Recidivism' 

'<N' "':":0 ,. ....... 

% '. Vo I: N' 
... , 

20 I 4.0.' 386 2.9 

59 14.4 665 7.9 

1 10.0.0 47 IS.7 

4 26.7 120 21.9 

34 15.7 106 33.4 

16 2;8 259 31.5 

26 54.2 88 65.2 

12 .29.3 12 29.3 

2 33.3 4 19.0. 

0 0.0 0 0.0 

10 27~o. ,45 19.4 

15 .' 31.9' 98 16.2 

2 66.7 26 12.8 

0 0..0. 0 0.0. 



PROGRAM 

JASP 

COMMUNITY CONTROL 

AMI NONRESIDENTIAL (PALM BEACH) 

TRY CENTERS (PALM BEACH) 

SPECIAL INTENSIVE GROUPS 

STOP CAMPS (JONATHON DICKINSON) 

GROUP TREATMENT HOMES (PALM BEACH) 

ECKERD.CHALLENGE PROGRAMS (SOlTfH) 

TRAINING SCHOOLS (EYDC) 

SHOP PROGRAMS (PBYC) 

REENTRY 

FURLOUGH 

TableID-lO: 

COMPARISON OF RECIDIVISM RATES 
FOR DISTRICT 9 TO STATEWIDE AVERAGES 

AT 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 
YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 . 

(Includes Recidivism into the Juvenile System Only) 

RE-REFERRALS READJUDICATIONS 

::NUMBEROF 

·· .. ~tt.i~Es 
·····:·················1····· ··D9. STATE 

57 13,299 

898 8,417 

21 251 

11 104 

37 547 

61 313 

10 90 

52 104 

86 15S 

6 21 

78 746 

80 605 

26 203 

CASES CLOSED JAN.~.rdNE19~n 
DISTRICT 9 

Recidivism 
\:':: 0 

... ~ .... 
~.·,:jo 

:"":-. "." '-:/. 

23 ······40.3·· 

252 28.1 

12 ··.··~?1 

10 ······90.9 

18 ·········4S.6. 

38 62.3· 

8 SO.O 

42 SOJ! 

59 

3 50.~ 

46 ~9.0 

33 41.3 

16 61.5 

i. 

STATEWIDE < 

ReeidirlSm' .<.:. 

·N···:·F~j.;> 

4,335~2;~· 
2,286 ••• : •. • 2i~ 
138 ···55;0 

70 ··:···~i4;-
279 ·51:0< 

216 

'10 

83 

109 

13 

438 

232 

80 

··.69.0< .. : •..• ;'l.~ 
79.;'· 

<70] 
i~;~~ ... 
..... ~.~. 
·ji~ 
139~4 

DISIRICT 9- .·STATEWIDE 

R~eiIU~;Dl(· . 
.". :'-.-

·N>:.:.> N 
•......... , .... ; ... 

13 ··2pr 
148 16;~: 
6 2S.6. 69 

.:";:-."::,.0:.-: 

7 63.6 38 

9 24.3 164 ·.··~O.O 

21 34.4 149 41:(i . 

5 50 55 61.1 

17 42 40.4 
".-;".:" : ..... 

26 30.~ 49 ~1.~ 

3 50. 8 -3s.1· 
26 33.3 229 ~o.i.· 
16 20 136 ~2.S 

8 30.S 42 <20.7. 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released between January and June 1991) 

III-12 

• • 

RECOMMITMENTS 

CASEscioSEri.iAN.~JUNE 1991 

DlSTRICT9 STATEWIDE 
•......•. R~cidi~i5lii ...../. Recidivism· •.••. 

N· ···.y..>N····· % ... 

• 



• 

PROGRAM 

JASP 2,128 

COMMUNITY CONTROL 1,050 

AMI NONRESIDENTIAL (FL OCEAN SCIENCES) 52 

TRY CENTERS (FT. LAUDERDALE) 64 

SPECIAL INTENSIVE GROUPS 69 

GROUP TREATMENT HOMES (BROWARD) 9 

BROWARD CONTROL TREA Tl\fENT CENTER 27 

REENTRY 51 

POST COMMITMENT COMMUNITY CONTROL 6 

FURLOUGH 25 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released beIWeen January and June /99/) 

Ta.II: 

COMPARISON OF RECIDIVISM RATES 
FOR DISTRICT 10 TO STATEWIDE AVERAGES 

AT 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 
YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

(Includes Recidivism into the Juvenile System Only) 

RE-REFERRALS READJUDICA TIONS 

13,299 

8,417 

251 

104 

547 

90 

27 

746 

605 

203 

CASES CLOSED JAN; ~ JUNE 1991 

. DISTRICT 10 I sTATE-willi 
<Recidirlsrri 

.. 

:···~)o· % N 

25.7 4,335 J2;6 

2,286 :;;:i· 
; ...... 

30.8 138 ~~;p 

60.9 70 67.3 

27.5 279 S1.0 

70 77,S 

59.3 16 59.3 .... :;: ... 

47,1 438 ·5~.7 

33.3 232 ~S~3 

0.0 80 39.4·. 

IH-13 

243 VA 1,849 .··13.9 

75 7.1 1,295 

8 15). 69 

20 31.3 38 

8 .11,6 164 

6 66.7 55 

13 48.1 13 

9 17.6 229 

2 33,3 136 

0 0.0 42 

• 
RECOMMITMENTS 

CASES·CJ:.OSEDJAN. MJUNE 1991 

DISTRicTio ···!/STATEWIDE . 

:.N Gio· . N 
............ '" 

51 M 386 

25 2.4 665 7.9 

4 7.7 47 lS.7 

11 ·17.2 23 22.1 

7 10.1 120 21.9 

6 6(i.7 SI 56.7 

12 44.4 12 44.4 

3 ··5.9 145 19.4 

0 0.0 98 16.2 

0 0.0 26 12.8 



PROGRAM 

JASP 

COMMUNITY CONTROL 

AMI NONRESIDENTIAL (DADE NORTH) 

AMI NONRESIDENTIAL (DADE SOUTH) 

TRY CENTERS (MIAMI) 

SPECIAL INTENSIVE GROUPS 

FAMILY GROUP HOMES (I) FA 

FAMILY GROUP HOMES (II) FB 

GROUP TREATMENT HOMES (DADE) 

HALFWAY HOUSES (MIAt>.H) 

HALFWAY HOUSES (DADE) 

HALFWAY HOUSES (BOC) 

DADE INTENSIVE CONTROL PROGRAM 

REENTRY 

POST COMMITMENT COMfo.fUNITY CONTROL 

'--_____ .....:FU:...;::.:.R=LOUGH 

Source: CISIFACTS (yomh released beIWeen JanJlary and June 1991) 

• 

Table III-12: 

COMPARISON OF RECIDIVISM RATES 
FOR DISTRICT 11 TO STATEWIDE AVERAGES 

AT 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 
YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

(Includes Recidivism into the Juvenile System Only) 

RE-REFERRALS READJUDICATIONS RECOMMITMENTS 

CASES CLOSEDJAN.-JUNE1991 CASESCLOSEDJAN.-JUNE 1991 CASESCl.OSEDJAN;,..ri:.mE1991 

. NVM]J~~OF I DISTRICT 11 STATEWIDE . DISTRICTllSTATEWIDK •. , riiSTIUCTiisTATEWIDE 

RELEASES 

nii: STATE 

2,871 13,299 

1,215 8,417 

33 

34 

29 

38 

8 

6 

13 

40 

35 

48 

50 

71 

14 

7 

251 

251 

104 

547 

25 

25 

90 

823 

823 

823 

50 

746 

605 

203 

Recidivism • Recidivism I Recidivism Recidivism Recidivism •• ' Recidivism 
'0 . .....::~ .••. : .• :...... 0'· .... . ..••. :. . 0 .•.. : .•.••• : .•..• ''''" .... 0 I 

N \10 'N' : .... Yo' N Yo N ." ., ..• \10' .N ···.·\10 '··N ... ·• \10 .. ',., ..... :. '.'. . ... :............ .. 
1,510 52.6 4,335 •. J2.6 307 10.7 1,849 '13.9 49 ",7 386 2.9 

.. ':,.,., ..... ::. . ." . .. :" 
269 . 22.1 2,286:n.~ 85 7.9 1,295 .:15.4 44 > 3.~ 665 7.9 

21 

23 

21 

17 

7 

5 

11 

36 

25 

30 

36 

38 

3 

2 

63.6 

67.6 

72.4 

44.7 

87.5 

!D.3 

84.6 

90.0. 

I 71.4 

62.5 

72.0 

53.5 

21.4 

0.3 

138 

138 

70 

279 

21 

21 

70 

575 

575 

575 

36 

438 

232 

80 

III-l/,~ 

$5.Q 

55.0 

6P 
~l~Q 

84,0 

84.0 

"1M 
fi9,9 

69.~ 

I'.' 69.9 

'. 72.0 

58.7 

38,3 

39.4 

• 

9 

9 

11 

5 

5 

4 

11 

27 

11 

15 

12 

14 

o 

27;3' 

26.5 

37.9 

13·7 
62.5 

66.7 

84.6 

67.5 

31.4 

31.3 

24.0 

19.7 

7.1 

0.0. 

69 

69 

38 

164 

17 

17 

55 

346 

346 

346 

12 

229 

136 

42 

27.5 

27.5 

36.5 

30..0 

68.0. 

68.0. 

61,1 

42.0. 

42.0. 

42.0 

24.0. 

30.7 

22.5 

20.7 

4 

5 

9 

4 

5 

4 

11 

24 

8 

9 

10 

12 

o 

I 12.1 

14.7 
r 

31.0 

10.5 

62.5 

fi6.7 

84.6., 

'. 6Q.0 

22.9 

18.8 

20.0. 

16.9 

. 7.1 

0..0 

47 

47 

23 

120 

14 

14 

51 

259 

259 

259 

10 

145 

98 

26 

• 

18.7 

18.7 

22.1 

21.9 

56.0. 

56.0. 

56.7 

31.5 

31.5 

31.5 

20..0. 

19.4 

16.2 

12.8 



• 

• 

• 

CHILDREN IN NEED OF SERVICESIFAMILIES IN NEED OF SERVICES 
(CINS/FINS) PROGRAMS 

:ciJSjFrt4~PROGRiM-s:thlldferiin Need ofServiceslFarnili;s in Need of Services' programs '. 
'a.r~:t1i8se\vhiCli deaP,vithiIlSiarus. bffehc1ersN>StattisdfIend~rS·lhc1tide. runaways, truants, arid . 

IJllDg9,,~ble~~·childieriwhoar~beY()l1Ct. thecontroloftheirparents~ .. Four programs are included: 

···\+[l~~~~~~~~g«i<.··.·· .. 
·.i\;I~~~~(~iSl1iij~~~~·;;:a:-O:; 
.' •..••.• ThJ·phfP()s~·bfctNSlF'tN$;Iht~k~ls<tcfpteVenthillldfeIlWho· Tllrraway; : are> iruant;. or are 
..•. ···tffigb\Te~bleft()ritenteffugitheco~rtS:~d •• the·HRS.'*er\li8essysiemahd···to··.kd(fresstheri~ed··ror 

cohllici resolution' betw~paren~andchildieri, .. ' .. TheJllvenile .. JustiCe Refonn Act of .. 1990 
." .• iric::lucfuc(flP1an to shifti11@redutleSawayfr6m:iliedepartiU~ntto tfi6contractedproviders of 

···~/g~I4~~~~J~~fl~~~~~~~~~it~~~~[~~~~;tJ~s:6~:nt:~r:ft~:S~~ 
. ·prmlcirypul1'ose·.of···.CINSIFINS·SerVlces.·.·is·· the ..• ·provislon.·· of'a .coiribihatl0n·of •. ·nisidentia.l,· ·and 
···rionresidentiaJ.setvic~st():ybutli*,ho ¢6meas. referraIsfr.ont the department andrroltl the •. local 

CornrnUriitles; '.' Thisprogrfunis themajorproV'ider in this service category,with a network of 26 
dontp¢ffidpr6grilirtSihi()*@i<:>tltthestat~,. <> .. . . .. .>: .... . . . 

:' .. ': :.-:. ««< ... .; .... .;. (()U/~;:( .t·::-.'<·.;.;.' .'. ":::':<:-~.:' ),::"/:? ~:;;.:::':.:. ." .. 

r~,gJ.tl~~S ••• ~" 
cOIripl~teilieireducati()n; ... . . . 

IV-I 
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----------------------- ----------

.•.. CINSIF'INS (StatllsOffender) Services· .. 

1. CHILDREN IN NEED OF SERVICESIFAMILIES IN NEED OF 
SERVICES (CINSIFINS) INTAKE (Formerly, Status Offender Intake) 

Program Description 

Centralized Intake Sites 
Oakland 
Park 

·••·•• •• • •. ··~!?J~~~~~~jel~dJ~~~efh~~~WJ.·.~~t~a: ••• ••• •••.. 
·:~fu~d~~~~~6i~~rtg:_t~iI1i!~ok~!~~·bf sernces"is a family ~hichinchides a child . 
refeITed.to the· departmeIrtforrurming< away; being beyond control, or habitual truancy from 

• schooF -.. 'The purpose of the revised program was toprev~nt the. penetration of the status 
··.ciffende(more·deepW·.mto •. thelIRS··system··aIidto.address·.ihe .. need··· for·. conflict. resolution 
betWeenpa.renralidchil& ... ..... .. ...... ... .. ..... . _. . 

, . ...., .' ". 
. ".' .,":'" ..... ." 

Duririg-W 1989-90 and FY 1990;;9 I; the Children, YouthaIid Familie~progrmn(CYF) 
worked~th .the. Florida Network . of Youth and Family. Services,which. oversees contractors 

.• · .•. ·;:~~~}~t~~:~~~I~:b~~s:.t6~~~&~~!.~:~~:~W~~~ ••.• ~olr~~e~d::z~t:11~i··~~~:~t~~ •.. · ..•. 
·!~r~7r~~"lgjili\l~;~ffi~'J!~I~~~~~y:~:t:J~ .. 

dunngpy'199();'9I;CINSlF'tNS·CeiltraliiedIritake Servicesw.ere implemented iIrDistricts" 
s; 6; 7Aand1 0 inFY 1991~92. With the diVision of the CYFprogram into the Children and 
FanilliesaIid Juvenile Justice Programs, theCIN'sIFINS program oversight went to Juvenile 
Justice Programs~ 

CINSIFINS Intake, as structured in the legislation, provides a three-tiered referral system_ 
As a firststep, iliefamily is linked with services available through thecommumtyor regular 
HRSIntake~ If this ,fails,' 'a review·council composed 'of a.U'staffwho have worked with this 

(continued()n nextpage) 
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CINSIFINS continued. 

chiRiiAd;!riSJh~I"·lliritlY ·atte~np~ a: solution. .. ' Ifthls,' too, is unsuccessful, the· third step is 
.......... ffuriilyinediation' by an outside' mediator . . Mediation programs may . be· provided through 
. ..yolimte.ei.ageilcies~:~epartmenthlemployees; . or. contractecL providers. who: . are trained . or 
.·.·exp¢rien.ci#iin.:fuediatidIilarbithition~Mediatorshe1PJhe·farrulydeveIop·a Written contract 

coverlfig~.penOd#6Jongerthartsixmonths~ . If,. after six n16hths;: the parent(s) ()rthe child 
' ... 'haveI1()ffultiUeatliecontract successfully, thefamilymediatotmay request thedeparttnerit· 

.... tbfileapepti6.~l aIlegmgthechilq i~ jlrneed of seryices~ .' 

Population Profile 

The Client Information System (CIS) records each separate allegation or charge of status offense 
behavior as a referraL Case counts include all of the referrals received on the same child on the 
same day. In FY 1991-92, CIS documented 6,833 status offense referrals which were included in 
6,661 cases. In all 5,592 separate children were actually seen at intake for reasons of status 
offense behavior during the fiscal year with some children seen on multiple occasions (separate 
cases). These figures are obtained from the GY040L5 Report issued July 1992 and the Population 
Profile Spreadsheet, September 1992, which is produced by the Research and Development 
Information Unit. The analysis in the remainder of this report is based on referrals closed in FY 
1991-92. 

Table 1-1 and Figure 1-1 shows that the most frequent reason for referral was being beyond 
control (41.3 percent). Runaways made up 33.8 percent and truants 24.9 percent of the total 
status offender population. The relative proportions in the three categories are the same as last 
year. IiChildren beyond control I! is most often the largest category of status offenders and this year 
reflects that pattern. 

Table 1-1 and Figure 1-1: CINS/FINS INTAKE 
TYPE OF STATUS OFFENSE BY DISTRICT 

FOR FY 1991-92 

RUNAWAY TRUANCY BEYOND CONTROL 

·nISrtutT· .:.::::,.,:::.:: .. :. ..... :.. .• %: .•• : •••• : .•.. :: iN:" ,:··.~hi. .•• ·.·.ff2F I:/or .. ·.·,.··.· •.•• : .. ::~'., ..... .. . .. 

1 185 72.5 16 6.3 54 21.1 

2 88 36.7 33 13.8 119 49.6 

3 166 24.7 245 36.5 261 38.8 

4 17 13.6 5 4.0 103 82.4 

5 679 76.6 178 20.1 29 3.3 

6 1.144 61.6 340 18.3 372 20.0 

7 41 4.7 349 39.9 485 55.4 

8 22 10.8 44 21.7 137 67.5 

9 22 10.8 61 30.0 120 59.1 

10 22 9.9 109 49.0 91 41.0 

11 41 2.5 409 24.8 1,198 72. 7 

STATE' 2.427 33.8 1,789 24.9 2,969 41.3 

(Continued on next page) 

1-2 

TOTAL 

255 

240 

672 

125 

886 

1,856 

875 

203 

203 

222 

1.648 

7.185 

• 

• 

• 
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I_ Runaway o Truancy ~ Beyond Control I 
100 

90 

r!l 
'" = ~ .... 
0 
'" = ... 
01 ... 
til ... 
Q 

~ 
01 ... = OJ 

1: 
OJ 

Iolot 

STATE Dl D2 D3 D4 os D6 D7 DB D9 DlD Dl1 

Source: CIS (based on referrals closed in FY 1991-92) 

Although "children beyond control" is the largest category of status offenses statewide, across 
districts there was considerable variation in the types of status offenses reported. In Districts 4, 7, 
8, 9 and 11, over 55 percent of status offenders were referred for being beyond control. In 
Districts 1, 5 and 6, over 60 percent of status offenders were runaways. In District 11, fewer than 
2.5 percent of status offenders were referred for running away. 

It is hard to account for these differences. Perhaps they reflect differences in alternative resources 
for serving these y.outh in the conununity. For example, District 4 has developed a Centralized 
Intake program through its contracted CINSIFINS Services program. Most of the district is 
covered by Centralized Intake so that most status offender cases are received by this program and, 
therefore, not recorded on CIS. In addition, communication from the district indicates that clients 
who come through HRS CINSIFINS Intake are entered on CIS only if the problem cannot be 
resolved without court action. This is in keeping with the intent of the legislation which seeks to 
prevent the further penetration of the system by status offender youth. However, this means that 
the numbers reported here do not reflect the actual volume of status offender behavior in District 4. 

Calls to the other districts further indicated that there is no standard policy about who to enter on 
CIS and at what point in the intake process. The issue to be addressed in the coming year is 
whether a standard policy is desirable or whether the continued district variation is best, . letting 
each district set its own policy. Either decision will raise subsequent issues. 

Table 1-2 and Figure 1-2 provide demographic information. Most status offenders were in the 15+ 
age group (49.0 percent). The largest number of nmaways were 15 and older (55.6 percent); the 
largest number of truants were between 12 and 14 (55.1 percent); and the largest number of 
children alleged to be beyond control were 15 and older (51.8 percent), although an additional 41.9 
percent were between 12 and 14. These figures are almost the same as last year. 
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Table 1-2 and Figure 1-2: CINS/FINS INTAKE 
POPULATION PROFILE FOR FY 1991-92 

RUNAWAY _~ TRUANT BEYOND CONTROL 
N % N % N % 

4 
i. 

0.1 ... 3 0.1 9 I 0.3. 
73 :to 169 I' 9.4 178 

I 
6~0 

999 I 41.1: 985 5M 1,243 4U 
1,350 1 55;6 632 

1 . 
35.3· 1,538 51;8: 

2,426 .100.0 1,789 100.0:' 2,968 100.0 

RUNAWAY TRUANT BEYOND CONTROL 

RUNAWAY· ,. TRUANT BEYOND. CONTROL 
. N .. : . % N' 0/'·· 

,0 N % 
1,952 80.4 1,342 75.0 1,828 61.6 
463 19.1 422 ll.6 1,110 37.4 

7 0.3 5 O,:t 9 0;3 
5 0.2- 20 .' 1;1: 22 0;7· 

2,427 100.0 1,789 100.0- 2,969 100.0 

RUNAWAY TRUANT BEYOND CONTROL 

(Continued on next page) 
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TOTAL 
N % 
16 I 0.1 

420 5:S 
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~ 15+ years 

TOTAL 
N 
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1,995 
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0.7 

7,185 :·100.0" 
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828 46.3; 1,530 
960 53/1 1,438 I.;;. 

·O;}:;,:.·· 1 
1,789 100.0" 2,969 TOTAL;. 2,427 100;0. 100.0** 7,185 100.0 

RUNAWAY 

Source: CIS (referrals closed in FY 1991-92) 
* Two reported ages are out of range. 

TRUANT 

** Percentages do not add up to 100.0% due to rounding . 

BEYOND CONTROL 

III Female 

o Male 

More whites were referred for status offenses than nonwhites: 71.3 percent were white and 28.1 
nonwhite. The proportions in the general population of children 10-17 years statewide are 76.9 
percent white and 23.1 percent nonwhite in FY 1991-92. Those referred as runaways were more 
likely to be white (80.4 percent were white). The proportions of whites referred for truancy and 
being beyond control were 75.0 and 61.6 percent respectively. Black children are over-represented 
among those referred for being beyond control and under-represented among runaways. In other 
words, black children are less likely to run away from home but more likely to be beyond control. 

More status offenders were female (54.0 percent) than male. Females were more likely to be 
referred for running away than males (62.7 percent); the most frequent referral for males was for 
being beyond control. Overall, the characteristics of status offe~ders in FY 1991-92 were very 
similar to findings for previous years. 

Program Data 

A total of 1,854 cases were closed at the Intake (not requiring further services) in FY 1991-92.' 
This represented 25.8 percent of the 7,185 total status offense cases (Table 1-3). Truancy cases 
were most likely to be closed at Intake (38.9 percent requiring no further services). The percent of 
beyond control cases closed at intake (33.7 percent) was up from last year's 28.9 percent. Very 
few runaway cases were closed at Intake (6.5 percent this year and 4.4 percent last year). 

As the responsibility for Intake transitions from the department to Florida Network programs, 
some districts are closing cases at Intake and sending clients to Florida Network programs. 
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Table 1-3: CINS/FINS INTAKE 
CASES CLOSED AT INTAKE AS A PERCENT OF ALL CASES 

BY TYPE OF STATUS OFFENSE FY 1991-92 

. TYPE OF ... . . TOTAL 
.... :.: ....... , .. : ": ... ; .... " 

STATUS OFFENSE. .' ".< CASES: 

CLOSED AT iNTAKE 

Ii N '; '0/.' 
RUNA WAY 2,427 158 6.5 

TRUANCY 1,789 696 38.9 

BEYOND CONTROL 2,969 1,000 33.7 

1,854 25.8 

Source: CIS (referrals closed in FY 1991-92) 

The percentage of cases closed at Intake with no further services has risen slightly each year since 
FY 1986-87: from 18 percent in FY 1986-87 to 20 percent in FY 1987-88 to 21 percent in FY 
1988-89 to 25 percent in FY 1989-90. In FY 1990-91, the percentage decreased from 25 to 23 
percent but rose again in FY 1991-92 to 25.8 percent. The purpose of the new CINSIFINS 
legislation was to preserve the unity and integrity of the family and to prevent further penetration 
into the system by handling these children at Intake. Progress toward this goal has been slow. 

In FY 1991-92, 91.8 percent of CINSIFINS referrals were handled non judicially. A higher 
percentage of truancy referrals was handled judicially (12.1 percent) than either of the other two 
categories. Those beyond control were the least likely to be sent to court Cfable 1-4 and Figure 1-
4). The percent handled non judicially was virtually the same as in FY 1989-90 and FY 1990-91. 

I. 

Table 1-4 and Figure 1-4: CINSIFINS INTAKE 
DISPOSITION OF STATUS OFFENSE REFERRALS 

BY TYPE OF STATUS OFFENSE FY 1991-92 

TYPE OF I .. ······ JUDICIAL . NONJUDICIAL .. ' ;;; 
. . 

·:·STATUS ()FFENSE< . :;: ·.N;; ..... ·· ;" . .:.:.°/ .. ;: ··;··N I·'·;:' .%>: . TOTAL 

RUNAWAY 264 10.9 2,163 89.1 2,427 

TRUANCY 218 12.2 1,571 87.8 1,789 

BEYOND CONTROL 107 3.6 2,862 96.4 2,969 

I·' TOTAL .. 589 8.2 6,596 91.8 7,185 

(Continued on next page) 
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• Judicial 

EJ Nonjudicial 

RUNAWAY TRUANCY BEYOND CONTROL 

Source: CIS (nl./errals closed in FY 1991-92) 

Outcome Measurement 

Outcome 1 
FOR CASES CLOSED AT INTAKE WITH NO FURTHER SERVICES 
PROVIDED, THERE WILL BE NO SUBSEQUENT CINSIFINS REFERRALS 
FOR ONE YEAR FOLLOWING CASE CLOSURE . 

Definition: Subsequent referral rates are based on a sample of all CINS/FINS cases closed 
between April 1, 1991 and June 30, 1991 in CIS. The size of the sample was 2,168 cases. The 
percentage of cases requiring no further services in the sample was 24.7 percent. This sample 
does not include clients who went to Centralized Intake administered by contracted 
CINS/FINS services. 

Table· 1-5 provides rates of subsequent referral for cases closed at Intake with no further services 
and for cases referred for further services at Intake. Generally, the rates are very similar but this 
year a higher percentage of cases closed at Intake with no further services had no further referrals 
during the year after service. This suggests that Intake intervention can in many cases halt 
CINSIFINS behaviors without further penetration of the system. However, regarding recidivism 
rates, it is important to note that once. cases are closed at intake it is difficult to detennine if 
subsequent services were received from providers outside the department. Some families may have 
received additional services from the private sector (i.e., the Florida Network programs). Because 
there is no subsequent departmental involvement and because the information system of the private 
agencies and HRS have not been joined, these services would not be documented in CIS. Table 
1-6 shows the incidence of subsequent referral by district. 
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Table 1-5: 
CINS/FINS INTAKE 

CASES CLOSED BETWEEN APRIL 1, 1991 AND JUNE 30, 1991 

CLOSED AT INTAKE NOT CLOSED AT INTAKE 

TYPEOIi' 

st~nJs· 
·6l?FENSK 

. . .......~TVlBER I. <NOSUBSEQUENT . NUMBER NO SUBSEQUENT 

••. OF I.REFERRALS ..... ·..OF I: . REFERRALS 

I •. · < I·CA.SES I N .0/0 .• CASES N 

RUNAWAY 

TRUANCY 

BEYOND CONTROL 

29 

269 

238 

26 

228 

216 

89.7 

84.8 

90.7 

662 

410 

560 

483 

346 

486 

'TOTAL ..•. 536 470 87.7 1,632 1,315 

Source: CIS (cases closed between April 1, 1991 - June 30, 1991) 

Table 1-6: 
CINS/FINS INTAKE 

CASES WITH NO SUBSEQUENT REFERRALS 
AFTER ONE YEAR (ALL REFERRAL TYPES) 

FOR CASES CLOSED BETWEEN APRIL 1, 1991 - JUNE 30,1991 

CLOSED AT INTAKE NOT CLOSED AT INTAKE 

% 

73.0 

84.3 

86.8 

80.5 

.' NUMBER. NUMBER· NO SUBSEQUENT 
. DISTRICT OF REFERRALS or··· REFERRALS 

I CASES N % CASES N % 
1 0 0 0.0 46 42 91.3 

2 20 16 80.0 55 43 78.2 

3 65 51 78.4 134 115 85.8 

4 15 14 93.3 14 13 92.9 

5 52 44 84.6 347 242 69.7 

6 56 49 87.5 309 222 71.8 

7 215 191 88.8 121 115 95.0 

8 7 6 85.7 34 33 97.1 

9 11 11 100.0 22 18 81.8 

10 38 38 100.0 134 118 88.1 

11 57 50 87.7 416 354 85.1 

STATEWIDE 536 470 87.6 1,632 1,315 80.6 

Source: CIS (cases closed between April 1, 1991-June 30,1991) 

Outcome 2 
CINSfFINS INTAKE .Wll-L PREVENT THE REMOVAL OF CHILDREN FROM 
THEIR HOMES. 

Definition: Data on removal of children from their homes were obtained from the "interim 
placement" code in the CIS system for children with cases closed during FY 1991-92. 
Children who were not removed from the home are coded as "not placed/released to parent." 
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In FY 1991-92, 168 CINSIFINS children were removed from their homes by Intake. This 
represents 2.5 percent of all those referred for CINSIFINS behaviors. Another 752. (11.3 percent) 
had no information available about interim placement. The most frequent placement was shelter 
(94 or 1.41 percent), followed by detention (46 or .69 percent), crisis homes (three children), or 
with other relatives (25 children). 

Program Cost 

The cost figures for CINSIFINS Intake were separated from Delinquency Intake in FY 1990-91 
and recorded under a unique State Automated Management Accounting System (SAMAS) code. 
However, while some cost data can be obtained using the CINSIFINS Intake code in SAMAS, so 
much of CINSIFINS intake is handled by workers whose salaries are coded under Delinquency 
Intake that to provide any cost information out of SAMAS would actually be misleading. 

A large part of the problem is the delayed transfer of CINSIFINS Intake to the Florida Network 
que to budget cuts. Had the change occurred as planned, expenditure data would have come from 
the contract management process. 

Therefore, it is not possible this year to provide meaningful cost figures for CINSIFINS Intake. 
These costs are a part of the Delinquency Intake/Case Management/Community Control figures 
and, for those areas where contracted Intake programs have been developw, the costs show in the 
CINSIFINS services program budget. 

Program Effectiveness 

The two major outcomes for CINSIFINS Intake concern reducing the subsequent referral rate and 
reducing the number of youth who must be removed from their homes. (See Table 1-6) For cases 
closed at Intake with no further services, 87.6 percent had no subsequent referrals. For cases 
referred to continuing services at Intake, the rate was 80.6 percent. Only 2.5 percent required out­
of-home placement. 

By statute and under current departmental policy, CINSIFINS cases are to be handled at Intake so 
as to prevent the further penetration of the system. Plans have been underway for several years to 
contract the intake process for status offenders outside the depar-.ment in order to minimize further 
the contact that status offenders have with HRS. The Florida Network of Youth and Family 
Services which is made up of 26 CINSlFlNS Service Centers in Florida has worked closely with 
the department to transfer the intake function to its service centers. Due to budget cuts, 
CINSIFINS Centralized Intake Services have only been implemented in Districts 4A, 5, 6, 7A and 
10 in FY 1991-92. Centralized Intake is scheduled to be implemented in three additional districts 
in FY 1992-93 . 

1-9 



In the meantime, however, in spite of no alternative program being designated to receive 
CINSIFINS cases, the number of cases handled by CINSIFINS Intake has been steadily going 
down for the past six years: 16,455 cases in 1987; 13,900 in 1988; 10,616 in 1989; 9,621 in 1990, 
7,201 in 1991, and 7,185 in 1992. The drop in number of cases this year is the smallest of any in 
the past six years. (See Table 1-7 and Figure 1-7.) Overall the drop in caseload is unlikely to 
reflect any real decrease in the numbers of children who are runaway, truant or beyond control or 
indicate that the problem is diminishing. Some of the decrease in nwnbers can be accounted for by 
anticipation of the transition to service by the Florida Network Service Centers. Many cases may 
now go directly to Florida Network Service Centers instead of going through CINSIFINS Intake. 
Many other cases not closed at Intake were referred to Florida Network programs for subsequent 
CINSIFINS services. The number of clients served by the Service Centers has increased this year. 
(See CINSIFINS Services.) 

Table 1-7 and Figure 1-7: CINS/FINS INTAKE 
NUMBERS SERVED DURING THE PAST SIX YEARS 

FY 1986-87 THROUGH FY 1991-92 

FISCAL :.::: : .RUNAWAY. : TRUANCY. :: : BEYOND CONTROL. TOTAL : .. :.YEk.:: .... :". N : ... :.' :0/0 .. >- ::':: °/.· . . ".: I"::.: 
... 

r·t 'N:: ....•. :: .·i. 
1986-87 6,945 42.2 2,374 14.4 7,136 43.4 16,455 

1987-88 4,861 34.9 3,301 23.7 5,738 41.3 13,900 

1988-89 2,984 28.1 2,402 22.6 5,230 49.3 10,616 

1989-90 2,669 27.7 2,329 24.2 4,623 48.1 9,621 

1990-91 2,727 36.8 1,869 25.2 2,806 37.9 7,402 

1991-92 2,427 33.8 1,789 24.9 2,959 41.3 7,185 

• Runaway 

o Truancy 

~ Beyond Control 

IT 86087 IT 87·88 IT 88·89 FY 89·90 FY 90··91 FY 91-92 

Source: CIS (based on referrals closed in FY 1986-87 through FY 1991-92) 

It has become impossible to determine the cost of CINSIFINS Intake because of the way 
expenditures are recorded. A workable interim system needs to be devised to obtain cost data so 
that reliable cost estimates can be derived for this program, during what seems likely to be an 
extended restructuring period, before all of the programs are contracted through the Florida 
Network. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS IN 1991 
OUTCOME EVALUATION REPORT 

PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT 

Pursue implementation of contracted centralized 
intake statewide. 
[CYF Juvenile Justice Services] 

A workable system for accounting for clients 
served and dollars ex-pended during the transition 
needs to be developed. 
[CYF Juvenile Justice Services] 

Close scrutiny: Due to the transition, we need to 
examine on a district level reasons for the 
decrease in referrals and reasons for the variation 
in composition: Districts 4,5, 7, 8 and 11. 
[CYF Juvenile Justice Services] 

• 
TABLE I-R 

CINSIFINS INTAKE 
RECOMMENDATION UPDATE 

PROGRESS IN ]j'1'1991-92 

Centralized intake has been implemented 
in Districts 5, 6, 7 A and 10 in Fiscal Year 
1991-92. 
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199.2 REPQRT 
RECOMMENDATION 

PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT 

• 

Complete implementation of contracted 
centralized intake statewide. 
[Delinquency Services] 

A workable system for accounting for clients 
served and dollars expended needs to be 
developed. 
[Delinquency Services] 

Examine further: Due to the transition, we 
need to examine, on a district level, reasons 
for the overall decrease in referrals and 
reasons for the variation in the proportions of 
runaways, truants and beyond control youth 
across the districts. 
[Delinquency Services] 
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2. CINSIFINS SERVICES 
(formerly, Runaway and Troubled Youth Services) 

Currii!!Ho_ 

..bnetie Howe 
* YF A Sprhochlll 
+ YFADMe CiQ­

Runawq ~tift. PI-ojed 
Po" Runawa.,. Ceaier 

Youth & F~ cennedl.on • 
* YFA LooJoolaM 

YMCA Youth SheJi1.r 

Yom&. Crilu C"lI\U!x-N 
Yo.ih Crill. Cenie1'-! 

B.l!.A. c.H. Holll·W 
Do,.. TOIIo'n 
Famib' !I ...... .: ... Prejed 

.. Sites which offer only nonresidential services 

.. ··········1 

CINsiFlNS Services (fonnerlyRi:Ula\yay and'· Ti~ubled Youth·. Servlces/SkhisOfferider 
Services} ~sist nmawaY'trUantand beyond parental, cpntrol youth tbr0ugha. c9utinuumof 

,,' •..• pie"eniion{ ~IYii1tervetltion; ", c6mml.lriityoutreach,shoTt~tenn resideritiaIcare, atlefCare;,. 

~iiS.i1!ti~~~~1~1t1~:i~~ 
plaeemeritWhenreunHicationis,·' nOtposslble~·· 'CIN8lFINS·,Services' •• also ,identify.·' at"nsk 
youtfrul tI1eoomriiunity and provide services that prev~nt the break-up of dysfunctional' 
families. Services iricludetemporary residential care, t1on':residentialand family counseling 
services, diagnostic and referral services, educational services (prevention), aftercare and 
conununity outreach. This, program is the only statewide program targeting status 
offenders and their families, 

CINSIFlNS/Services Centers operate in all districts, although every service is not yet 
provided by each' center~ Twenty-six private non..;profit services centers are located 
throughout Florida. HRS districts contract with individual CINSIFINS program(s) in their 
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·:~bt.~~hd~trict conh-acfis based on istatewide modeL contract and . in~liIdes· specific 
... .adrriissIO#9Pteda,. prqcedu~es(al1ds~rViceobjectives; TypiCally, .youthare}eferredby FIRS, 

law¢pfol'~Il1ent,.sclioOls,. parents;orotlier social. $erVice agencies~A11centers.~cceptwalk,.· 
ms~(····· 

;~~~,j~~~~~o~~~;!fu~~S=~)!~i~~~~~~~~!~ 
•·•· •.•.• ·.~!~!~/ •••• f~;·.~ •. plg~im,:···~:~tt~~.~~~~~~~:;·.·.!~.:am~:4~rerp:ff;:s o~::atr~;ri~ •. 
•. . residentiaVcentetsandfourcenters offering· onlyrtonresidentiaL services~ The Florida Network' 

maiiiiaittscelltrallZ¢d data collection for service providers through an automated system which . 
wasestablishediri1988. . ... . '.' . . . .. . ' . 

. ' . ". DUririgFY 1991-:92, .the DepartmentofHRSandthe FloriclaNetwork have worked together to· 
contll111e the implementation of the CentJ:alizedllitakesystemstatewide· (see also Chapter 1 011 .' 
C~SIFINS' Intake ): .. This system\viU trarisfettheiritakeresporisibilityfrorilthe Departinent1s '. 
DeliriqueJicy. Irita1& offices to the Fl6nda NetWork agenCies; The goal is to prevent 

...• C!NSIFINSyouth· fromemering. theHR~ Delinquency or Dependency' systems. . Centralized 
...•.. In~~e~Ill. FY 1 ~9d,.9T in. Districf4Aln FY 1991-92 C~traliZed'Iniakeservices were 
•. ·.4npleh1ehtediiiD~cts .•. ··5~6;.7Aand··· roo ..... . State bud~et shortfalls' forced' qelays> iii 

unplerrientatiOn ofCelltiallz¥Intake.dilriiig the first rune. months ofFY 1991;'92~· However,' 
by the f()urth quarter the '. impU:mentation·· of Centralized Intake was .. back on schedule~ 

.. crNSIFINS CentralizecL Intake" ~ervices are scheduled' for imp lementationin three additional 
HRS districts during FY 1992-93. 

Population Profile 

The Florida Network CINSIFINS Services Centers served a total of 23,423 youth during FY 1991-
92. Just over 40 percent were served through telephone crisis counseling (requiring up to half a 
day or more of counselor time); approximately one third were served in residential care; 20 percent 
received nonresidential services; and the remaining 5.8 percent represent calls made to the 
Network's 1-800-RUNAWAYFIotline (see Table 2-1). These numbers reflect all clients served by 
Network member agencies regardless of the funding source. 

Table 2-1: CINS/FINS SERVICES 
NUMBERS AND PERCENTAGES.OF CLIENTS SERVED BY SERVICE TYPE 

SERVICE TYPE N PERCENT 
RESIDENTIAL 7,771 33.2 

NONRESIDENTIAL 4,793 20.5 
TELEPHONE CruSIS COUNSELING 9,507 40.6 

1-800 HOTLINE CALLS 1,352 5.8 
TOTAL 23,423 100.0 

Source; Florida Network a/Youth and Fami(y Services Aggregate Client and·Provider In/omIation July - September 
199/ and October 1991 - June 1992. 
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Table 2-2 presents the population profile for youth receiving either residential or nonresidential 
services. Fifty-two percent were female and 48 percent were male. The raciaVethnic composition 
of the population served was 67.5 percent white, 21.5 percent black, 8.3 percent Hispanic and 2.7 
percent "other". The average age was 15 years with 70.5 percent between 14 and 17 years old. 

Table 2-2: CINS/FINS SERVICES 
POPULATION PROFILE FOR YOUTH RECEIVING 
RESIDENTIAL OR NONRESIDENTIAL SERVICES 

SEX N PERCENT 
FEMALE 6,451 51.9 

MALE 5,970 48.1 
TOTAL···· 12~421* '100.0 

.... .. · .• RACE. ·N PERCENT 
WHITE 8,488 67.5 
BLACK 2,698 21.5 

mSPANIC 1,027 8.3 
OTHER 351 2.7 

.... ·• •.... ·········TOTAL .. • 12564 .. 100~O. 

. AGE GROUP N PERCENT 
UNDER 10 YEARS 271 2.2 

10-13 YEARS 2323 18.5 
14-17 YEARS 8854 70.5 
18+ YEARS 696 5.5 

UNKNOWN - NOT REPORTED 420 3.3 
TOTAL 12,564 100.0 

Source: Florida Network of Youth and Family Services Aggregate Client and Provider Illfom/ation July - September 
1991 and October 1991 -June 1992. 

Table 2-3 shows the reasons for referral for youth receiving residential or nonresidential services. 
Almost 40 percent were referred for being beyond· control and just under 36 percent were 
runaways . 
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Table 2-3: CINS/FINS SERVICES 
REASON FOR REFERRAL FOR YOUTH SERVED IN 
RESIDENTIAL OR NONRESIDENTIAL SERVICES 

REASON FOR REFERRAL - -'-:, -- N :-- PERCENT 
RUNAWAY 4,512 35.9 

BEYOND CONTROL 4,996 39.8 
TRUANCY 625 5.0 

DELINQUENCY 585 4.7 
DEPENDENCY 1,251 10.0 

THROWAWAY! HOMELESS! OTHER 31 0.2 
NOTREPORTED!UNKNOV{N 564 4.5 

, TOTAL 12,564 100.0 

Source: Florida Network of Youth and Family Services Aggregate Client and Provider Information July - September 
1991 and October 1991 -June 1992. 

The majority of clients served had no history of prior involvement with Jaw enforcement, 
dependency, delinquency or CINS (see Table 2-4). Only 6.5 percent had open law enforcement 
cases, 1.5 percent had active CINS cases, 10.8 percent had active dependency cases and 8.2 
percent had active delinquency cases. 

Table 2-4: CINS/FINS SERVICES 
LEGAL STATUS OF YOUTH SERVED IN 

RESIDENTIAL OR NONRESIDENTIAL SERVICES 

LEGAL,- --- PRIOR ',--.' ACTIVE/OPEN. 
STATUS N PERCENT N PERCENT 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 832 6.6 815 6.5 
CINS 108 0.9 191 1.5 

DEPENDENCY 556 4.4 1358 10.8 
DELINQUENCY 661 5.3 1033 8.2 

Source: Florida Network of Youth and Family Services Aggregate Client and Provider Information July - September 
1991 and October 1991-June 1992. 

Table 2-5 .displays the living arrangements for youth at the time of referral to CINS/FINS 
Services. In FY 1991-92, while 81.8 percent were living in their own homes at the time of referral, 
only 17.4 percent were living with both natural parents. Out of home placements accounted for 7.6 
percent of those referred. The remaining were living with a relative (4.4 percent), other living 
arrangement (3.5 percent), or their living arrangement was unknown. Almost 93 percent of the 
youth served by the Florida Network were from within the state. 
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Table 2-5: CINS/FINS SERVICES 
LIVING ARRANGEMENTS FOR YOUTH AT TIME OF REFERRAL 

.. "" LIVlNGARRANGEMENT 
: .. ".". •. AT TIME OFREi.1Il:RRAL. N PElWENT 

GUARDIANILEGAL CUSTODIAN 729 S.8 

BOTH NATURAL PARENTS 2183 17.4 

PARENTS - JOINT CUSTODY 71 0.6 

MOTHER ONLY 3377 26.9 

FATHER ONLY 521 4.1 

PARENT AND STEP PARENT 2362 18.8 

PARENT AND OTHER ADULT 751 6.0 

ADOPTIVE PARENTS 279 2.2 
. . .. 

. SUBTOTAL OWN HOME .10273 81.8 

" RELATIVE .559:' 
,. 

4:" ' . 

HRS FOSTER CARE 834 6.6 

EMERGENCY SHELTER 21 0.2 

RESIDENTIAL TREATMENT PROGRAM 101 0.8 

SUBTOTAL OUTOFHOME CARE 956 .·7:6' 

FRlEND(S) 168 1.3 

SIGNIFICIANT OTHER 4S 0.4 

ON THE RUN/STREET 226 1.8 

.. .. SUBTOTAl.; OTHER 439:',' , I:' 3.50' 

. UNKNOWN 337 2.7 

Source: Florida Network 0/ Youth and Family Services Aggregate Client and Provider In/om/ation July - September 
1991 and October 1991 -June 1992. 

The Florida Network programs provided residential care for 7,771 youth with an average length of 
stay of 6.2 days for a total of 48,180.2 days of residential care. Another 4,793 clients received 
non-residential services only. The average length of time in non-residential services was 24 days 
(see Table 2-6). 

Table 2-6: CINS/FINS SERVICES 
A VERAGE LENGTH OF SERVICES 

TYPE OF SERVICE AVERAGE LENGTH OF SERVICES 
RESIDENTIAL 6.2 DAYS 

NONRESIDENTIAL 24 DAYS .. -

Source: Florida Network o/Yout]- and Fami{v Services Aggregate Client and Provider In/omzation July - September 
1991 and October 1991 -June 1992. 
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Outcome Measurements 

Outcome 1 

CINS/FINS SERVICES WILL REUNITE YOUTH WITH THEIR FAMILIES. 

Definition: Reunification reflects the number of youth receiving CINS/FINS services who 
were returned to their families upon completion of services . 

• ' '72.8 percent' of all clients served by the Florida Network were. returned home upon 
ternlinatio!l of serviges; An aclditional4. Tpercent were placed with a relative; .. 

• " . 64.L percent of youth. who received tesidentialservices were returned to their family upon 
terrnfuatiol1 of services;· .. 

• '. 88J) percent of youth who received n()nresidential services remained withtheii family 
ffiroughtenniriation ofseMc:es; . 

Reunification is a goal of CINSIFINS Services just as it is for other out of home placements. For 
all clients releases recorded by the Florida Network 72.8 percent returned home upon termination 
of Florida Network services (see Table 2-7). While reunification is the primary goal of 
CINSIFINS Services, consideration must be given in each case to the appropriate placement of 
youth upon termination. Youth are also placed with relatives (4.7 percent), HRS Care or other 
residential treatment (11.2 percent), and independent living arrangements (.8 percent). Just over 
ten percent of the youth were on the street on the run at the termination ofCINSIFINS services. 

2-6 

I 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

Table 2-7: CINS/FINS SERVICES 
LIVING ARRANGEMENT AT TIME OF TERMINATION 

UVINGARRANGEMENT .•.•. .. RESIDENTIAL NONRESIENTIAL TOTAL 
I·. .•...... AT TIME OF TERMINATION • < ...•. :. N·.·.·.: PERCENT :·N·:· .PERCENT N··· PERCENT 

GUARDIANILEGAL CUSTODIAN 749 9.9 290 7 1039 8.9 
BOTH NATURAL PARENTS 1087 14.3 868 21 19S5 16.7 

PARENTS - JOINT CUSTODY 64 0.8 IS 0.4 79 0.7 
MOTHER ONLY lSSS 20.S 1292 31.3 2847 24.3 
FATHER ONLY 316 4.2 145 3.S 461 3.9 

PARENT AND STEP PARENT 812 10.7 746 18 15S8 13.3 
PARENT AND OTHER ADULT 191 2.5 244 5.9 435 3.7 

ADOPTIVE PARENTS 94 1.2 63 1.5 IS7 1.3 
. SUBTOTAL OWN HOME 4868· 64.1 ·3663; 88;6.·; 8531:;. 72.8 

. RELATIVE 332 4.4 222 5 .. 4 554 4.7 
HRS FOSTER CARE 935 12.3 34 0.8 969 8.3 

EMERGENCY SHELTER 40 0.5 22 0.5 62 O.S 
RESIDENTIAL TREATMENT PROGRAM 22S 3 61 1.5 286 2.4 

SUBTOTAL OUT. OF HOMECARE. 1200 IS~8 117 2.8·; 1317 11.2 
ON THE RUN/STREET 1120 14.8 9S 2.3 121S 10,4 

INDEPENDENT LIVING 57 0.8 35 0.8 92 0.8 
OTHER PLACEMENT IS 0.2 1 0 16 0.1 

.i · .. · .. ·.SUBTOTALOTHER: .•. 1192 15.7· 131 ·3.2·· 131..} 1.11.3 

..... TOTAL ALL TERMINATIONS 7592 100;0 4133 100.0 11725 100;0 

Source: Florida Network a/Youth and Family Services Aggregate Client anc/ Provider In/onnal'jon July - September 
1991 and October 1991 -June 1992 . 

Outcome 2 

CINS/FINS YOUTH (AT RISK OF RUNNING AWAY) WILL BE MAINTAINED IN 
THEIR OWN HOMES OR OTHER APPROPRIATE PLACEMENT FOR SIX MONTHS 
FOLLOWING PROVISION OF CINS/FINS SERVICES. 

Definition: Providers conduct an annual telephone survey to ascertain the placement of a 
sample of youth at six months after services. 

Of the 560 youth sampled, 221 (41 percent) were located six months to a year after tennination of 
services by the Florida Network agency. The sample of youth located represents approximately 
three and a halfpercent.ofthose terminated from services between July 1, 1991 and December 31, 
1991. The living arrangements reported by those contacted indicated that 189 (85.5 percent) were 
living at home or in another appropriate placement; 11 (5 percent) were living in a foster care 
home; and 21 (9.5 percent) were on the run or had been incarcerated. 

Outcome 3 

CINS/FINS YOUTH (AT RISK OF RUNNING A WAY) WILL HAVE NO SUBSEQUENT 
'STATUS OFFENSE OR LAW VIOLATION, OR BE ABUSED OR NEGLECTED 
WITHIN SIX MONTHS AFTER TERMINATION OF CINS/FINS SERVICES. 

Definition: Subsequent status offenses or law violations are recorded in the Client 
Information System (CIS). Abuse or neglect means allegations of maltreatment of a youth 
that have been classified as "verified or some indication of maltreatment" in reports to the 
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Florida Protective Services System. Data were obtained from a random sample of 553 youth 
who completed CINS/FINS services between July 1, 1991 and December 31, 1991. 

.. .•. . ... .19.3P~J~enf (Hl7/553.)ofkpmdolltsampte. 6fyouth. we~ereferrecl· for asuhsequentstatus 
...• ·· .• ····•·•·•· ••• ·otreris~:()r law viohltion; or.Were found to have beenabtised/neglected\Vjthiil.. six months . of 

. :teriiiliiati8h6fCINS/FrNSSernces; . ... . . 

....• is } percent (861553) of a random sample of youth were referred . for . a. subseqttent status or 
delinquencyoffense.witIUn six months. of termination of CINSIFINS Services .. 

..... "... . .." ...... . .. 

'2~9per~ent (16/553)wete foUnd to have been abused/neglected within six months of 
termination ofCIN8/FIN's Services; 

. '" . 

. '. Only 5 youth (.9 percent) • were referred for a status or delinquency offense and were found to 
.. ·.·havebeen. a.bllsedineglectedwithlnsixIDonths oftemunation of CINSIFINS Services, 

-." . .. . 

•.. ·011ly3,1 percent (l7/553) wer~adjudicated for a status or deliriqtiencyoffense"'i.thi~ six 
months ofterinination ofCINSIFINS Services. . 

A total of 107 of the youth sampled (19.3 percent) were referred for a status or delinquency offense 
or were found to have been abused/neglected within six months after the temlination of 
CINSIFINS Services. Of these, 86 (15.5 percent) were referred for status or delinquency offenses; 
16 (2.9 percent) were found to have been abused/neglected; and 5 (.9 percent) were referred for a 
status or delinquency offense and were found to have been abused/neglected. 

Only 17 (3.1 percent) were adjudicated for a status or delinquency offense within six months of 
temUnation of CINSIFINS Services. Referrals fo~ abuse/neglect are not reported because 
unfounded reports are expunged from the data system within 30 days. 

Outcome 4 

CLIENTS WILL REPORT SATISFACTION WITH SERVICES. 

Definition: Four client satisfaction scales were used to measure this outcome which focused 
on attitudes of both parents and youth toward the counseling received, care by staff and the 
general program. All four scales were designed so that an average score of 1.0 indicated 
clients were dissatisfied; 2.0 indicated they were somewhat dissatisfied, 3.0 that clients were 
ambivalent about services, 4.0 indicated clients were s~tisfied and 5.0 indicated that clients 
were very satisfied. 

• Mean scale scores ranged between 3.96 and 4.43, indicating that both parents and youth were 
satisfied with services. 
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Parents and youth participating in residential and nonresidential programs were administered 
clients satisfaction fJcales. Approximately 487 responses were received., Mean scale scores ranged 
between 3.96 and 4.43 on five point scales indicating that both parents and youth were more than 
satisfied with servi~es. 

A comparison to the mean scale scores from the previous two years shows that client satisfaction 
has steadily increased: 

FY 1989-90 mean range: 3.7 to 4.0 
FY 1990-91 mean range: 3.8 to 4.3 
FY 1991-92 mean ra.'1ge: 4.0 to 4.4 

As in FY 1990-91, the lowest mean scale score (4.0) was on scores measuring satisfaction of 
residential clients and the highest mean scale score (4.4) was on the scales measuring satisfaction 
of parents with nonresidential services. Nonresidential client mean scale scores measure 4.3 and 
the parents of residential clients recorded a mean scale score of 4.0. 

Program Costs 

Total JJP expenditures for CINSIFINS Services in FY 1991-92 were $10,838,689 representing an 
increase of 24.5 percent from IT 1990-91. Funding was provided through state general revenue 
dollars. General Revenue Expenditures by district are shown in Table 2-8. Additional funds were 
secured from local governments, social services agencies, private donations, and the Department of 
Education for the operation of service centers and the Florida Network. Generally, the funding 
from the Department of HRS covers seventy five percent or less of the actual costs for providing 
these services. Funding from governmental sources (federal, state, and local) accounted for 65 
percent of the total cost ofCINSlFlNS services. 

The Florida Network has continued to be very successful in raising money and in getting services 
donated from the private sector. Donated resources in FY 1991-92 include over 600 rooms of 
furniture donated by the Florida Hotel and Motel Association. Donated public service 
announcement productions and other public awareness materials, valued at over a half a million 
dollars, have continued to be aired by the Florida Cable Television Asso.::iation and various local 
television stations during FY 1991-92. Donations oflabor and building materials from the Florida 
Home Builders Association enabled the Network to complete the new construction or renovation of 
nine service centers throughout the state. 

In 1989 the Florida Network established its 1-800-RUNAW AY statewide hotline for runaway and 
other youth in crisis. During FY 1991-92 the Network's hotline received 1,352 calls. This hotline 
is funded entirely by sources outside the department. 
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. DISTRlCT···· 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

STATEWIDE 

Table 2-8: CINS/FINS SERVICES 
DISTRICT GENERAL REVENUE EXPENDITURES 

FY 1991-92 

.•... ..DISTJlICJ': . .... I SERVICE . .. 
EXPENDITURES • CENTER 

. 
LOCATION 

$605,509 Currie House Pensacola 

$632,924 Someplace Else Tallahassee 
HidleHouse Panama City 

$i,203,826 Interface Gainesville 
Arnette House Ocala 

$1,523,298 Youth Crisis Center North Jacksonville 
Youth Crisis Center South Jacksonville 

B.E.A.C.H. House Daytona 

$1,640,451 Runaway Alternative Project New Port Richey 
Youth and Family Alternatives Spring Hill 
Youth and Family Connection St. Petersburg 
Youth and Family Alternatives Dade City 

$626,262 Haven W. Poe Runaway Center Tampa 
Youth and Family Alternatives Lakeland 

$1,142,253 Crosswinds Merritt Island 
Family Services Project Orlando 

Boys Town of Central Florida Sanford 

$709,094 Oasis Ft. Myers 
Sarasota Family YMCA, Inc. Sarasota 

$404,935 Safe Harbor West Palm Beach 

$823,288 Lippman Family Center Oakland Park 
Broward Family Center Ft. Lauderdale 

$1,036,541 Miami Bridge Central Miami 
Family PACT Miami 

Florida Keys Children's Shelter Key West 
Miami Bridge Homestead Homestead 

. $490,308 Florida Network of Youth Tallahassee 
and Family Services 

$10,838,689 
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Program Effectiveness 

ClNSIFlNS Service Centers were available to all districts ill FY 1991-92. The service centers 
varied in size and function and four programs offered only nonresidential services. Programs 
provided services to reunite the youth and family and to maintain the youth in their homes. The 
Florida Network providers placed 72.8 percent of the youth with their families at the termination of 
ClNSlFlNS Services. 

A study of a small sample (approximately 3.5 percent of all youth tenninated during the study 
period) indicated that, at six months to one year after release from Cn~SIFlNS programs, 85.5 
percent of the y'outh located were living at home or in another appropriate placement. While these 
data are promising, the sample ::;ize is too small to be representative of the population of youth 
tenninating ClNSIFlNS Services. The variable length of time before follow-up leaves the data 
unclear for either a six month or 12 month follow-up. Future studies lIleed to increase the sample 
size and follow each youth for the same period of time. 

ClNSIFlNS Services appear to show a consistent improvement in keeping youth from entering or 
further penetrating the HRS Delinquency or Dependency Systems. During FY 1991-92, 19.3 
percent were referred for a status or delinquency offense or were found to have been 
abused/neglected within six months after the termination of CINSIFlNS Services. This represents 
a seven percentage point reduction from FY 1990-91 and a consistent decline since FY 1989-90 
when the rate was 32.6 percent. It is possible that these reductions may be due in part to the 
addition of centralized intake. This is because when youth are referred directly to the Flori.da 
Network member agencies, they no longer enter the delinquency or dependency system and are not 
recorded in CIS. 

During FY 1991-92 only 6.9 percent were adjudicated for a status or delinquency offense or were 
found to have been abused/neglected within six months. Adjudication rates were not available for 
previous years. 

The ClNSIFlNS Services program has continued its transition during FY 1991-92 with four 
additional FloIida Network service centers assuming centralized intake. Progress has been made in 
implementing the full continuum of services. Centralized Intake has been implemented in Districts 
4,5, 6, 7A, 10 and 14 . 
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TABLE2-R 

RUNAWAY AND TROUBLED YOUTH SERVICES 
RECOMMENDATION UPDATE 

RECOMMENDATlONSIN1?91· 
OUTCOME EVALUA nON REPORT 

PROGRAM EXPANSION 

Implement with all deliberate speed the 
assumption of centralized intake responsibilities 
by Runaway and Troubled Youth Services. 
[CYFlFlorida Network of Youth and Family 
Services] 

Data from service centers need to clearly identifY 
funding sources and services received so that the 
true cost of the program can be derived. 
[CYFlFlorida Network of Youth and Family 
Services] 

Close scrutiny needed to look at data by provider 
in combination with data from CINSIFINS Intake 
to determine ex1ent of unmet need. 
[CYF Juvenile Justice Services] 

• 

P~OGRES& INJ:?V '991~92f< 

In FY 1991-92 Centralized Intake selvices 
were implemented in Districts 5, 6, 7 A and 
10. Centralized intake is also operational 
in districts 4 and 10. 

No progress during FY 1991-92. 

No progress during FY 1991-92. 
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.·1992~roRt ......... . 
RECOMMENDA.TION 

PROGRAM MAINTENANCE 

Continue implementation of Centralized 
Intake. [Delinquency Services and The 
Florida Network] 

Future telephone follow-up studies need to 
increase the sample size and follow each youth 
for the same period of time. [Florida Network] 

Work is needed during the coming year on the 
definition of recidivism for this program. We 
need to develop mechanisms to follow youth 
who re-enter the Network Member agencies 
directly without going through HRS. Some 
youth who receive further services from the 
Network providers should not be considered 
recidivists while others should. This 
distinction needs further examination. 
[Delinquency Services and The Florida 
Network] 
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. .. . 

...• C~SfF.£r{S (Status Qffender) SerViCes' 
." .... ; 

3. HURRICANE ISLAND OUTWARD BOUND 

Program Description 

.... Hllrric~bjSl~d()ritWatd·BoundproVides· out~· 
of':hmrie pl~cements. for. statUs .'. offenders, or 
"ChlldreninNeedbf Services/Familiesin Need. 
ofSeryiees"·,(CINS/fINS);.Thesearechildren 
referred'to ·the···Depai1:n1eht . f()r· ·reasons of 
ninnillg away; habitualtruancyfiom schoal ar·· . 
beirigbeyoIidtbe control·" of their patents· or 
guardians:AD..adjudication is not a 
prerequisite .f()rplacement~h()Wever; referrals 
must beiriitiatedby HRS" staff; 

.·TheHhriicah~IsIandPtogl'anij;designed·to/ • 
.. ...---

··refulbilitate··stilttisqffendersbYproVidirigii ............. . 
. strictphysicariegunent~iI1kiIlsel:f-discipIih~anclconfidence; ... SerVices consist of an 18-day 
wilderness. course; aien-dayintellsive follow-up with cIients and their families, and 
coiripleti6nof a cOil1il1unitYservice project. R.ealitytherapyisthetechllique most used in 
treatment .. During the follow-up period, contracts are developed with the children. and their 
families '. to'· establish new patterns of behavior~ Parents· must attend at least one parent 
meetillgand.acontractirigsessiom .. Tl1ey must also provide.trnrisportation to and from the 
program site; Aminimwn of sixhbmecontactsarerequired whllethe youth is in the 
program. 

The deparbnent contracts for residential and follow-up tre~tment for 150 youth during the year. 
Both'malesand females' 13 years or above from Hillsborough, Pinellas, Polk,. Osceola, Brevard, 
Orange, . Seminole arid Volusia Cbunties' may' be accepted. into the program; The· program is 
IOcatedinTitusviIle~ . . . 

Population Profile 

Table 3-1 shows demographic infonnation for FY 1990-91 and FY 1991-92. Figure 3-1 shows the 
demographic infonnation in percentages but reflects only FY 1991-92 infonnation. The FY 1990-
91 cohort is included because it is these clients for whom recidivism (follow-up) data are provided. 
Demographic data indicates that, based on the proportion of black youth in the CINSIFINS Intake 
popUlation black youth continue to be under-represented in the Hurricane Island Outward Bound 
population. In fact, the proportion of'black youth has decreased from 11 percent served in FY 
1990-91 to 7 percent in FY 1991-92 . 
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Table 3-1 and Figure 3-1: HURRICANE ISLAND OUTWARD BOUND 
POPULATION PROFILE OF CLIENTS SERVED IN FY 1990-91 AND FY 1991-92 

.FY1991}~91: 

AGE GROUP N % 

12-13 years 38 26.8 
14-15 years 78 54.9 
16-17 years 26 18.3 

TOTAL 142 100.0 

.FY199(t.;.91 
RACE N %: 

Black 16 11.3 
White 119 83.8 

Hispanic 6 4.2 
Asian 1 0.7 

TOTAL 142 100.0 

FY.1990-91 
SEX N %:. 

Female 50 35.2 
Male 92 64.8 

TOTAL 142 100.0 

1''Y1991:;:91 
N/ . % 

24 17.4 
92 66.7 
22 15.9 

138 100.0 

FY1991~91 

N % 

10 7.2 
116 84.1 
11 8.0 
1 0.7 

138 100.0 

FY1991-92 
N % 

43 31.2 
95 68.8 

138 100.0 

16-17y..,. 
16% 

Whit. 
84% 

14-15 yCW'3 
67% 

(FY 1991-92) 

Hispanic 
S% 

(FY 1991-92) 

(FY 1991-92) 

Source: Memos: Hurricane Island Outward Bound School, Ju(v 1991 and Septen;ber 1992 

Client History 

The majority of Hurricane Island Outward Bound status offender clients were referred for reasons 
relating to running away, truancy or being beyond parental control. Although Hurricane Island 
Outward Bound keeps no data on specific reasons for referral, most of the youth have multiple 
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problems relating to behavior, school problems, levels of maturity, academic achievement, and 
problems within their families. Of the 13 8 youth served by the program in tIie 1991-92 contract 
year, only 57 (41 percent) were at the correct grade level. Thirty (22 percent) of the status 
offenders in the program during 1991-92 contract year had diagnosed problems, e.g., emotionally 
handicapped and learning disabled. 

Outcome Measurement 

Outcome 1 
HURRICANE ISLAND OUTWARD BOUND PARTICIPANTS WILL 
SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETE THE PROGRAM. 

Definition: Successful completion means completing an 1S-day wilderness c\)urse, a ten-day 
intensive follow-up period and a community service project as documented by the service 
provider. 

youth beginning the course; 124 (or 90.0 percent) successfully completed the 
wi}dernesscourse, 11 r (90. Opetcent) oithe 124 successfully completed the follow-up phase of 

. the prograni, 

Though the percentage successfully completing the wilderness phase is slightly lower than the 92.9 
percent who completed the program in FY 1990-91, it remains much higher than in earlier years 
(FY 1988-89 and FY 1989-90). 

Outcome 2 
STATUS OFFENDERS WHO COMPLETE THE PROGRAM WILL NOT BE RE­
REFERRED FOR A STATUS OR DELINQUENCY OFFENSE DURING THE 
YEAR FOLLOWING PROGRAM COMPLETION. 

Definition: Recidivism is defined as re-involvement with the judicial system. Data were 
obtained from a contractor-conducted follow-up study of participants who successfully 
completed the program in FY 1990-91. 

.~. •. 0 

• Ninety-f()ur percent (118)0£ the 126 youth successfully completing the Outward BOWld 
program in FY 1990-91 had no further involvement with the judicial system. 

Table 3-2 and Figure 3-2 provide data on the monthly intervals in which the eight youth 
recidivated. The type of re-involvement varied. All of the eight were charged with delinquent acts 
which included burglary (2), technical violation of Community Control (2), retail theft (1), auto 
theft (1), petit larceny (1), and other felony (1) . 

3-3 



Table 3-2 and Figure 3-2: HURRICANE ISLAND OUTWARD BOUND 
RECIDIVISM RATES FOR CLIENTS WHO HAD SUCCESSFULLY 

COMPLETED THE PROGRAM DURING FY i991-92 

......• ·.~qp~~lJx·> ..................•.•.•.....•• \>./ .....• 
MONTIILYlNTERVALS NUMBER PERCENT 

1-3 months 1 0.7 
4-6 months 4 3.2 
7-9 months 0 0.0 

10-12 months 3 2.4 
No recidivism in first year ll8 93.7 

100.0% 
90.0% 
80.0% 
70.0% 
60.0% 
50.0% 
40.0% 
30.0% 
20.0% 
10.0% 

O. 0% -P'---"'-.-"-..£...,--'-''---'''-.--J!.._.-''-r-~=O<...f 
TOTAL 126 100.0 In 

1 
! 

Source: Hunicane Island Outward Bound School Review Report. October 1992 

Program Cost 

A total of $360,874.82 from general revenue funds was expended for the Hurricane Island 
Outward Bound status offender program in FY 1991-92. Based on provision of service to 138 
clients, the cost per client served was $2,615.03. The cost per client is up from FY 1990-91 
($2,54l.23) because the funding available for this program remained virtually the same and the 
number of clients decreased from 142 to 138. In earlier years a cost per client day has been 
calculated based on the number of clients (138) multiplied by 28 days which is the projected length 
of stay iti the program. This figure inFY 1991-92 was $93.39 per client day. This is also higher 
than the cost calculated last year ($90.76) for the reasons cited above. 

Program Effectiveness 

Hurricane Island Outward Bound provides an alternative short-term placement for status offenders 
who need to be out of their homes until a family crisis can be resolved or the youth learns more 
appropriate ways of behaving. While the 90.0 percent successful completion rate for FY 1991-92 
was slightly lower than that for the previous year (92.9 percent), it remains high considering rates 
achieved in earlier years. The success rate relative to recidivism (no involvement with the judicial 
system) was higher, at 94.0 percent, than last year's 88.0 percent. Both outcomes indicate 
continued lev~ls of program success, both in the short and long term. An increased effort is 
needed, however, to identify black youth in the status offender population who can benefit frol11 
participation in this program. 
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TABLE 3-R 

HURRICANE ISLAND OUTWARD BOUND 
RECOMMENDATION UPDATE 

• 

RECOMMENDATIONS IN 1991 OUTCOME 
EVALUATION REPORT·· .. . 

PROGRESS IN Fyj~91-9Z I REi6iil\~~Ni6~i< ~ 
PROGRAM MAINTENANCE 

This is an effective program for status offenders and 
should be maintained. 

The program was maintained. 

Source: The update ill/omlatioll 011 progress toward recommelldatiolls was obtailled/rom Program Specialists. 
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PROGRAM MAINTENANCE 

This is an effective program for status offenders 
and should be maintained. 

A more concerted effmt needs to be made in 
identifYing black status offenders who can 
benefit from this program. 
[HRS Districts 5, 6, 7, 12 and 14 and Hurricane 
Island] 



• 

• 

• 
3-6 



• 

• 

• 

4. PRACTICAL AND CULTURAI.J EDUCATION (PACE) 
CENTER FOR GIRLS 

Program Descript~on 

~eP~~~B~tbri~~(Ji;i~~ja:~t~~il~iSZr:':....;.>':..;.;.·:·':··.:.;.'·'·..,;;." ;..;, .. .:............. '--~""'-''-'--~'':''''';'''''';''''';'~''-'---'-----'' 
'nonresid~hti~l pt6Sialh\Vh1cliservesferrul1estatus 
.·.offetiders;cieliriqueritSarid.deperiderits:agt:s:14"18 .. 
" .y~~rsiriI)u"Yal<:9~>,'lJicf pt.og~ttili1s.to 

·• .• ~~~~!it~o~'6t~~·'·fo~~~~~hl'!B.i~4~~~~.·:··~~~J·, 
.··pregna.tiCies, EfuPl1asfkispla9ed8h ·hdpmgyollng: 

'.·~~~ls~d~~~~~~~~~i~!4· ••• ~~:'v= •• · 
'·:hi~~ch60hdiploma;:>,·.:ge.ferraIs ·td.jh~/'progiatn 

~"Sltrll~!~t'~~2~~~-..~~....."..-,...------....I' 
. ....... ;' .. " . '. :' " .... : ..... ->: . '", . . 

. . .' .: . 

PACE staff prepareiridividualtreatmerit . plans , which.coiltainshort aridl6ng-teIm educational, 
.' se>cial.'ariQ:persollal goais.Progressisq6culllented WeeldyLJ.>i"ognunparfiCipantsare required to 
pursti~60itlpletidh:8f<i.·lrigJls~h9ordipl~tna .•• :·11ie:P.A.G~cili6reclitedhIghsch061 pr()g~iric1udes 
remedial, higb :.schooLcredit;GEDand'coUege preparation c:fasses; : It is affiliated with the high 
. school c()mpleti()n pr6gra:rlt aftheFI()rida Coriununity Collegeiil JacksonViHe (FCCI); Treatment 
. services· iilchide a' five;;par(Life Management componentc()lrlprised6f Classes in • Iridependent 
Living, ArtJI)rama,Parenting, HealthlPhysical Education and' Career· Development. Individual, 
groupandfanuly cOUIlSelhlgserVicesarealsdprovidedY' .' 

.~~A:lr':J~;~~~~itl~~~~#~~r~~c::i~~;~~ 
to partiCipatirigin a: City WIdeclean;,upcarnprugmSfiideritSwho suceessfulIycoITlplete PACE 
leave the progriuriwith either ahighscfiooldipI()ma; aj()b or phmsforfurtheredtication. Those 
who complete the PACE program without earning a diploma are registered in the FCCJ high 
school credit diploma program to continue wor~ on their diploma. Follow-up services are offered 
to students for a period of three years after graduation . 
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Population Profile 
. 

Table 4-1 and Figure 4-1 provide data on the total served at the F'ACE Center for Girls in 
Jacksonville along with data on the age and race of PACE students admitted during FY 1991-92. 
The number of students served by PACE during the fiscal year increased to 164 as compared to a 
total of 148 during FY 1990-91. In fact, the number served by PACE has increased in each of the 
last three years, as has the average daily population (ADP). The ADP during Fiscal Year 1991-92 
was 54.6 females (12,628 child days divided by 231 service daYS).l Comparatively, the ADP 
during FY 1990-91 was 45.7. The average length of stay was slightly lower at 7.3 months.2 The 
average was 7.9 months for FY 1990-91. The average length of stay for unsuccessful releases (3.1 
months) was the same as for FY 1990-91.3 

Table 4-1 and Figure 4-1: 
PACE CENTER FOR GIRl,S 

POPULATION PROFILE (ADMISSIONS nURING FY 1991-92) 

TOTAL. SERVED . , 

Beginning Count 
Admissions 

TOTAL 

AGEATENTRANCE NUMBER PERCENT 

12 years 1 0.9 
14 years 6 5.6 
15 years 41 38.3 
16 years 42 39.3 
17 years 17 15.9 

TOTAL 107 100.0 

RACE AT ENTRANCE NUMBER PERCENT 

White 75 70.1 
Black 29 27.0 
Other 3 2.9 

TOTAL 107 100.0 

Source: PACE Annual Report/or FY 1991-92 
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Table 4-2 and Figure 4-2 provide client history data on the reasons for referrals and the sources of 
referral for all admissions during FY 1991-92. Status offenders account for about half (49.5 
percent) of admissions during the year. 

Table 4-2 and Figure 4-2: 
PACE CENTER FOR GIRLS 

CLIENT HISTORY (ADMISSIONS DURING FY 1~91-92) 

REASON FOR REFERRAL. NUMBER PERCENT 

Status Offender 53 49.5 
Truant (51) 
Runaway (4) 
Ungovernable (7) 

Teen ParentIPregnant 10 9.3 
Dropout 19 17.8 
Delinquent 12 11.2 
Depend:nt (Protective 

Services or Foster Care) 12 11.2 
Mental Health 1 1.0 

TOTAL 107 100.0 

SOURCEOFREFERRAL NUMBER PERCENT 

HRS Dependency and 
Delinquency Programs 18 16.8 

Local Treatment and 
Service Agencies 13 12.1 

Duval Cly. Public Schools 2S 23.4 
Florida Community College 

of Jacksonville 5 4.7 
ParentlFamily Member 40 37.4 
Other 6 5.6 

TOTAL 107 100.0 

Delinquent 
11% 

ParenVFamily 
Member 

37% 

Dependent Mental Health 
11% 1% 

Teen 
ParenVPregnant 

9'10 

Other 
6% 

FL Community 
College of 

Jac40nville 
5% 

Dep. &DeL 
Programs 

17% 

Statu.!l Offend ... 
50% 

Local Treatment 
& Service 
Agencies 

12% 

DuvalCty. 
Public Schools 

23% 

Source: PACE Annual Report/or FY 1991-92 

Outcome Measurement 

Outcome 1 
PACE PARTICIPANTS WILL SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETE THE PROGRAM. 

Definition: Successful completion means: completion of all five Life Management classes, 
completion of two community service projects; maintenance of a 92 percent attendance rate; 
demonstration of imprqved academic functioning; and completion of .academic testing. Data 
were obtained from the program's annual report. 

• Seventy percent of those released ·from PACE during FY 1991-92 successfully completed the 
program . 
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There were 20 more females successfully completing the PACE program in FY 1991-92 than in 
the preceding fiscal year; a 32 percent increase in the number of successful completions. The 
successful completion rate was slightly higher at 70 percent. Eighty-two of the 117 young women 
(70 percent) released from PACE during FY 1991-92 successfully completed the program. Sixty­
two of the 91 young women (68 percent) released from PACE during FY 1990-91 successfully 
completed the program. Thirty-five females were unsuccessful releases for the following reasons: 
lack of attendance (20), runaway (6), incompatible behavior (7), and two for drugs/alcohol. 

Outcome 2 
PACE PARTICIPANTS WILL IMPROVE THEIR ACADEMIC FUNCTIQNING 
DURING PARTICIPATION IN THE PROGRAM. 

Definition: Academic functioning means skills related to the achievement of a high school 
diploma (GED or high school credit). 

. . 

...Forty~J1e(5Qpeicent)ofthestudeittssticcessfullycompl~tirig· theprograr.rr obu,,;;;j!;:::' ;.: high· 
. scljapFcliplom<fwhile at:pAC:~~ . . . 

There was a substantial increase in the nUl11ber and percentage of young women completing the 
PACE program with a high school diploma in FY 1991-92. Forty-one (50 percent) of the 
successful releases in FY 1991-92 earned a diploma while at PACE compared to 23 (37.1 percent) 
during FY 1990-91. In addition to preparing for the GED exam, students at PACE can take 
coursework to earn credits toward their high school diploma through the Florida Community 
College ofIacksonville (FCCI). During FY 1991-92, eight of the forty-one diplomas earned were 
credit diplomas. 

Of the 41 students who obtained their diploma during FY 1991-92, 20 (48.8 percent) entered 
employment, seven (17.1 percent) entered college, ten (24.4 percent) entered vocational school and 
four were not placed at exit.4 

The 41 graduates who did not earn diplomas did show improvement in their academic functioning 
while at PACE. Thirty-two earned high school credits ranging from .5 to 23.0. (According to 
PACE staff, six credits equal one grade level.) The other nine, according to PACE, were remedial 
students who showed improvement in their remedial skills. 

Outcome 3 
THOSE WHO ENTER PACE AND DO NOT EARN THEIR DIPLOMAS WILL 
CONTINUE WITH THE FCCJ HIGH SCHOOL EQUIVALENCY PROGRAM (GED OR 
CREDIT) UPON SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION OF THE PROGRAM. 

Definition: PACE maintains computerized enrollment, exit, and follow-up data on each client 
served. The data were provided through the program's annual report. 
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lt is the expectation of PACE that students successfully completing the program without a diploma 
will continue to work on their diploma through FCCJ. The PACE program is designed to facilitate 
this transition. In FY 1991-92, twenty-eight (68.3 percent) of the 41 young women successfully 
completing PACE without a diploma re-enrolled at FCCJ.S The percentage was 66.7 percent the 
preceding year. 

Five (12.2 percent) of those completing the program in FY 1991-92 without a diploma returned to 
public school. Eight (19.5 percent) did not pursue their diploma at the time of their exit. The 
percentage not pursuing their diploma after release is an improvement on the rate for the preceding 
fiscal year. In FY 1990-91, 30.8 percent did not continue to work toward their diploma. The 
difference is most attributable to the fact that a larger percentage returned to public school. 
Returning to public school is not really a goal of the program as students cannot get credit for the 
work done at PACE when they do. Six of the eight young women not pursuing a diploma upon 
completion of PACE did enter vocational training programs. Three enrolled in the Job Corps; two 
in FCCJ clerical training; and one enrolled in cosmetology school. 

Do those successfully completing the PACE program without a diploma eventually obtain their 
high school diploma? PACE tracked the 39 young women who graduated in FY 1990-91 without a 
diploma for one year to determine if they eventually earned their diploma. Four (15 percent) of the 
27 graduates entering FCCJ upon completing PACE earned their diploma during the year 
following their graduation from PACE. Twelve were still enrolled in FCCJ after one year. The 
lone female entering vocational school after graduating without" a diploma earned her diploma 
during the following year and three of the eight not enrolling in school at graduation subsequently 
entered the FCCJ program and earned their diploma within the year. All total, eight (21 percent) of 
PACE's 39 successful graduates in FY 1990-91 without a diploma earned their diploma during the 
year following release. 

Outcome 4 
THOSE WHO SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETE THE PACE PROGRAM WILL HAVE 
NO STATUS OFFENSE OR DELINQUENCY REFERRALS WITHIN ONE YEAR OF 
PROGRAM COMPLETION. 

Definition: HRS District 4 assisted PACE staff in gathering follow-up data by providing 
information from CIS face sheets on delinquency referrals folJowing program completion. 
Data were gathered on FY 1990-91 releases to allow for a one year follow-up period on all 
releases. Data were not available on status offense or abuse/neglect r.eferrals. 

• Only 8.1 percent of the participants who successfully completed PACE received a delinquency 
referral within one year of program completion. 

Four (8.1 percent) of the 62 successful completions in FY 1990-91 received a delinquency referral 
during the year following completion of the program. The percentage was about the same as for 
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the preceding fiscal year, 7.8 percent in FY 1989-90. As was the case lrult year, follow-up data 
were not available on status offenses or other dependency referrals during the year following 
successM completion of the program. 

In conducting the follow-up on delinquency referrals, it was found that 21 percent of the successful 
completions had a delinquency referral prior to admission to PACE. None had a delinquency 
referral while enrolled in PACE. 

Of the 29 unsuccessful releases from PACE during FY 1990-91, four (13.8 percent) had an HRS 
delinquency referral during the twelve months following their release from PACE. Two (6.9 
percent) had delinquency referrals while enrolled in PACE. 

Program Cost 

The PACE Center for Girls, during FY 1991-92, expended $180,380 in general revenue funds 
awarded by HRS for the operation of its program.6 This is the same allocation as for the preceding 
fiscal year. HRS funds PACE at a rate of $17.43 per client service day; which is based on 45 slots 
and an average length of stay of six months. HRS funded only 40 percent of the total PACE 
budget of $455,111 during FY 1991-92. PACE also received 37 percent of its funding from 
Florida Community College of Jacksonville, 10 percent from the city of Jacksonville, five percent 
from a one year HUD grant and eight percent fmm private donations. 

Based on the general revenue funding provided by HRS and the actual number of child care days 
(12,628), the cost per child per day to HRS .was $14.28 as compared to $17.06 during the 
preceding fiscal year. The cost per case decreased from $4,111 during FY 1990-91 to $3,113 
during FY 1991-92.7 

Program Effectiveness 

While the PACE Center for Girls performed favorably last year (FY 1990-91) in working with 
troubled females, its performance was even more improved during FY 1991-92. In addition to 
achieving higher percentages of success on most outcomes, there was a substantial increase in the 
number served. The total served increased by 11 percent from 148 in FY 1990-91 to 164 in FY 
1991-92. The program has increased its capacity in each of the last three fiscal years from 40 slots 
to its current total of 60 slots. 

The number of successful completions (82) in FY 1991-92 was a 32 percent increase over the total 
of 62 for FY 1990-9l. The successful completion rate was also higher at 70 percent (68 percent in 
FY 1990-91). 

There was a substantial increase during FY 1991-92 in the number and percentage of young 
women successfully completing the PACE program with a high school diploma. Half (50 percent, 
41 students) of the successful releases earned their diploma in FY 1991-92 while just more than a 
third (37 percent, 23 students) of the successful completions in FY 1990-91 obtained their high 
school diploma while at PACE. 
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It is the expectation of PACE that students successfully completing the program without a high 
school diploma will continue to work on their diploma in the FCCI high school or GED diploma 
programs. In FY 1991-92, 68.3 percent of successful completions without a diploma re-enrolk:d in 
the FCCI program upon release. This is slightly higher than the 66.7 percent in FY 1990-91. 
Twenty-one percent of the young women completing the PACE program without a diploma 
obtained their diploma within a year of their release from PACE. Most of these were through the 
FCCI program. 

A first time one year follow-up study completed by PACE and HRS District 4 last year found that 
only 7.8 percent of those successfully completing the program received a delinquency referral 
during the year following their release. This year's study achieved similar results with only 8.1 
percent receiving a delinquency referrai during the twelve months following completion of the 
PACE program. 

As a result of increasing the number of children served, the number successfully completing the 
program, and the average length of stay with no additional cost to HRS, PACE was able to reduce 
substantially the cost to HRS per child day and per child served. During FY 1993-94, the 
department should consider expanding the program to other districts, especially those districts 
which are in need of services for females . 

NOTES 

lSource: PACEAnnual Reportfor FY 1991-92 

21bid. 

31bid. 

41bid. 

5 Tbid. 

6Source: SAMAS 

7The cost per case was computed by multiplying the cost per child per day by the average length of stay 
in days for successful completions . 
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TABLE4-R 

PRACTICAL AND CULTURAL EDUCATION (PACE) CENTER FOR GIRLS 
RECOMMENDATION UPDATE 

RECOMMENDA nONS IN 1991 0Y1CQMJi. .. fB.OGlU:S~ (Nf¥J??1.,9~ 
EVALUATION REPORT· 

PROGRAM MAINTENANCE 

The program continued to perfonn favorably on PACE achieved substantial increases in the 
outcomes during 1990-91. The number of successful number served, successful completions, and 
completions and diploma.s earned remained high. diplomas earned. 
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:l992REPORT«·· 
RECOMMENnATIO,N/······· 

PROGRAM MA1NTENANCE 

The program continued to improve on already 
favorable performance. During FY 1991-92, the 
program served more clients and achieved higher 
success rates on outcomes at no additional cost to 
HRS. 

During FY 1993-94, the department should 
consider expanding the program to other districts, 
especially those districts which are in need of 
services for females. 
[Delinquency Services] 
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PREVENTION AND DIVERSION PROGRAMS 
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JAsP offers an alternative to handlingjuyeIlile . offenders j~dicially by·· providing diversion and 
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5. INTENSIVE LEARNING ALTERNATIVES PROGRAM (ILAP) 

Program Description 

" '. ;"":"'. ; .... ; .... -.. , 

:.,": ; 

',Y:Th8~teri§t~ciEeirliirig:AIt~rii1iHve~Prbgfafu . 
·······:·:···af~G~~d~1~f::s: •• t~il~~!~e~e:d~~k~rn~i·· 

:. ~feri-~$<lndJ6iil1prqVG. schbOt~1fe#d3rice·anci·.·:. 

.~~H~~~~'?~~ 
:···:'··· •••• iL~ •• ·i~· •• ~ ••• ,;back:.to··.~~18s."·.·PioifanL·.for·.·lIllddle .. ·•· .: ... 
:.Qt:jlriii9~plgI1·~s#?§1~d~#~i<:)~#&Ill~i.z~ 

:'.. . ls'JiriUtea.td 18 Sfudents,·hlldteacners '. : .. 

Jn~ndve Leanwg Altfimtive 
Program 

HlIsboroUlh Cotmly 

i;;~~~~~~~1~1~~P~~~~~:~~~+~~~~~~":tiT " 
itnprcrvel11entiSno#d~butt101ol1gerthan ()rie.schoolyeah·.·B.9thtp~sWdentandpaient agree. 
toparliCipatiorii~theprograIn;· .. ..... . .. .. . . 

.. ,. S~dentsareseI~cted.for ·ILAP.primarilrtl1roughtheDt:all'~· .• :Office with.rLAl?teach~r and 
··.C()tih~elorlnptlt: •. ·.·StuderitS\\rh(faredisl1lptive~disillterested()tunsuccessfU1.are:e?~@le.f6rjthe . 
. program.> These are typicallystildentSwithrnultiplepIoblems butwhSfaUtbroughthe cracks . I 

ill qualifYing foreXistillg specialedilcation programs; 

Students. are usually failing,. do not attend school regularly, present behavior problems or have 
family probletlli;whichmhibitacadenUcpedbrinance~ 

ILAll.:· •• ~;ij~·.·.;4 •••• ~t·()~· •• i~:j1~i'·.hi~' •. SCh~lS.:·.ih· .•. ilill~bor()ugh·.90Unty •• ·.dtirmg •• the: .•. ·1991.~92··· .. ' 
schholyea:r:.fui @tQQ~r·9t;ILAPexp~deat():tWoUhi~ateigl1touf of24jtiniorhigh 
sdiObIs (AdalIls; Bhcfuuum, Dowdell, . MOllroe, .. T61lilili; l\irkey' Cfeek~VariBureIi· . and. 
Webb); Each class has its oWn teacher but shares an FIRS counseioL The total number of 
ILAP classes in 1991':92was 32: 

Funding for ILAP comes from two sources: HRS and the Hillsborough County School 
System. The school system contracts with HRS to hire and supervise 17 counselors and one 
secretary. HRS provides funding for seven additional counselors and a supervisor. The 
school system also uses alternative education funding for teachers' salaries, instructional 
materials and other school-related expenses. This program is one of the few examples of an 
interagency joint venture . 
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Population P."ofile 

The total served by ILAP was 787 students. As part of this study, HRS records were checked to 
determine whether students in the program had ever been found to be delinquent or dependent; 69.5 
percent h:ld no such record while 30.5 percent had an active or inactive dependency or delinquency 
case. However, this underestimates somewhat how many youth have been involved with HRS. 
Youth could have received intake services and "were closed after counseling." or "referred to 
another agency," etc., and they would not have been counted. Approximately one-third have been 
found to be delinquent or dependent. Table 5-1 and Figure 5-1 provides population profile data on 
the students served by ILAP during FY 1991-92. 

Table 5-1 and Figure 5-1: 
INTENSIVE LEARNING ALTERNATIVES PROGRAM (ILAP) 

POPULATION PROFILE FOR FY 1991-92 

I •. ····· ·.<TOTAL,SERVED· ..>, ... · .. 1 787 

f< .. · .. A VERAGEAGEq·1 14.2 

I AVERAGE GRADE LEVEL, 8.0 

REPEATED J OR MORE GRADES 

SEX NUMBER 
FEMALE 353 

MALE 434 
···.·,·TOTAL/······ 787 

PERCENT 
45.0 
55.0 
100.0 

FEMALE 
45% 

(Continued on next page) 
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WHI1E 
:MINORITY 

; .••• ·i·.TOTAL.·····.···· 

NUMBER· 
525 
262 
787 

I •• 

PERCENT 
33% 

67.0 
33.0 

...... ' .. 
I 

100.0 

Source: Intensil',,' Learning Alternatives Program, Summary of Stat.istics for the 1991-92 School Year 
• Minority includes Black, Hispanic, Asian and Native American. 

Referrals for law violations during the previous year numbered 227. There were 113 dependency 
referrals. Most students' involvement in the program related to school problems; i.e., suspensions, 
absences and dean referrals for misbehavior. In the year prior to placement in ILAP, the 
participating students had a combined total of 3,212 discipline referrals, were absent 20,756 days 
during the year and had 834 suspensions from school. Their school history reflected their need for 
an alternative to the regular classroom. 

Demographic characteristics ofILAP students have remained stable. The average age and average 
grade level in school remain virtually unchanged: average age was 14.2 in both years and average 
grade level rose from 7.9 to 8.0 in FY 1991-92. The percent who repeated one or more grades 
dropped from 62 percent in FY 1990-91 to 58 percent in FY 1991-92. There is a trend for a 
higher percentage ofILAP students to be minority students: 26 percent minority in 1988-89, 28 
percent minority in 1989-90, 31 percent minority in 1990-91 and 33 percent in 1991-92. Minority 
students are over-represented, according to their percentage in the population (non-white children 
make up 20.9 percent of the population of children in Hillsborough County in the 10-17 age 
group). However, their dropout rate has traditionally been higher than that of whites. The dropout 
rate for males has also been traditionally higher than that of females. Over-representation to an 
even greater extent for both minorities and males might be a reasonable expectation ' 

Program Data 

A student's length of stay in ILAP varied from a single, nine-week grading period to a full school 
year. An average length of stay has not been calculated. Students return to the regular classroom 
setting as soon as possible. 

One of the important features ofILAP is the counselor involvement with students and their families 
outside the educational setting. According to the "ILAP Summary of Statistics for 1991/92 School 
Year", a total of 7,851 field or home contacts were made during the year. This represented an 
average of 9.9 contacts per ILAP student and includes contacts with the student away from school 
and with their parents at home or at school. This compares to 8,341 field visits last year or an 
average of 10.3 visits per student. This amounts to .62 less visits per student less than last year, 
probably an insignificant difference . 

5-3 



Outcome Measurement 

Aggregate inforrnation on ILAP students which was reported at the end of each nine-week grading 
period and information in the "ILAP Summary of Statistics for 1991/92 School Year" was used in 
assessing the achievement of the following outcomes. 

Outcome 1 
ILAP PARTICIPANTS WILL SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETE THE PROGRAM. 

Definition: "Successful" completion of the program indicates that the student has met all 
goals established for him/her. "Partially successful" indicates that the student has met some 
ofthe goals. Students not meeting any goals are designated as "unsuccessful." 

.. ··'ii~~~~1:~~~~:~:gf~-tir~)Vtt~:~~::tJW7;· 
•• ··.···~ •• r~~g ••• stude~~ •• ~()~~daJ~y··(three·.}Jercerit •• oi.26 •• S~d~~~) •• 6r •• f~iled.:t6 ••• ~eet··the.·triteria .. · 
. ···:f()I'~U9~es~fUI.pr8g~cornpl~ti()n(18.J?erceIie()r..!3~··.st44eilts);>········ . 

During the 1986/87 and 1987/88 school years, ILAP only classified students as "successful" or 
"unsuccessful." In the 1988/89 school year the school board requested that the program report on 
those who were "partially successful" or who met some of the goals. Thus the number of 
"successful" students fell in 1988/89 since the students now were divided into two categories 
instead of one. The percentage of successful students has been relatively stable from school year 
1988/89 to the present, ranging from 56 to 60 percent. 

Outcome 2 
ILAP PARTICIPANTS WILL NOT BE ABUSED, NEGLECTED OR INCUR 
DELINQUENCY REFERRALS DURING THE PROGRAM. 

Definition: Information on the ILAP student in the school year prior to entering the program 
was collected by the program. This included the history of law violations and dependency 
referrals. The program continued to track referrals during program participation. The 
program has set an expected reduction of 50 percent. Information was obtained from the 
"ILAP Summary of Statistics for 1991/92 School Year." 

• Delinquency referrals were reduced by 72 percent. 

• Referrals for abuse or neglect were reduced 51 percent. 

Table 5-2 contains comparisons with program objectives. 
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Table 5-2: 
INTENSIVE LEARNING ALTERNATIVES PROGRAM 

SUMtWARY OF ILAP STATISTICS REFLECTING EFFECTIVENESS 
IN ACIDEVING OUTCOME RELATED GOALS FOR FY 1991-92 

.. ......<... ..•.. i •.•.. I·" ···.CLA ••• ··RE·.·.·.1.~~·.··.··.· ••. ·.·ULAR·.~.··.·.·.90.···1.·.·0•·.••···.·M·•·•· •. · •.. '.' :.. ..• CLA···. -.'!SS9.·.I

R 

.·~.n90·' .2.

0

• ·M· .. ' 

•. . PROGRAM 

·:PR.OBLEMAREAS.·····.····· .... .~ 
.. 

.1991~92..>: 1~90~91 OBJECTIVE: 

.. pJl:RCENr ....•••... PERCEN'l' ..•••. ·•····· •. PERCENT 
REDUCTION' REDUCTION REDUCTION 

Delinquency Referrals* 227 63 72.0 72.0 50.0 
AbuscINeglect Referrals* 113 55 51.0 90.0 50.0 

AbsenCCll 20,756 11,413 45.0 47.0 50.0 
Suspensions 834 512 39.0 43.0 25.0 

Suspension Days 3,149 1,951 38.0 46.0 
Discipline Referrals 3,212 1,312 59.0 59.0 50.0 

Source: Intensive Learning Alternatives Program, Summary of Statistics for the 1991-92 School Year 
* These data are obtainedfrom the Client InfornlGtion System ofHRS. 

The reduction in referrals to HRS were substantial. Delinquency referrals were reduced by 72 
percent (from 227 referrals in the year prior to ILAP to 63 referrals during ILAP participation). 
Dependency referrals were reduced by 51 percent (from 113 referrals in the year prior to ILAP to 
55 referrals during ILAP participation). 

Status offense referrals have also been reported in the past but are not reported this year. The 
information was unobtainable because status offenders are most often served by contracted 
CINSIFINS programs and are not systematically entered on CIS. 

Outcome 3 
SCHOOL ATTENDANCE AND PERFORMANCE AMONG ILAP PARTICIPANTS 
WILL IMPROVE. 

Definition: The program reported pre-program and during-program comparisons on school 
attendance, suspensions, dean referrals, and grade point averages in the "ILAP Summary of 
Statistics for 1991192 School Year." The program has set a goa! of reducing absences and 
discipline referrals by 50 percent and suspensions by 25 percent. 

• 45 percent reduction ill the. number of absences between the 1990'-91 school year versus the . 
199 f .. 92sch601year. . . 

• 39 'percent reduction in the number of suspensions. 

• 59 percent reduction in the number of discipline referrals. 

• Grade point averages rose from 1.3 to 2.1. 

ILAP was able to alter students' behaviors and reduce the problems which had led to their referral 
to the program. Table 5-2 summarizes the changes made. Substantial reductions in all problem 
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areas were shown. Grade averages rose from 1.3 (a 0 average) to 2.1 (a C average). 

There is no information available to determine whether changes are short-lived, only occurring 
while the student participates in ILAP; .Q! if the changes have a longer-lasting effect on the 
student's behavior in school as well as academic performance and on future involvement with the 
department's Children and Family Services programs and Delinquency Services Programs. This is 
a needed addition to data collection. 

In previous years standardized achievement test scores in reading and math have been reported. 
However, the county no longer requires such tests for these students; therefore, this information is 
no longer available. 

Program Cost 

Expenditures for ILAP in Hillsborough County amounted to $810,985 from general revenue and 
contract. funding. In addition, $16,102 was incurred by this program as an administrative cost, 
bringing the total expenditures to $827,087. The contract from Hillsborough County provided 
$493,078. HRS supplied $317,907, plus the $16,102 service charge, a total of $334,009. The 
$16,102 administrative cost involved a service charge required by the state for administrative costs 
for grant funding. An exemption has been applied for since this was a grant from one state agency 
to another. However, the charge was paid in FY 1991-92. 

Divided by the 787 students in the program, this represented a cost of $1,050.94 per student. The 
net cost per student to HRS is $424.41. This represents an increase in cost per student over FY 
1990-91 when the cost per student was $939 per student. It is, however, much lower than the year 
before (FY 1989-90) when the cost was $1164 per student. 

Program Effectiveness 

The Intensive Learning Alternatives Program (ILAP) has continued to demonstrate a substantial 
positive effect on participants in the program. ILAP represents an interagency partnership where 
HRS works with the school system of Hillsborough County to affect behaviors which are problems 
for the school system as well as behavior which requires HRS intervention. Excellent 
documentation is provided on the effects of the program. 

FIRS intervention was substariiially reduced while students were in the program. Delinquency 
referrals were down 72 percent from the year prior to ILAP and dependency referrals were down 
51 percent. Reductions were also seen in school absences (45 percent), school suspensions (39 
percent) and discipline referrals (59 percent). Grade averages rose from 1.3 ("0" average) to 2.1 
("C" average). 

Status offense referrals are not reported in the ILAP report this year. The numbers of status 
offense referrals have been so small in the past two years (24 and 27 referrals) that the analysis 
was not meaningful. Th~ current procedure is for status offenders to go directly to CINS/FlNS 
programs which do not register their clients on CIS. Since so many status offenders are not 
systematically entered on CIS, the information was unobtainable. 

5-6 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

This program provides excellent documentation of the effect of the program on student behavior 
and HRS involvement. However, it would strengthen this documentation to provide follow-up 
information on participants after they leave the program. As it stands now, the long-term effects of 
the program cannot be determined from the information available. A foHow-up procedure should 
be devised whereby students leaving the program arc tracked for one year after to see if the number 
of absences, discipline referrals, etc. remains lower. A special study which tracks a cohort of 
students for three to five years would also be helpful. The program indicates that an extra staff 
person would probably be needed to conduct this study. 

At the present time, individual client information is not computerized to allow for sophisti.cated 
statistical analysis. If the program continues to expand, consideration should be given to 
developing a database to retain client information. Analysis could then be done on such things as 
the relationship between length of stay in the program, the frequency of contact with the counselor 
and the student's success in the program. 

This program has demonstrated yearly success in lowering the amount of HRS involvement with 
participants in the program. JJP would do well to consiJer initiating the establishment of programs 
in other school systems around the state. A program such as !LAP seems an excellent choice to 
become part of the HRSlDepartrnent of Education (DOE) initiative on "Full-Service Schools." 
Full-service schools will co-locate HRS services (such as Food Stamps, AFDC) in the schools. 
!LAP counselors would be a further extension ofHRS services. 

In preparation for a Legislative Budget Request to expand, research should be conducted to look at 
school-based programs which serve the same population as ILAP but which do not use HRS 
counselors. The impact of these programs on HRS referrals should be determined. Such research 
would ascertain whether the use ofHRS counselors is pivotal in achieving reductions in referrals to 
HRS or whether the same results can be achieved simply by improving a student's performance and 
behavior in school. The Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention Programs, which are federally 
funded, have school-based programs which could be compared to ILAP. 

In conclusion, ILAP is an effective program which is able to demonstrate its impact on HRS 
referrals and problem school behavior. It is worthy of being expanded to other school systems and 
should be considered for inclusion in the HRSlDepartment of Education initiative to establish full­
service schools. However, it would be helpful to have research which detennines whether 
programs similar to ILAP that do not incorporate HRS counselors in the program design also 
decrease HRS referrals. Superficial comparison indicates that they do not. 

NOTES 

1 Source: JJP FY 1991-92 Expenditures by Program Component Report for outcome evaluation plllposes. It 
should he noted that the Hiflsborough County school system also proVides mOlley for this program . 
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TABLE5-R 

INTENSIVE LEARNING ALTERNATIVES PROGRAM (ll..AP) 
RECOMMENDATION UPDATE 

RECOMMENDATIONS Hf ..•.... 
1991 OUTCOME EVALUATION REPORT 

PROGRAM EXPANSION 

J.lJWGRES~!NJj'Yl?91~92 •... ········1 .. ·. REC1~~~~xhciN 

PROGRAM EXPANSION 

HRS should consider expanding this program to other There were no significant changes in the way This program continues to be one of the most 
school systems, especially those developing full- this program is run or in the kinds of data successful and should be replicated in other 
service schools which will co-locate HRS services on collected in FY 1991-92. locations. 
school sites. [Delinquency Services] 
[CYF Juvenile Justice Services] 

As preparation to expansion, HRS should fund a 
special study to review the success of· programs 
counselors to determine the relative impact on HRS 
referrals. 
[CYF Juvenile Justice Services] 

Follow-up study is needed to show the program's 
effectiveness over time. 

A one-year follow-up of school and HRS records 
should be instituted . 
.[Intensive Learning Alternatives Program] 

Consideration should be given to constructing a 
database with client-level data. These data would 
allow more sophisticated understanding of the impact 
of the program. 
[Intensive Learning Alternatives Program] 

Source: The update ill/omwtioll 011 progress toward recommendations was obtained/rom Program Specialists. 
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Research is needed on two crucial areas: 
1. The role of the HRS counselor in the success of 

this program. 
[Delinquency ServiceslJJDP] 

2. The effectiveness ofthe program in changing 
behavior after students leave the program. 
Follow-up needs to be conducted to determine 
the success of the students after leaving the 
program. 
[Intensive Learning Alternatives Program] 
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Prevention and Diversion. Services 

6. JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 
(JJDP) 

Program Description 

On the basis of states' relative 
population of people under 
eighteen, the RS, Department of 
Justice is authorized by the 1974 
Juvenile Justice and Deli'.lquency 
Prevention Act. to make grants to 
states to assist ill planning, 
establishing, operating, 
coordinating and evalua~ing 
projects for the development of 
more effective education; . training, 

V.A.P. 
Early Intervention 

f Allapattah & Wash 
/~ Middle School 

..,.A'- Targeted Minority 
.,.JoIIi 

research; prevention, diversion, ,,_, ______ ~ ...... --....... -_--' 
treatment and rehabilitation programs in the· area. of juvenile delinquency and· programs to 
improve the juvenile justice system;. The Ads initial concept and. continued philosophy 
emphasizes prevention, but concerns aboutthe experiences of juveniles in the states' juvehile 
justice systems led to amendments that mandate state compliance with four key provisions in 
order for states to maintain eligibility for the federal grants: 

.. Nojuvenile status offender (ChildrelliriNeed of Services in Florida) can be placed in a 
secure institution,. except that a status offender may be placed in a secure detention 
facility if found in contempt for violating the terms ofa court order and full due process is 
afforded; 

.. Total sight and sound separation between delinquents and adults held in the same facility; 

.. The removal of all juveniles from adult secure facilities, except those juveniles transferred 
to adult court by direct file, waiver, or grand jury indictment against whom criminal 
felony charges have been .filed, and juveniles previously found to have committed an 
offe!1se as an adult; and, 

.. ~xistence of a system for monitoring jails, detention facilities, and nonsecure facilities for 
compliance with the federal act. 

On July 1, 1988, responsibility for the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention program 
was transferred to the HRS Children, Youth and Family Services Program Office from the 
Florida Department of Community Affairs, which had managed the program since 1979. A 
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(continued /l'ompTI!l';ouspage) ..... 
". .:::' .". . ", . .. '; 

statep1futtobrlhg F1orida~tocompliance with the JDDPiAct wasdev~loped with the 
assistfulceof the··federaVOJIDp·staff', ·HRS and .. theGovemoris.>]uverule· Justice· and 
DelinquencyPreventi9nAdVisory·.Gommittee. . Florida . JJDP. distributes. federal funds in 

••....•. respon$etopro~9sals.by·.C()mtriunityorganiZationsarui IC>Calgovertnl1enf agencies;. . JJD P 

~~~yctS~J:nt~~?~;':~0j~~~9J~~~d,P;~~~i~~~1~::=;p~0~::~ 
. ·Phicements)ri anti. Removal of Juveniles From AdUlt •• .Tails;· Community':based Services. for 

Atnen~ImiianYouth'C:()l11tl1unity~based Services to Reduce the dverrepresentatioIi of 
MiriOtlt)'Youth,ahd pubiicA.waten.ess arid IDformatibri Di3semiriati()n~.·· ..... 

Outcome Measurement 

Tables 6-1 through 6-16 describe each client-based project. The tables list the program's name, the 
service provider, contract period, provide population profile data, and give a brief program 
description. Client outcomes and other outcomes are listed where available, varying from program 
to program as specified in the applicable contract and proposal. 

Fifteen of the sixteen JJDP projects covered here were funded by the School-Based Early 
Intervention Programs in High Crime Areas RFP, and employed client-based outcome evaluation 
measures which usually were calculations of mean scores for selected performance indicators to 
measure program effectiveness. Scores reflecting the previous 1990-91 school year (baseline 
period) were compared to the 1991-92 school year (contract period). A t-test was used where 
appropriate to compute and determine statistically significant differences between the two periods. 
The effectiveness of the school-based programs was determined by using some of the following 
performance indicators in each specific program. 

e Academic grade point average 

• Number of out-of-school suspension days 

• Number of days absent from school 

• Number of delinquency and/or eINS referrals to HRS 

Use of these perfonnance indicators in these programs implied that a positive client-based outcome 
would be shown through significant differences in the clients' mean scores between the baseline and 
the contract periods. These measures allow the programs to be compared to a degree, especially on 
the question of program impact. The charts below display the programs' mean scqres for absences, 
suspension days and grades, ranked in order from left to right according to the degree and direction 
of change between the baseline and contract periods. 
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Figure 6-1: 
JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

FOR SCHOOL YEARS: 1990-91 AND 1991-92 
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• Pre-and post Program 1991-92 grade point average 

Days Absent 
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Days Suspended 

• 1990-91 

01991·92 

MOUL PACE StLUCIE VLF·PIC ACTS JOURNAL ALACHUA GALA McILAP YFA 

All the programs were also evaluated for any impact on delinquency referrals to HRS among their 
clients. All funded client-based programs cited a reduced referral rate as one of the primary 
benefits of program implementation or continuation. As shown in Tables 1-16, this claim was not 
always substantiated; in fact, checks of HRS referral records showed that while some program 
populations had a reduced rate of referral during and after program enrollment, others had 
increased rates of referrals despite participation. Vv'hile it cannot be concluded that those programs 
had the unexpected impact of causing the higher referral rates, it should be remembered that these 
programs' proposals all predicted reduced delinquency for service recipients. 

ACTS 
DADE 
MOUL 
PACE 
JOURNAL 
StLUCIE 
GALA 
YFA 
McILAP 
JSP 
VLF-PfC 
ALACHUA 
VAP 

Acronym Legend 

Agency for Community Treatment Services 
Allapattah & Washington Middle Schools Dade County 
Metro Orlando Urban League 
The Practical and Cultural Education Center for Girls 
Newspaper Production Lab 
St Lucie Early Intervention Program 
Griffin Alternatve Learning Academy 
Youth and Famile Alternative, Inc. 
Marion County Intensive Learning Alternatives Program 
Juvenile Services Program 
Volusia, Lake and Flagler Private Industry Council 
FOCUSS Alachua County Schools 
Broward Vocational Apprenticeships Program 
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Table 6-1: 

JUVENlLE JUSTICE AND DELlNQUENCY PREVENTION 
SCHOOL-BASED EARLY INTERVENTION IN IDGH CRIME AREAS 

PROGRAMS IN FY 1991",92 

PROGRAM 
XC.T:S{ 

,". >:AGENC.Y~:f6r.·COMMiJNITY>i . 

This project provides counseling and educational 

services to middle school students in Hillsborough 

County, targeting severely emotionally disturbed 

students who attend a day-treatment program 

because their behavior is so disruptive that they 

cannot function in a regular school environment 

Two ACTS counselors provide assessments, teacher 

training, tutoring, individual and group counseling 

for alcohol and drug-related problems, and referrals 

to existing community treatment resources, if needed. 

CLIENT OUTCOME MEASURES 

The ACTS pro·gram had little success in meeting 

the objectives and program measures outlined in the 

program's proposal and contract. Scholastic measures 

moved in the predicted directions, though only ~Iightly. 

Though the program's fmal report claims 143 

clients were seen for counseling during the contract 

year, evaluation post-tests indicated that there 

were very few counseling sessions. According 

to the fmal report, none of the contracted home 

visits or teacher training was completed. 

The number of participants referred to HRS for 

delinquency remained fairly stable, though at a very 

high rate, as shown ill the accompanying table; 

there had been a total of 40 I charges of delinquency 

for the 1991-92 enrollees as of November 1992. 

EXPENDITURES 
AND STATUS 

FY 1991-92 

$54,417 

Renewed 

Academic GPA 

Absences 

Suspension Days 

1990 School Year 

Before Admission 

Since Admission 

1991-92 School Year 

6-5 

POPULATION DATA 

TOTAL SERVED . 143 

····XGEGntnw; ." N ... PERCENT 

11 YEARS 7 4.9 

12 YEARS 21 14.7 

13 YEARS 49 34.3 

14 YEARS 47 32.9 

15 YEARS 14 9.8 

16 YEARS 5 3.5 

RACE • I ·N. PERCENT 

WHITE 74 51.7 

BLACK 59 41.3 

WHITE (HISP) 7 4.9 

BLACK (HISP) 2 1.4 

.ASlAN 1 0.7 ..... SEX'· ... 
N . PEnCENT 

FEMALE 13 9.1 

MALE 130 90.9 

GRADK. . N . PERCENT 

SIXTH 8 5.6 

SEVENTH 55 38.5 

EIGHTH 61 42.7 

NINTH 17 11.9 

MISSING 2 1.4 

SCHOOL MEASURES 

1990-91 1991-92 

1.91 1.95 

33.8 30.0 

1.5 0.6 

DELINQUENCY REFERRALS 

NUMBER PERCENT 

55 37.8 

74 51.7 

73 51.0 

69 48.3 



Table 6-2: 

JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 
SCHOOL-BASED EARLY INTERVENTION IN IDGH CRIME AREAS 

PROGRAMS lNFY 1991-92 

PROGRAM 
.. ·1)ri'j~ctFoCUSS ...•. 
AI~~huaClIUJ\tY Schook. 

FOcUSS uses a comprehensive 

strategy of prevention and intervention 

for serving middle school students 

exhibiting predelinquent behavior. 

Services and programs are provided to 

those at·risk students to foster positive 

academic and social experiences. 

Various strategies are utilized by an 

intervention specialist including establishing 

school/business/community partnerships, 

providing supplemental academic support, 

building employability ski\ls and others. 

CLIENT OUTCOME MEASURES 

Despite the implementation of a variety of 

intervention services at the target middle school, 

few of the objectives identified in the program's 

proposal and contract have been met. The average 

academic scores of the enrolled students failed to 

improve to the degree predicted by the proposal, 

and the average number of absences worsened 

while days suspended remained almost unchanged 

from the prior school year's levels. 

The number of delinquency referrals among 

1991-92 program participants has greatly exceeded 

the levels outlined in the FOCUSS proposa\. Rather 

than the anticipated reduction in the number of 

delinquency referrals, there has been art increase 

the proportion of Fa CUSS students referred, as 

shown in the table at right. 

EXPENDITURES 
AND STATUS 

FY 1991-92 

$37,945 

Renewed 

Academic GPA 

Absences 

SuspeDliion Days 

1990 School Year 

Before Admission 

Since Admission 

1991-92 School Year 

I 

I 

POPULATION DATA 

.'rOTALSER'VED 49 

········AGEGROUP.· •. · N c-:c :PERCENT 

10 YEARS 3 6.1 

11 YEARS 19 38.8 

12 YEARS 17 34.7 

13 YEARS 6 12.2 

14 YEARS 4 8.2 

RACE· ••• ... N . PERCENT 

WHITE 7 14.3 

BLACK 40 81.7 

OTHER 2 4.0 

SEX N PERCENT 

FEMALE 22 44.9 

MALE 27 55.1 

GRADE .N PERCENT 

SIXTH 14 28.6 

SEVENTH 15 30.6 

EIGHTH 20 40.8 

SCHOOL MEASURES 

SY 1990·91 SY 1991-92 

1.98 1.76" 

13.02 15.63" 

1.35 1.4 

DELINQUENCY REFERRALS 

NUMBER PERCENT 

2 4.1 

6 12.2 

10 20.4 

4 8.2 

An • indicates a statistically significant change. 
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Table 6-3: 

JUVENll..E JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 
SCHOOL-BASED EARLY INTERVENTION IN HIGH CRIME AREAS 

PROGRAMS IN FY 1991-92 

PROGRAM 

... ··.···MIDDtESCHOODl 
····<.DADEd>1iNi.~\· . 

An alternative to judicial handling of 

fm;t-time juvenile offenders in three middle 

schools in Dade County, this program 

assigns clients to tutoring andlor 

counseling provided by the ASPIRA and 

Last Chance programs, which serve the 

Hispanic and Black communities. 

CLIENT OUTCOME MEASURES 

In the program's second year of operation, the 

AllapattahlWashingtoll Middle Schools diversionary 

progra:n made progress in achieving the goals and 

measures specified in the proposal and contract 

In order to obtain a larger number of appropriate 

referrals, the program beg?,Il to accept students 

that attend the Edison Middle School as well as 

those att~ding Allapattah and Washington Schools. 

Though 98 referrals were accepted by the 

program during the contract period, the statistics 

in the tables at the right reflect only those cases 

that have been discharged from supervision as 

of November 1992. 

EXPENDITURES 
AND STATUS 

FY 1991-92 

$64,800 

Renewed 

G.P.A. 1990-91 

G.P.A. 1991-92 

Absences 1990-91 

Absences 1991-92 

-
Suspension Days 90-91 

Suspension Days 91-92 

1991-92 School Year 

Since Admission 
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POPULATION DATA 

TOTAL SERVED 98 

. ··AGEGRmil'. • ••.... l'i( •• PERCENT 

11 YEARS 2 2.0 

12 YEARS 16 16.3 

13 YEARS 29 29.6 

14 YEARS 26 26.5 

15 YEARS 23 23.5 

16 YEARS 1 1.0 

17 YEARS 1 1.0 

..••.•• RACK N ... PERCENT 

WHITE (HISP) 25 25.5 

BLACK (HISP) 3 3.1 

BLACK 55 56.1 

OTHER 15 15.3 ........ SE..X .. .N': PERCENT 

FEMALE 40 40.8 

MALE 58 59.2 

GRADE. . N PERCENT 

SIXTH 10 10.2 

SEVENTH 35 35.7 

EIGHTH 46 46.9 

NINTH 7 7.2 

. SCHOOL. MEASURES . 

SUCCESSFUL UNSUCCESSFUL 

N=32 N=10 

1.41 0.66 

1.60 1.22 

12.2 10.6 

9.4 26.9 

0.9 1.7 

1.7 4.6 

DELINQUENCY REFERRALS 

SUCCESSFUL UNSUCCESSFUL 

84.4% 100.0% 

18.8% 90.0% 



Table 6-4: 

JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 
SCHOOL-BASED EARLY INTERVENTION IN ruGH CRIME AREAS 

PROGRAMS IN FY 1991-92 

PROGRAM 
·······CR1SISlIOMEALTERNATmTHERA.PY 

. • .• ·.···ANtB6kACECIUI;])REN·SHOl'vlE.· 

CHAT provides ir.~ive counseling services 

in client homes to children and the families of 

children struggling to effectively deal with CINS 

(status offense) behaviors. The program provides 

mediation services between family members and 

agency representatives, i.e. teachers, guidance 

cour.selors, school resource officers, and HRS. 

Through CHAT, Anchorage Children's Home 

provides assistance to students at risk of school 

failure by providing services that focus on 

disruptive, unsuccessful, disinterested or 

otherwise problematic children. 

CLIENT OUTCOME MEASURES 

The CHAT program final report claims that the 

program served 71 of the contracted 85 clients with 

in-school and at-home counseling. It was reported 

that 64 of the 71 referrals had been closed, and 

that 58 (82%) of the children came from families 

that were either minority or below the poverty line. 

"These figures do not agree with the popUlation 

data included here because the program staff 

failed to supply JJDP evaluation staffwith 

"comprehensive and uniform statistical data on 

all families served," as specified by the contract. 

The profil~ here is comprised of the data that was 

supplied by the program. No pre· or post-program 

school measures of the program's expected impact 

on school performance are displayeq here, since 

program staffwas unable to obtain the data from 

clients' schools in a manner timely enough to 

be included in this report. 

EXPENDITURES 
AND STATUS POPULATION DATA 

TOT ALSERVED.· 62 

FY 1991-92 AGE GROUP • N PERCENT 

10 YEARS 5 8.1 

11 YEARS 7 11.3 

12 YEARS 5 8.1 

$26,806 13 YEARS 10 16.1 

14 YEARS 10 16.1 

15 YEARS 12 19.4 

Renewed 16 YEARS 8 12.9 

17 YEARS 5 8.1 

RACE' . N PERCENT 

WHITE 44 71.0 

BLACK 14 22.6 

WHITE (HISP) 3 4.8 

BLACK (HISP) 1 1.6 
.: ..... SEX 

. ........ ... N .. PERCENT 

FEMALE 38 61.3 

MALE 24 38.7 
.. GRADE N PERCENT 

SIXTH 13 21.0 

SEVENTH 7 11.3 

EIGHTH 10 16.2 

NINTH 9 14.5 

OTHER 23 37.0 

DELINQUENCY REFERRALS 

N=62 PERCENT 

Before Admission 9 

One Year 

Before Admission 5 

Sinee Admission 11 

The delinquency referral data displayed above shows 

that the number of participants thaI have been referred 

for delinquency is G~iite comparable to the 1990-91 

enrollees. The "one year before admissicn" category 

14.5 

8.1 

17.7 

has been added here to compensate for the fact that 

participants were added to the program at irregular 

intervals during the contract year. Of concern is the fact 

that more than twice the number of clients referred during 

the year before enroiling have been referred since 

enroiling in the program. 

6-8 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

Table 6-5: 

JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELlNQUENCY PREVENTION 
SCHOOL-BASED EARLY INTERVENTION IN HIGH CRIME AREAS 

PROGRAMS INFY 1991-92 

PROGRAM 
EXPENDITURES 

AND STATUS POPULATION DATA 
.. ·BrownroYOcatioiiBl Apprenticeship Program 

... .... ··CVA.P)· .. 

···>B.:o~rdC()\~ty ~fitiijr!l· 

The Sroward County Schools V AP program is 

designed to provide a vocational training opportunity 

to low income learning disabled students at the 

middle school level. Based at the Deerfield Beach 

Middle School, the program combines group and 

individual counseling with employer-mentors in 

area businesses. The program's underlying goal 

is to enable students to take advantage of 

opportunities in local business ventures and 

develop habits of good citizenship. 

CLIENT OUTCOME MEASURES 

FY 1991-92 

$40,829 

Renewed 

TOTALSERVED. 

••.••.. ·AGE.GROup· .. 

13 YEARS 

14 YEARS 

15 YEARS 

I.. RACE.·· 

WHITE 

WHITE (HISP) 

BLACK 

BLACK (HISP) 

SE..X 

FElVtALE 

MALE 

GRADE .......... I, 
EIGHTH 

During its first year of funding, the Broward County Schools' Vocational Aptitude Program managed to achieve 

or exceed nearly all of the outcome measures specified in the program's contract and proposal. Grade point 

averages and suspensions both improved at a statistically significant rates, and the average number of school 

absences fell from 16.2 to 13.9 days. Delinquency referrals remained stable and within target rates, and only 

one client has been referred to HRS for delinquency since discharge from the program. 

GOAL· . OUTCOME .. 

1) No delinquency referrals in school year 80%: 82% SY 1990-91 

2) Minimum of90% promoted to 9th grade: 100% SY 1991-92 

3) Prevent suspension of90%: 91% Before 

Admission 

4) 90% will succeed in apprenticeship placement: 82% 

After 

5) 90% will increase academic performance: 77% Admission 
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22 

·N··. l'ERCENT 

(; 27.3 

15 68.2 

1 4.5 

N •. PEJ?r:ENT 

7 31.8 

1 4.5 

13 59.2 

1 4.5 

N PERCEl'I'T 

6 27.3 

16 72.7 

N .... PERCENT 

22 100 

DELINQUENCY 

··REFERRALS 

N PERCENT 

2 9.1 

.. 18.2 

.. 18.2 

.. 18.2 



Table 6-6: 

JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 
SCHOOL-BASED EARLY INTERVENTION IN IDGH CRIME AREAS 

PROGRAMS lNFY 1991-92 

PROGRAM 
GrifIm Altel1latii-~ LellrnlligAi:adeJijy .. . ... ·····(GALA) ........ . 
. ·:Lliol1cJiili~Schrio1S ... . 

This program focuses on disruptive, 

unsuccessful, disinterested or 

otherwise problematic seventh and 

eighth grade students in a school and 

business partnership effort to divert 

these students from actions leading 

to delinquency and school failure. 

CLIENT OUTCOME MEASURES 

In its third year, Leon County Schools' alternative 

learning program succeeded in achieving nearly 

all the goals in the program's proposal and contract. 

The mean scores for G.P.A and absences moved 

in the predicted direction, though the mean number of 

days suspended increased. None of these changes 

was at a statistically significant level. The program's 

impact was underscored by comparison to a control 

group of 42 students in the same school, whose 

grades and suspensions worsened during the 

same timl< period. 

Delinquency referrals to !-IRS improved also; ~h.ile 

almost 20% of the students were charged with 

offenses during the 1990-91 school year, the number 

ofrefcrrals during 1991-92 declined, and less than 

15% have been referred for delinquency since 

enrolling in GALA 

EXPENDITURES 
AND STATUS 

FY 1991-92 

$67,973 

Renewed 

G.P.A. 1990-91 

G.P.A.1991-92 

Absences 1990-91 

Absences 1991-92 

Suspension Days 90-91 

Suspension Days 91-92 

1990 School Year 

Before Admission 

SInce Admission 

1991-92 School Year 

6-10 

POPULATION DATA 

. TOTALSERVED· 41 

:i\:GEGROUP .• I· N: l'ERCENt 

12 YEARS 11 26.8 

13 YEARS 14 34.2 

14 YEARS 16 39.0 

RACE. N PERCENT 

WHITE 17 41.5 

WHITE (HISP) 3 7.3 

ASIAN 1 2.4 

BLACK 20 48.8 

. SEX ·N· PERCENT 

FEMALE 16 39.0 

MALE 25 61.0 

I ... GRADE N PERCENT 

SEVENTH 20 48.8 

EIGHTH 21 51.2 

SCHOOL MEASURES 

GALA CONTROL 

1.76 2.17 

1.83 2.06 

21.1 14.2 

17.7 12.8 

3.8 0.6 

4.2 2.0 

DELINQUENCY REFERRALS 

GALA CONTROL 

19.5% 14.3% 

26.8% N.A. 

14.6% N.A. 

17.0% 9.5% 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

Table 6-7: 

.TUVENILE JUSTICE AND DEL1!NQUENCY PREVENTION 
SCHOOL-BASED EARLY INTERVENTION IN ruGH CRIME AREAS 

PROGRAMS IN FY 1991-92 

PROGRAM 
...• JUvE.NILtSERVICES PROGRAM 

The Short-tenn Intensive Counseling 

and Skills Building Program for Truants 

was designed to encourage schools 

and the community to take an active 

role in truancy reduction through 

appropriate intervention measures. 

Counselors were based in two Sarasota 

middle schools, providing daily contact 

with at risk youth and weekly family 

counseling. As of August 28, 1992, JJDP 

support of program was discontinued due 

to administrative noncompliance with the 

program's contract. 

CLIENT OUTCOME MEASURES 

The primary objectives of the JSP program as 

outlined in both the proposal and the contract are 

to reduce the HRS referral rate and absenteeism 

of enrolled students by 70%, as well as to improve 

the academic performance of70% of those 

enrolled. As can be seen on the accompanying 

table, the mean grade point average for program 

clients did slightly increase from pre-program levels 

compared to post-program scores, with 47% of those 

enrolled finished the 1991-92 school year with better 

grand point averages than they had before 

admission to JSP. 

JSP met with some success at reducing the 

delinquency referral rate of program participants. 

Though the goal of a 70% reduction in the 

number of clients referred was not met, a 

comparison of pre- and post-enrollment referral 

records shows a 36% reduction in delinquency 

referrals to HRS as of November 1992. 

EXPENDITURES 
AND STATUS 

FY 1991-92 

$73,567 

Not 
Renewed 

Academic GPA 

AbsenCe!! 

Suspel\llion Days 

1990 School Year 

Before Admission 

Since Admission 

1991-92 School Year 

POPULATION DATA 

TOTAtSERVED. 171 

<>AGEGROUi> 
.. N PERCENT 

11 YEARS 10 5.9 

12 YEARS 57 33.3 

13 YEARS 67 39.2 

14 YEARS 32 18.7 

15 YEARS 4 2.3 

...,..._ 16YEARS 1 0.6 

:.RACK .•..•. . · .. N PERCENT 

WHITE 133 77.7 

WHITE (HISP) 13 7.6 

BLACK 22 12.9 

OTHER 3 1.8 
.. SEX· .N PERCENT 

FEMALE 74 43.3 

MALE 97 56.7 

GRADE 
.. 

N PERCENT 

SIXTH 34 19.9 

SEVENTH 102 59.6 

EIGHTH 35 20.5 

SCHOOL MEASURES 

PRE-PROGRAM POST-PROGRAM 

1.49 1.57* 

14% 18% 

1% 1% 

DELINQUENCY REFERRALS 

NUMBER PERCENT 

11 6.4 

23 13.5 

25 14.6 

16 9.4 

An • indicates a statistically significant change . 
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Table 6-8: 

JUVENffiE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 
SCHOOL-BASED EARLY INTERVENTION IN IDGH CruME AREAS 

PROGRAMS lNFY 1991-92 

PROGRAM 
McILAP 

The Marion County Intensive Learning 

Alternatives Program provides a school 

guidance counselor at two pilot schools. 

The duties of the couns<:lors are to 

provide individual and group counseling 

to target students, collaborate with 

parents, conduct home visits, assist 

teachers, consult with community 

agencies, and plan and conduct 

extra-cumcular activities with 

targeted at-risk students. 

CLIENT OUTCOME MEASURES 

The Marion County Intensive Learning Alternatives 

program failed to meet most objectives and me:lSures 

as specified in the program's proposal and contract. 

As the tables to the right show, the mean scores for 

absences and suspensions worsened, though the 

mean G.P.A for program clients improved. 

Comparison to the control group is quite favorable, 

however. Control group absences and suspensions 

both showed a statistically significant increase, with 

days suspended more than doubling. The number of 

control group students referred to HRS in the 1991-92 

school year increased 140% while the percentage 

of McILAP students referred remained stable at 

12.5%, though failing to meet the 20% reduction 

target 

EXPENDITURES 
AND STATUS 

FY 1991-92 

Renewed 

G.P.A. 1990-91 

G.P.A. 1991-92 

Absences 1990-91 

Absences 1991-92 

SWlpenslon Days 90-91 

SUlIpension Days 91-92 

1990 School Year 

Before Admission 

Since Admission 

1991-92 School Year 

POPULATION DATA 

TOTAI,SElfVEO 88 

•.. AGEGROUP •. .1· N .• PERCENT 

11 YEARS 6 6.8 

12 YEARS 35 39.8 

13 YEARS 22 25.0 

14 YEARS 20 22.7 

15 YEARS 5 5.7 

RACE N PERCENT 

WHITE 74 84.1 

WHITE (HISP) 5 5.7 

BLACK 9 10.2 

. SEX N. PERCENT 

:l"EMALE 31 35.2 

MALE 57 64.8 

GRADE N· PERCENT 

SIXTH 23 26.1 

SEVENTH 32 36.4 

EIGHTH 33 37.5 

.• SCHOOL MEASURES 

McILAP CONTROL 

1.50 1.26 

1.60 1.34 

22.6 30.4 

24.6 43.2* 

4.1 7.1 

5.0 14.6* 

DELiNQUENCY REFERRALS· 

McILAP CONTROL 

12.5% 14.5% 

18.2% N.A. 

14.8% N.A. 

12.5% 34.8% 

An • indicates a statistically significant change. 
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Table 6-9: 

JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 
SCHOOL-BASED EARLY INTERVENTION IN IDGH CRIME AREAS 

PROGRAMS INFY 1991-92 

PROGRAM 

The Newspaper Production Lab targets at-risk 

seventh grade students at Fort McCoy Middle 

School, and is designed to be a prototype for 

a motivational classroom setting. Contract funds 

were used to provide the necessary equipment 

for a school-within-a-school journalism program. 

The teacher oversees a program consisting of a 

motivational computer-assisted learning lab that 

focuses on the students producing a camera­

ready newspaper that is published as part of 

the community newspaper (The Florida Holler). 

The objectives of the program are to raise the 

students' interest in the learning process, thereby 

increasing grades and reducing absences, 

suspensions and delinquency referrals to HRS. 

CLIENT OUTCOME MEASURES 

The Newspaper Production Lab program failed 

to have the impact on the enrolled students' 

behavior anticipated by the program's proposal. 

Though a number of quality newspapers were 

produced that demonstrated the program's 

effectiveness in teaching the necessary skills 

to the students, the only measure to demonstrate 

any improvement was the students' mean GP A, 

as demonstrated in the tables here. 

Otherwise, the school measures of both the 

target and the comparison group remained fairly 

stable, indicating that the program had an only 

marginal impact on those measures, if any. 

Nor were delinquency referrals reduced as 

predicted in the program proposal. Indeed, the 

number of target students referred to HRS 

was more than 50% higher during the program 

year than during the baseline period, while the 

number of comparison group members referred 

for delinquency during bO'/h years was negligible. 

EXPENDITURES 
AND STATUS 

FY 1991-92 

$28,069 

Renewed 

G.P.A. 1990-91 

G.P_A. 1991-92 

Absences 1990-91 

Ab~ences 1991-92 

Suspension Days 90-91 

Suspension Days 91-92 

1990 School Year 

Before Admission 

Since Admission 

1991-92 School Year 

1", 

I 

POPULATION DATA 

TOTAL SERVED 67 

AGEGROUP., .. N,·· .. ,· PERCENT 

11 YEARS 6 9.0 

12 YEARS 46 68.6 

13 YEARS 15 22.4 

RACE. N PERCENT 

WHITE 58 86.6 

WHITE (lIISP) 3 4.5 

ASIAN 1 1.5 

INDIAN 3 4.5 

BLACK 2 3.0 

SEX' N PERCENT 

FEMALE 33 49.3 

MALE 34 50.7 

GRADE. ,N:' PERCENT 

SEVENTH 67 100 

SCHOOL MEASURES 

TARGET CONTROL 

2.60 2.72 

2.82* 2.65 

11.8 9.4 

12.0 7.1* 

0.2 0.0 

0.5 0.6* 

DELINQUENCY REFERRALS 

TARGET CONTRot, 

4.5% 1.4% 

4.5% N.A. 

9.0% N.A. 

7.5% 0.0% 

An • indicates a statistically significant change . 
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Table 6-10: 

JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 
SCHOOL-BASED EARLY INTERVENTION IN IDGH CRIME AREAS 

PROGRAMS INFY 1991-92 

PROGRAM 

The Minority Male Intervention and Preveniion 

Program provides counseling and educaiional services 

at Apopka Middle School in Orange County, and targets 

minority males who have been expelled, suspend~d or 

arrested. Through peer group counseling and lifestyle 

training and education, the project aims to reduce 

suspensions, truancy and juvenile arrests. Project 

components used to effect th::se changes include 

counseling and remedial education. 

CLIENT OUTCOME MEASURES 

Several of the target measures outlined in the Minority 

Male Intervention Project were not achieved during the 

program's fmrt year. The number of students enrolled 

thai have been referred to HRS for delinquency charges 

has doubled, though none of the referrals has been 

for a drug offense, a specific concern discussed in 

the proposal. Scholastic measures have also been 

mixed, with the greatest success the 56% decline 

in days suspended from school, which was a 

statistically significant change. The number of days 

absent and the mean grade point average both 

worsened, also ai statistically significant raies. 

EXPENDITURES 
AND STATUS 

FY 1991-92 

$70,750 

Renewed 

Academic GP A 

Absences 

Suspension Days 

1990 School Year 

1991-92 School Year 

Before Admission 

Since Admission 

POPULATION DATA 

. TOTAL SERvED 41 

AGEGR()UP N PERCENT 

12 YEARS 21 51.2 

13 YEARS 17 41.5 

14 YEARS 3 7.3 

RACE N PERCENT 

BLACK 39 95.1 

BLACK (HJSP) 2 4.9 

'SEX. ,N: .. PERCENT 

MAIJE 41 100 

GRADE I· N PERCENT 

SIXTH 3 7.3 

SEVENTH 34 82.9 

EIGHTH 4 9.8 

SCHOOL MEASURES 

1990-91 1991-92 

1.57 1.23* 

13.90 21.4* 

7.93 3.5* 

DELINQUENCY REFERRALS· 

N PERCENT 

1 2.4 

6 14.6 

3 7.3 

6 14.6 

An • indicates a statistically significant change. 
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Table 6-11: 
JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

SCHOOL-BASED EARLY INTERVENTION IN HIGH CRIME AREAS 
PROGRAMS IN FY 1991-92 

PROGRAM 
EXPErIDITURES 

AND STATUS POPULATION DATA 
··OPA-LOCKA 

." . . '.- . 
EARLY lNTERVENTIONl'ROJECI': 

This project provides assistance to 

at-risk youth in sixth through ninth 

grades. The objective is to deliver 

a multiplicity ofyouthlfamily intervention 

and preventive services for academic, 

community and family problems. 

CLIENT OUTCOME MEASURES 

FY 1991-92 

$67,500 

Renewed 

: TOTAL SERVED 

AGE GROUP 

10 YEARS 

11 YEARS 

12 YEARS 

13 YEARS 

14 YEARS 

15YMRS 

RACE 

WHITE 

BLACK 

WHITE (HISP) 

BLACK (HISP) 

ASIAN 

OTHER 

SEX 

FEMALE 

MALE 

GRADE 

SIXTH 

SEVENTH 

EIGHTH 

This program served 1 SO children in the target area. Rather than the usual mean scores, the Cpa. 

Locka contract specifies measures that assess the number of clients whose behavior in several areas 

has improved during and after enrollment. The program achieved many of these goals, as displayed 

below, though the number of program participants referred for delinquency has increased. 

GOAL·. I OUTCOME 

1) No contact withjuvenile justice 7S%: 888/. 

2) Improve dysfunctional school behavior 7S%: 750/. SY 1990·91 

3) Prevent suspension of 8S%: 84% SY 1991-92 

4) Prevent dropout (100%) and expulsion (90%): 1000/. BEFORE 

ADMISSION 

S) Reduce absencelprev/!1lt truancy of7S%: 94°/. 

AFTER 

6) Increase academic performance of7S%: 62% ADMISSION 

6-15 

150 

N PERCENT 

4 2.8 

24 16.4 

38 26.0 

37 25.3 

29 19.9 

11 7.5 

N PERCENT 

1 0.7 . 

141 94.0 

4 2.7 

2 1.3 

1 0.7 

1 0.7 

N' PERCENT 

70 46.7 

80 53.3 

N PERCENT 

66 44.0 

39 26.0 

45 30.0 

DELINQUENCY 

REFERRALS 

N PERCENT 

5 3.3 

14 9.3 

8 5.3 

18 12.0 



Table 6-12: 

JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 
SCHOOL-BASED EARLY INTERVENTION IN HIGH CRIME AREAS 

PROGRAMS IN FY 1991-92 

PROGRAM 

The Practical alld Cultural Education Center for 

Girls is a non'profit, non·residential, community 

based program that serves high risk adolescents 

and their families. The focus is on disruptive, 

unsuccessful, or otherwise problematic students 

who are at risk of entering the juvenile justice 

system or dropping out of school. The goals of the 

program are to mainstream, promote, or help PACE 

clients earn high school diplomas, as well as 

reduce the incidence of referral to HRS for 

delinquency or dependency. Imp funds were 

used to expand an existing program in Manatee 

County and to open a new program in Orange 

County. 

CLIENT OUTCOME MEASURES 

Posttest data and a check ofHRS delinquency 

records indicates that the PACE program has 

succeeded in achieving most of the objectives 

specified in the program's contract. Due to the 

difficult·ta-trace academic histories of many of 

the students, the academic statistics cited here 

reflect only those cases for which complete data 

were available, slightly more than half of those 

enrolled. There has been impressive improvement 

in both GPA and absences, though the program's 

fmal report stated that the goal of a 90% daily 

daily attendance rate was not achieved. 

EXPENDITURES 
AND STATUS 

FY 1991-92 

$95,000 

Renewed 

Academic GPA 

Absences 

Suspension Days 

1990 School Year 

Before Admission 

Since Admission 

1991-92 School Year 

6-16 

POPULATION DATA 

TOTAL SERVED 119 

• AGE Gltoup N PERCENT 

13 YEARS 10 8.4 

14 YEARS 41 34.5 

15 YEARS 37 31.1 

16 YEARS 20 16.8 

17 YEARS 8 6.7 

18 YEARS 3 2.5 

... AACE N PERCENT 

WHITE 79 66.4 

BLACK 27 22.7 

WHITE (HISP) 10 8.4 

BLACK (HISP) 2 1.9 

ASIAN 1 0.8 

' . . . GRADE N, PERCENT 

SEVENTH 7 5.9 

EIGHTH 34 28.6 

NINTH 38 31.9 

TENTH 27 22.7 

. ELEVENTH 10 8.4 

TWE.LFI'H 2 1.7 

MISSING 1 0.8 

SCHOOL. MEASURES 

1990·91 1991-92 

1.05 2.32* 

41.7 19.77* 

2.5 0.0 

DELINQUENCY REFERRALS 

NUMBER PERCENT 

24 20.2 

30 25.2 

42 35.3 

21 17.7 

• 

• 

• 
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Table 6-l3: 
JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

MINORITY OVERREPRESENTATION 
PROGRAMS IN FY 1991-92 

:.' .. ' ... , ... : .. :: ....... : 
':", """",'" ',/rARGE1:EDMlNORl'r1:f<'.·> ., "":." '" 

~Nfr;£.sERVICES:PRMCf:'·' ,'" ' 

TMJSP provides service coordination 

and specialized job-related services to 

selected high risk minority offenders, 

and implements an alternative sanctions ' 

treatment plan for a population of clients 

whose offense and/or prior history hOB in 

the past preclude" consideration for 

diversion alternatives. In addition to referral 

and service coordination and compliance 

monitoring, the project also provides 

sp:cialized training /placement services 

geared toward opportunities in the local 

job market 

CLIENT OurCOME MF.ASURES 

The second year of the Dade County Targeted 

Minority Juvenile Services Project met with more 

success than the fll'8t year. Not all of the ml:88urablCl 

objecti'l,eg were met, but progress toward those 

goals has been made. 

While long-term recidivism rates and effective­

"ness cannot be analyzed at this point, the tables 

'at the right-which do not include those clients 

stilllllldcr supervision-indicate that the program's 

• r-ffon'lI toward helping the children obtain 

TDpl'1yment is having a positive impact on the 

, lii~1:liliood of supervision succet'..II and short-term 

recidivism. . The successfully discharged referrals 

averaged 2.3 job interviC'NB during supervision. 

E.XPENDITURES 

AND STATUS 

FY 1991-92 

$50,000 

Renewed 

Prior Employment 

Employment Durin&: 

Employment Interviews 

Total II of. CharJ:es 

Clients RefElTed 

Sln~ Admission 

Client. Referred 

Since D1schsrJ:e 

6-17 

POPULATION DATA 

15 YEARS 38 18.9 

16 YEARS 74 36.8 

17 YEARS 80 39.8 

18 YEARS 9 4.5 
, ,RACE:,:"'::' • •• : ....... R PERCENT 

WHITE (HISp) 101 50.2 

BLACK 76 37.8 

BLACK (HISP) 7 3.5 

OTHER 17 8.5 

I'::',,".;: " .. :.:·SEX:,"·: ',' .... , I: N' PERCENT 

FEMALE 25 12.4 

MALE 176 87.6 

. <EMPLOYMENT: 
SUCCESSFUL UNSUCCESSFUL 

N=83 N=45 

33.7% 13.3% 

!.'5.2% 6.7% 

194 76 

,':"" ", ... , :'. DELINQUENCY REFERRALs,: 

SUCCESSFUL UNSUCCESSFUl. 

199 249 

9 32 

10.8% 71.1% 

5 24 

6.0% 53.3% 



Table 6-14: 

JUVENll..E JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 
SCHOOL-BASED EARLY INTERVENTION IN IDGH CRIME AREAS 

PROGRAMS IN FY 1991-92 

PROGRAM 
:.,",:-'. 

;j)::::~~;:::::~::i;j;;):~V~:I~~~tl(i&;~ji®t{AM~~~:~;:;::: -:'::.,: :' 

This is an early intervention program 

for disruptive !itudents at two St. Lucie 

County middle schools. Students are 

served by an eight member Alternative 

Education Team in each school. An 

Early Intervention Specialist serves as 

liaison between the school, community 

and juvenile justice system, and as a 

resource to students, parents, and staff 

in an effort to provide students with 

support services and prevent 

delinquent behavior and behavior 

that may lead to delinquency. 

CLIENT OUTCOME MEASURES 

The st. Lucie County intervention program 

succeeded in meeting some of the program 

effectiveness m~,IIl;ures specified in its 

proposal and contract Average GPA and 

days suspended from school both 

improved at a statisticaily significant level, 

while absences worsened. 

The program met with less success in the 

attempt to reduce the number of clients with 

referrals to HRS for delinquency charges; 

the number of studenlS referred since 

admission to the program is more than 

double the number referred before enrollment. 

EXPENDITURES 
AND STATUS POPULATION DATA 

FY 1991-92 TOTAL-sERVJtn 162 

$58,566 

Renewed 

Academic GP A 

Absences 

Suspension Days 
~ .. 

1990 School Year 

Before Admission 

Since Admission 

1991-92 School Year 

>A.GJtGRotfr ...•.••. I·~)<PERCENT 
11 YEARS 

12 YEARS 

13 YEARS 

14 YEARS 

15 YEARS 

16 YEARS 
.. :: 
..... 

3 

27 

66 

56 

8 

:z 
·N: 

1.9 

15.7 

40.7 

34.6 

4.9 

1.2 

. PERCENT 

WHITE 

BLACK 

WHITE (HISP) 

45 27.8 

112 69.1 

5 3.1 

FEMALE 55 

MALE 107 

SIXTH 43 

SEVENTH 65 

EIGHTH 54 

34,0 

66.0 

PERCENT 

26,6 

40.1 

33.3 

i<>:': '.;;..-: SCIIoo:tMEA8URES .'. '. 

1990-91 1991-92 

1.21 1.74" 

18,8 22.3 

7.0 4.8* 

[ .. DELINQuENCY' REFERRALS,·.' 

N PERCENT 

9 5.5 

25 15.4 

13 8.0 

28 17.3 

An * indicates a statistically significant change. 
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Table 6-15: 

JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 
SCHOOL-BASED EARLY INTERVENTION IN IDGH CRIME AREAS 

PROGRAMS IN FY 1991-92 

PROGRAM 

:::\' •. rmt~1~~;~i;i~~~~~~~~;\ •• • ••• ••••••·• •• • •• 
::::':':'';::'i'::/:':'''::''::'':' .,}J'i:#atlflliddllrr.fCouncU::}'\):,,::':"::·',:,· ,:,,'. ,'. ' 

The Law-Related Education Program targets 

low-income minority students at Campbell Middle 

School in Daytona Beach. During the school year, 

students participate in many class:oom activities, 

ranging from tutoring to "attention-getting" seminars 

on the legal system. Duringthe summer, most of the 

students participate in an internship that consists 

of three days per week at a worksite and two days 

in the courtroom as a "teen court" jury for juvenile 

court trials. 

CLmNT OUTCOME MEASURES 

None of1he empirical outcome measures for this 

program met the levels anticipated in 1he proposal, 

despite the anecdotal success of the project. 

As the tables here show, the scholastic measures 

for the students in the program remained fairly 

stable, though 1here was a marginal level of 

,h:terioration in GPA and absences, and improve­

ment in the number of days suspended from school. 

The number of students referred to HRS 

for delinquency remained stable; only two of 

those students who had no referrals before 

entering the program have been referred 

since admission. 

EXPENDITURES 
AND STATUS POPULATION DATA 

FY 1991-92 "AGEGROUP :':< ":, .lli .':: PERCENT 
14 YEARS 23 92.0 

15 YEARS 2 8.0 

$24,419 BLACK 25 100 

Renewed MALE 5 20.0 

GRADE/:" " ILiN> ,:""PA~~ 
SEVENTH 6 24.0 

EIGHTH 18 72.0 

NINTH 1 4.0 

:: ','<. ':'SCHOOL"MEAsURES' " '::' 

1990-91 1991-92 

Academic GPA 2.16 1.92 

Absences 15.6 18.3 

Suspension Days 2.1 1.2 

"" "'", ,::DELINQUENCYREFERRALS 

N PERCENT 

1990 School Year 4 16.0 

1991-92 School Year 4 16.0 

Before Admis.~ion 4 16.0 

Since Adm.lsslon 5 20.0 
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Table 6-16: 

JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 
SCHOOL-BASED EARLY INTERVENTION IN IDGH CRIME AREAS 

PROGRAMS IN FY 1991-92 

PROGRAM 
""""".:,'::,:: '·'·:::lLAP>'::,:···' 

'·.~Jtm~~:Jf~yAk4!~~~~irt~ . 

Youth and Family Alternatives, Inc., is contracted 

to run an Intensive Learning Alternatives Program at 

the Deloress Parrott Middle School in Hernando 

County. The program tugets disruptive, unsuccessful, 

or problematic 6th, 7th and 8th grade students and 

their families. The Hernando County Schools, system 

provides teachers, classroom space and resoun:es, 

while YF A provides two counselors, after school 

activities, home counseling, and management of 

the program. 

CLIENT OUTCOME MEASURES 

The YF A lLAP program met some of the empirical 

outcome measurement goals specified by the program 

contract, but not all. As the table here shows, the 

mean grade point average of the students improved 

at a statistically significant rate when compared to 

the previous year's scores, but the mean number 

of days absent and days suspended from school 

not only failed to improve to the degree predicted 

by the proposal, but worsened. 

The number of students in the program referred 

to HRS for delinquency increased when compared 

to the previous year's records, but remained well 

within the 70% refem, ,·aee level predicted by the 

proposal. Though eleven of the enrolled students 

have had referrals since admission to the program, 

only 3 have been referred for delinquency since 

completion of the progrmn. 

EXPENDITURES 
AND STATUS 

FY 1991-92 

$46,683 

Renewed 

Academic GPA 

Absences 

S\IljpeRlllon Days 

1990 School Year 

1991-92 School Year 

Beron! Admission 

Since Admission 

POPULATION DATA 

·.'i'OTALSERVED 76 

iAGEGROirP 
, 
N.·.'· PERCENT 

11 YEARS 2 2.6 

12 YEARS 20 26.3 

13 YEARS 25 32.9 

14 YEARS 21 27.6 

15 YEARS /) 7.9 

16 YEARS 2 2.6 

:.- ·'RACg:,.: 1.<lS:.',.·· PERCENT 

WHITE 63 82.9 

BLACK 8 10.5 

WHITE (HISP) 1 1.3 

BLACK (HISP) 3 3.9 

INDIAN 1 1.3 

. SEX .". N PERCENT 

FEMALE 38 50.0 

MALE 38 50.0 

':'.·· ... ·.·GRADE: ,. ,'N' :: PERCENT 

SIXTH 25 32.8 

SEVENTH 24 31.6 

EIGHTH 27 35.5 

. SCHOOL MEASURES 

1990-91 1991-92 

1.37 1.66* 

16.6 20.5* 

1.7 3.4* 

DELINQUENCY REFERRALS 

NUMBER PERCENT 

2 7.7 

12 15.8 

10 13.2 

11 14.5 

An * indicates a statistically significant change. 
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Program Cost 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (JJDP) projects reviewed here were awarded a 
total of$1,556,1l9 in FY 1991-92. The 1974 federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
(JJDP) Act as amended provided the funding for this formula grant to the State of Florida. As of 
the end of the fiscal year JJDP-funded programs had expended $949,376 of this award, with a 
remaining balance of$585,252. 

Additional funding in future years is dependent on the demonstration of effectiveness in attaining 
the goals and objectives that are outlined in the programs' contracts. For the 1991-92 period, all 
but two of 1991-92 providers' contracts have been renewed. The Miami Legal Services Juvenile 
Justice Advocacy Project was not renewed because of failure to comply with contract 
specifications, and Youth and Family Connection's early intervention program was terminated at 
the provider's request. 

Program Effectiveness 

In addition to the client-based programs in Tables 6-1 through 6-16, JJDP funded nondirect 
services, which have been very effective in bringing the state into compliance with the mandates of 
the JJDP Act of 1974. The Juvenile Justice Compliance Coordinator Project provides local grants 
to high non-compliance areas for full-time, on-site Juverule Justice Compliance Coordinators. The 
coordinators provide on-site technical assistance to all appropriate personnel in the local area on 
the proper placement of juveniles to prevent violations of state and federal laws. The coordinators 
are also available to respond to compliance violations and provide alternative services andlor 
placements to the appropriate personnel within the local area. The coordinators work to prevent 
the inappropriate placement of juveniles by providing training and education to all appropriate 
personnel within the service area. They also identify resources and work to develop local 
alternatives to the placement of juveniles in adult jails in violation of state statutes and the federal 
JJDP Act. The compliance coordinator initiative has proven to be a key part of helping Florida 
JJDP staff bring the state into full compliance with the federal mandate to remove inappropriately 
placed juveniles from adult jails. 

The Florida Awareness for Compliance Solutions (F ACS) program is a state-wide information and 
education campaign aimed at encouraging compliance with the mandates and intent of the HDP 
Act. The FACS program provides state-wide training to justice professionals on the JJDP Act and 
the proper handling of juveniles in secure facilities. The program also develops and distributes 
JJDP information guides, training videos and posters to fostBf compliance with state and federal 
laws regarding juveniles. 

These progranls and changes in Florida legislation have enabled the state to achieve full 
compliance status with the mandates specified in the JJDP Act, allowing the state to implement the 
client-based programs detailed in Tables 1-16, in an effort to explore different approaches to the 
prevention of delinquent behavior. This approach provides communities throughout the state the 
opportunity to respond to delinquency problems in innovative ways appropriate to their needs . 
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TABLE6-R 

JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 
RECOMMENDATION UPDATE 

PROGRAM MAINTENANCE 

This is a federally-funded program designed to 
encourage pilot programs and support them for up to 
three years, with renewed funding based on yearly 
consideration of outcome information. 

The FY 1991-92 funding cycle RFPs are targeted 
toward school-based delinquency prevention 
programs, jail removal activities and community­
based services to reduce over-representation of 
minority youth. 

[eYF Juvenile Justice Reform] 

*Source: Reports from Program SpeCialists 

• 

This program has been maintained. 
Individual program evaluations are being used 
to infoml decisions on continued funding for 
existing programs. During FY 1991-92, JJDP 
compliance monitoring efforts brought Florida 
into full compliance with the mandates of the 
JJDP Act of 1974. 

During FY 1992-93, several model projects 
are being replicated in communities around 
the State, and further improvements to the 
program's methods of data collection and 
analysis have been implemented. 
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PROGRAM MAINTENANCE 

The FY 1992-93 contracted programs are targeted 
toward school-based delinquency prevention, 
court diversion and maintaining federal 
compliance status through jail-removal projects 
and programs aimed at reducing the over­
representation of minority youth in the juvenile 
justice system. 
[Delinquency Services 1 

JJDP funding and other resources should be used 
to replicate exemplary project') in new locations. 
[Delinquency Services] 
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Pl'eventionandDiversion. Services 

7. JUVENILE ALTERNATIVE SERVICES PROGRAM (JASP) 

Program Description 

'" ", : .' 

The JuvetillbAltel11ativeServices Progra.'llOASP)· 
is. atjaIt~rrlativeto< handling juvenile offenders 

.' jucllciallyby providfug diversion and dispositional 
· alternatives to .. ··. Community' Control and' 
.' conunitment programs •.... TASPbegan in 1979; as'· a 
· pilbtptoject ill. three' districtS and was expanded 
· 'statewidelp; 19~L TheJASPcaseioadisprimarily 
·generated through referrals from Delinquency 
futakeofyohthidentified for diversion; .. Intake. 

· •• makes;reCoriUnendations for JASPplacement, but 
the state·· attomeyhas .• the fllial.·authonty to 
deternlirteifa case canbe.referredfornonjudiCiai; 
handlitlg;Allliollghtheintentoftheprograrit.is 
··diversionfiomjudiciaI. dispositions;;judicial dispositions to JAS P do occur statewide . 
'. '.' ". 

Individual plans are designed. for- youth referred to tlieprograms. These include service goals, 
suchascommuJlity service and restitution, and/or treatment goals. such as individual or family 
counseling. Program counselors· either provide services or oversee the completion. of the plan. If 
youth: fulfilLthe plan; court action is averted; if not; the State Attorney decides whether or not to 

.' file: a petition seeking court action; 

The JASR.prograrnis operated by: providers on ac.ontractualbasis with HRS. Program funding 
is tlirOughstategeneralrevemie funds~ . 

Population Profile 

JASP served 33,398 youth during FY 1991-92. The Client Information System (CIS provider 
files) record~d 28,756 cases terminated from JASP programs during FY 1991-92, up slightly from 
the 28,445 served last year. CIS provider file data were used for the demographic analysi;:; (Table 
7-1 and Figure 7-1) to maintain a uniform base for comparing JASP youth with youth served in 
other programs. CIS terminations are 4,642 less than those reported in the JASP Exit Fonn. The 
discrepancy between these two sources of data needs to be addressed. 

The average age of youth was 15.2 years, which is only eight months younger than Community 
Control clients (16.0). Last year, the Community Control population was over a year and a half 
older. Thus, it appears that the age groups served by these programs are growing more similar. 
White youth made up 64.3 percent of the JASP population, blacks 34.7 percent and others .9 
percent. Males comprised 71..9 percent of the statewide population and females comprised 28.1 
percent. The sex and race breakdowns are virtually the same as last year. 
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Table 7-1 and Figure 7-1: 
JUVENILE ALTERNATIVE SERVICES PROGRAM (JASP) 

POPULATION PROFILE BY DISTRICT 
FOR FY 1991-92 

AGE BY DISTRICT 

": .. ;'':;;':;:}.:;.;::-:: "'::':PERCENT1MAGEORDU""'):'>' ,', 
'DIsnUCT' " <'o;;9}," '::"lo.tV,' <',',,1",:/':' "">,15:',:" , 

1 2.82 23.15 15.58 15.50 
2 3.29 24.14 16.36 15.80 
3 3.11 26.46 14.66 16.12 
4 2.93 25.10 15.31 16.35 
5 2.62 2293 17.09 18.70 
6 2.62 25.70 15.65 15.54 
7 2.00 23.88 15.27 17.19 
8 1.82 23.76 17.00 17.35 
9 2.30 20.00 15.86 14.71 
10 3.03 23.76 15.32 16.51 
11 1.71 21.68 15.33 18.39 

: "iriAn,' , 2.50 23.82 15.54 16.90 

::<::;;:::;.V~:·;:.:.:<-:.; PERc'ENTi>, 
InSTInCT: ::WHiTE> ':BLACk', ,','ontER 

1 71.22 26.85 1.93 

2 58.62 40.66 0.72 

3 71.65 27.86 0.49 

4 62.08 36.66 1.26 

5 75.82 22.93 1.25 

6 70.00 29.23 0.76 

7 73.55 25.55 0.90 

8 78.49 21.16 0.35 

9 59.31 40.23 0.46 

10 56.90 41.53 1.57 

11 54.43 45.11 0.47 

STATE:' 64.33 34.72 0.95 

,',16'17: ",1S'1!)' AVCACE ,:TOTAt# 
39.61 3.34 15.2 1,348 

37.69 2.73 15.1 1,241 

36.70 2.96 15.1 2,060 

37.94 2.37 15.1 4,60S 

35.80 2.86 15.1 1,619 

35.97 4.51 15.2 2,141 

39.13 2.51 15.2 3,S42 

37.38 2.69 15.3 1,IS3" 

43.45 3.68 15.1 435 

38.78 2.60 15.3 3,961 

41.39 1.51 15.2 5,911 

38.65 2.61 15.2 28,1.~A 

RACE BY DISTRICT 

TOTALN 
1,348 

1,247 

2,060 

4,605 

1,679 

2,747 

3,542 

1,153· 

435 

3,961 

S 977 

28754 

(Continued on next page) 
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16-17ycll'l 
3&6S~ 

Black 
34.72% 

18-19y.... 0-9y .... 
2.61 l..l 

l~y ..... 
16.90% 

Other 
0.95% 

White 
64.33% 
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SEX BY DISTRICT 
. ··PERCENT ..: ..... 

i. DISTRICT FEr~E MALlt.··· ToTALN· .. 
26.56 73.44 1.348 

2 23.02 76.98 1.247 

3 27.25 72.75 2.059 

4 32.76 67.24 4.603 

5 21.68 78.32 1.679 

6 24.58 75.42 2,746 

7 34.87 65.13 3.542 

8 21.61 78.39 1.152 

9 25.29 74.71 435 

to 27.55 72.45 3,957 71.93% 

11 27.29 72.71 5.976 

·::.· .. ·:· •.•• ·STATE·:::·:· :/ 28.07 71.93 28744**· 

Source: CIS (cases closed in FY 1991-92) 
* District 8 reports serving 1.282 JASP youth; this number differs from both the qs cases closed and Client Exit 

Form Figures. 
** Total number is diffirent due to 10 cases with missing data on sex. These numbers also diffir from those 011 the 

next table because two additional cases were missing data on age and race. 

As indicated in Table 7-2 and Figure 7-2, the average length of stay in JASP was 2.8 months. For 
at least 3.2 percent (911 youth), either the parent or the youth declined services. These cases with 
a presumably zero length of stay may serve to depress the overall length of stay slightly. Only 
seven percent were in JASP more than six months . 

Table 7-2 and Figure 7-2: 
JUVENILE ALTERNATIVE SERVICES PROGRAM (JASP) 

LENGTH OF SERVICES BY DISTRICT 

iri;~T-.:iu~.:cr"..>".. •.• """I ••.. "..?"..>"..A~:.:.~;O;O:.g=g-= .. ~-::. ~::-:~;O;:.(;::::I=~~· •• -.:->~· 

<. . "'IN{ .MONTHS 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 

FY 1990-91 

1.348 2.2 
1.247 4.2 
2,060 2.3 
4.605 3.1 
1.6'19 3.3 
2, 747 3.8 
3.542 2.2 
1,153 2.3 
435 2.7 

3.962 2.6 
5,978 2.9 

28,756* 2.8 
24.601 2.8 

Source: CIS (cases closed in FY 1991-92) 

FOR FY 1991-92 

4.5 I 0 5talll Avernge • District 

4.0 

~ 3.5 

~ 3.0 
.to 

R 2.5 

]2.0 i 1.5 
1.0 

0.5 

0.0 

2 3 4 6 7 8 9 10 11 

* This total diffirsfrom the totals ill the demographic tables because no data .are missing . 
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Client History 

Youth were referred to JASP programs primarily for misdemeanor offenses. According to the 
JASP Client Exit Report, there were 72.7 percent misdemeanor referrals and 27.3 percent felony 
referrals (Table 7-3). Sub district level breakdowns are included in Table 7-4. The largest specific 
offense was property misdemeanors (45.7 percent). Felony referrals (27.3) were virtually the same 
as last year. Referral sources, shown in Table 7-4 included 47.2 percent from HRS Intake, 13.6 
percent from the COllrt, and 38.6 percent from the State Attorney's Office. 

Table 7-3: 
JUVENILE ALTERNATIVE SERVICES PROGRAM (JASP) 

REASON FOR REFERRAL * 
FOR FY 1991-92 

Property 
Person 
Other 

•• ·.··~.·.· .•• l'(jTAI..·· ••• ·· •• • .• 
FY 1990-91 

6,602 
1,127 
1,380 

9,109 
7,668 

19.8 
3.4 
4.1 

27.3 
27.2 

. CMISDEMEANoR> NUMBER< : .. ~ PERCENT· ~. 
Property 
Person 
Other 

FY 1990-91 
Other Delinquency 

15,252 
3,253 
5,517 
24,022 
20,504 

267 

45.7 
9.7 
16.5 
72.7 
72.8 

.8 

Source: CIS (JASP Client Exit Form in FY 1991-92) 
*267 cases (0.8 percent a/total 0/33,398 referrals) were referred/or other delinquency. 
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DISTRICT 
1 

2A 
2B 
3A 
3B 
4A 
4B 
5 

6A 
6B 
7A 
7B 
8A 
8B 
9 
10 
11 

UNKNOWN 
STATE . 

. PERSON. 
N ,.%. 
35·'2;4 
10 i·,.Z.l·· ... ···· 
32 .4.1 
25 ·2.5 
35 2-i? ... 
146 3.9 
402.4 
134~.9 
61 ~.3 
39 4~O 
240,8 
171.9. 
10 1.7 
23 4;} 
76 5.0 
79 2.l 
340 4;2 

1 3.0 
1,127 I 3.4 

.- • 
Table 7-4: 

JUVENILE ALTERNATIVE SERVICES PROGRAM (JASP) 
THE PERCENT OF YOUTH CHARGED WITH EACH OFFENSE TYPE 

BY SUB DISTRICT FOR FY 1991-92 

.·FELONV···· ... ~. ~,T··'·.···, .• F) .•.••• »). '·····MiSJ)EMEANoR~-~· ---- - ·······1 , .....•••• ' OTHER 

PROPERTY IOTHER'JL,'PERSON,I>PRO!,ERTY\ I <OTJlER) JJlELtNQUENCY 
N % N%\ N I\o/Q'~n N-I%~~I N-- \} 0/0-.1 N-- [?'% 

275 ······19:r· 
78 ..It>,5 

215 274 ...•. < • !':'-:-:. 

134 PA< 
241 18$ 
703 )9.0 
201 .··p.l· 
833 4;P 
526 28:7 
224 23.2 

70{,» --180-/12;$\ --641- /44;5 -237:'i6A-4 /'0.3··: 

~~~:t :~;tl~~ ~~!~~;ji ~~!Il:4 ~~:~. 
272.7. 137)3:1· .... · 509)50.9 16716.7 I>Q:l ' 
29<2.3. 151'il~$.\ 59946.8.> 221 .· •. ·· •• ···l7.3 3 ·····.·:.·0.2 

l~i>!:~· ~~iil~/ 17~~6~t1 :~~;i:: 3; ~:~ 
1779.2 173.8 .• 9.:· 47724;7> 1387.1 2():1 

~:~:~ ~~~ltf ~i~Y~~]~ ;~~}ii 27
8 JJ 

210 7.3 
50 55· 
122 71.2 
333 .. 59.9-
389 25.9 

98 ·3.4 29110,1 . . 1,856~4.3 384 13.3 23 0.8 
15 1,9 111.n·r 469Sl,3 253 .27.7 0 0.0 
518,~ . 39 •. 6.~ 27247~} .... 65 .1U. 16 '·2.8 
51 ··9~Z . 244.3 83<H~~r . 33 ·5..9 9 .1.6 
110 7.l 190q.~ .. 53235~1 206 13.6 14 O.? 

499 13)1, 
1,562 \9:3. .. 

137l7. 275 7;4: ... 1,85449.8 87423.!j 8.().2 
2072.~ 6518.0· 3,829 ··47,2 1408 .. 1704 114t.4 

7 21.2 o 0.0 1 3.0 15 45.5 .. 7 2L2 2 6.1 
6,602 . 19.8 1,380 14.11 3,253 I 9.71 15,252 145;7 1 5517 116.51 267 10.8 

Source: CIS (JASP Client Exit FornI, FY 1991-92) 
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The percentage referred from HRS increased 3 112 percentage points, up from 43.8 last year. The 
variation in referral source across districts was striking (see Table 7-5 and Figure 7-5). 
Percentages referred by HRS intak:~ ranged from .2 percent in District 7 A (where 99 percent were 
referred by the State Attorney), to 92 percent in District 7B. District 4B had 20 percent referred 
by HRS while District 1 had 62 percent and District SA had 92 percent. In District 5, 67 percent 
came from the court. The variations within districts (at the sub district level) was as great as that 
across districts. 

Table 7-5 and Figure7-5: 
JUVENILE ALTERNATIVE SERVICES PROGRAM (JASP) 

SOURCE OF REFERRAL BY SUBDISTRICT 
FOR FY 1991-92 

:~i4~~ 
PERCENr ~:., : ' .. ','.: ':PERCENT ' .... , .. , .. "., .... , 

~():~: i~& . PERCENT :.' .• STATE' • PERCENt 
"COURT" :A,frORNE¥ UNKN()WN 

1 61.6 34.S 2.8 1.1 1,422 
2A 74.5 19.2 5.9 0.4 474 
2B 59.0 40.4 0.5 0.1 785 
3A 76.1 21.3 2.S 0.1 1,000 
3B 821 15.3 2.5 0.1 1,279 
4A 85.1 1.2 125 1.2 3,698 
4B 20.4 0.8 78.6 0.1 1,666 
5 329 66.9 0.1 0.1 1,934 

6A 35.1 57.3 7.6 0.0 1,835 
6B 80.8 17.6 1.6 0.0 966 
7A 0.2 0.1 98.9 0.8 2,886 
7B 928 3.1 4.0 0.1 915 
8A 90.6 8.3 0.0 1.0 575 
8B 61.2 36.5 1.3 1.1 SS6 
9 41.1 18.3 39.9 0.7 1,517 
10 61.5 0.1 38.3 0.1 3,n6 
11 25.4 1.0 128 0.8 8111 

STATr.;.:,·' 47.2 13.6 38.6 0.6 33398 
FY 1990-91 43.8 16.1 39.5 0.6 26.059 

I_ FY 1991-92 OFY 1990-91 I 

HRSIntake Court State Attorney Unknown/Other 

Source: CIS (.JASP Client Exit Fonn, FT 1990-91 and FT 1991-92) 

The variation in percentages with prior delinquency history was not nearly as great (Table 7-6). 
Overall, 82 percent had no prior delinquency history at the time of their referral to JASP, with a 
range of 70 percent in District 6A, to 90 percent in District 8A. Eight percent had previous 
referrals handled non judicially and two percent had previous referrals which were handled 
judicially. The overall percentage with prior referrals was virtually the same as in FY 1990-91. 
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Table 7-6: 

JUVENILE AL TERNA TlVE SERVICES PROGRAM (JASP) 
PRIOR DELINQUENCY BY SUB DISTRICT 

FOR FY 1991-92 

......................... \/ .•.•• ··.4l,.FfREVI9Y§·Ar.;~f~WQY~·····p~tJNg;~y~~.·:.9'l.'~~~f~~9q~ 

... 1 .•. ; .••. .h:~~~. .tii~~]f~~<ri&t~x~~; ·¥~liN~i~.ii.;<:·mti~/ 
., 

DISTRICT 

1 
2A 
2B 
3A 
3B 
4A 
4B 
5 

6A 
6B 
7A 
7B 
8A 
8B 
9 
10 
11 

UNK. 

STATE 

N 

1,216 
412 
564 
882 

1,138 
3,224 
1,405 
1,387 
1,284 
708 

2,594 
715 
518 
382 

1,258 
3,196 
6,468 

27 

27,378 

87.2·" 
84;3 
71.7·· 
70.0' 
73.3" 

··89.9 
78.1 
~O.l·' 

68.7 
82.9 
85.8 

79.7 
81.8 

N 

89 
37 
61 
33 
50 
83 
74 
298 
391 
119 
137 
101 
5 

110 
117 
281 
265 

1 

2,252 

Source: CIS (lASP Client Exit Fonn. FY 1991-92) 

% 

..•• : ••••••••• 6. .• ~: •..• 
···'7.8. 

7.s··" 
.• ' •• '.:,. ·{f>,. 
···'···~.9· 

;.7.2, 
4:4 
15.4 
21.3 
12.3 
4.7 
11.0 
0.9 
19.8 

7.7· 
7:5 
3.3 
~;o 

6.7 

N 

96 
20 
135 
71 
77 

327 
123 
27 
119 
95 
125 
93 
28 
47 
101 
200 

1,107 
2 

2793 

\:;~~!J: 
..• (5,Q' .. 

· ..• ·; •. 8~~.·. 
";··7,4 ••. 

·······lA···· 

6.5 
~·8\· 
4,s.··.·'.· 

";··.!p.r 
4.9····· 

··~,f,\. 
.. ,13;fi; 

804 

1 
o 
2 
1 
2 
8 
14 
o 
2 
1 
7 
o 
o 
1 
5 
4 

27 
o 

75 

7-7 

o 

670 2.0 

o 
2 
o 
o 
o 

32 
20 
49 
3 
5 
8 
3 
9 
16 
10 
13 
57 
3 

230 

• •••••• :.;; •• §,~ ••••.. ,., •••.• 
.··.·.·; •• '·.Q.4 •.. ·• ••.• 

.· •• ·;, •••••• ··6}b·.· .• ·,·,····· 

.. ~:~.' . 
. 1.2' 

25 
0.2 
0.5 

··.().3 

• 

1,000 
1,279 
3,698 
1,666 
1,934 
1,835 
966 

2,886 
915 
575 
556 

1,517 
3,726 
8,111 

33 

. toO.O 
lOO,() 



Program Data 

An examination of the percentage of delinquency cases handled at Intake that were referred for 
JASP services in FY 1991-92 shows that statewide, 24.7 percent of the 135,021 delinquency cases 
disposed at Intake were placed in JASP, as compared to 13.4 percent placed on Community 
Control (Table 7-7 and Figure 7-7). This is slightly higher than the 22.9 percent placed in JASP 
last year. As was true last year, there appears to be a wide variation among districts in terms of 
the percentage of cases handled through JASP, 'with a range of 14.3 percent in District 6, to 37.6 
percent in District 11. This variation is directly affected by the policy of the local State Attorney 
and/or court towards the utilization of JASP. It is believed that some of the youth handled 
judicially and placed on Community Control supervision could be served effectively by JASP. It 
also should be noted that there is a judicial disposition to JASP (1.2 percent of all dispositions and 
approximately five percent of all JASP admissions). 

* 

Table 7-7 and Figure 7-7: 
JUVENILE ALTERNATIVE SERVICES PROGRAM (JASP) 

STATEWIDE INTAKE CASE DISPOSALS TO COMMUNITY CONTROL AND JASP 
FOR FY 1991-92 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

STATE '" 

FY 1990-91 

.

... , ....•. :':.' .•. , ••.• ~. 'UMB) ,iE<R<,·'O •• ',':·F: •. ·.·.,.· ..•• ·.' .. : .• ·.: .• ,·'.:.· ··:·.CoMMUNlTY:COmRoL:) .,:: .... :.::PLACEMENTS~*:.:· . 
¢J:S~'~Isrl>sEi) 

':':':}AT'INTAKE,,::;;':/ N 
4,990 
5,555 
7,548 
16,304 
10,671 
22,375 
13,709 
9,584 
10,781 
11,932 
21,572 
135,021 
123,171 

605 
614 

1,101 
2,433 
1,627 
3,205 
1,711 
862 

1,963 
1,661 
2,300 
18,082 
16, 721 

I_ Community Control Placcm:nts D JASP Placements 

1 2 3 4 6 7 8 9 10 11 

District 

Includes both Judicial and Non-Judicial disposals because of the occurrence of both Judicial qnd Non-
Judicial JASP referrals. 

** Source: CIS (spreadsheet: delinquency cases disposed in FY 1991-92) 
*** Source: CIS (JASP Client Exit Form, FY 1991-92) 
**** The total is greater than the slim of districtjigures because 33 cases have district known. 
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Statewide, 57.9 percent of all delinquency case dispositions were handled judicially in FY 1991-92, 
while 42.1 percent were handled non judicially. This continues a slight downward trend in judicial 
handling: 62.6 percent in FY 1989-90,59.4 percent in FY 1990-91 to the 57.9 percent this year. 

Outcome Measurement 

Outcome 1 
JASP CLIENTS WILL SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETE THE PROGRAM. 

Definition: Successful completion is defined according to the criteria used in the JASP annual 
report. The model contract states that 80 percent of youth will successfully complete the 
program. 

:.:::.:<:< ...... / .. :;:'.;.:-...... ". 

·:':./i$(3).p~j:~~rit,ofY~·ijth.i-ei~~t~~·ito:JAS~'·'sijcces~fullytofupletedthecprogram; •. 
. : ", :':'::::>:>::<:::' .. :~)(::':." ....... '.'., . ..::: ':> /.:.:.- .::: :.- :: '.;.".:-:- :.'.:< :-> .'-:-: :":"::": 

Table 7-8 and Figure 7-8 indicate that almost 81 percent of youth were tenninated successfully 
from JASP. This is virtually the same rate as reported in FY 1990-91. Also significant is the fact 
that only a very small percentage (2.2 percent) of clients were terminated for new law violation 
referrals while receiving services. Nearly 17 percent oftenninations were due to the client's failure 
to cooperate. 

" .. ' DISTRICT,'. 

2 

5 
6 

B 

Table 7-8 and Figure 7-8: 
JUVENILE ALTERNATIVE SERVICES PROGRAM (JASP) 

SUCCESSFUL AND OTHER CASE CLOSURES 
FOR FY 1991-92 

is~~cisTri£ i:· . : '. PERCENT".·. ':".' PERCIi:Nr . NUMBER OF::' 
:.::.::",:','.: 10T:,\I«·", ':' .. ·FAILIJREm:::· , .. 'oN'IW'LAW'··, ,.,.: <OTHER,(::.··: 
.. ,: PLACEMENTS" 'COMPL&T1ONs.:o, "'. COOPI!:RATI!:' , VIOLATION" 'c .. UNKNOWN' 

I.~42 95.2 2.1 2.7 14 

1,259 93.5 3.9 2.6 13 

2,279 96.3 2.1 1.6 25 

5,364 76 22.4 1.2 508 
1,934 7B.2 20.4 1.2 88 

2,BOI 84.2 15.3 0.4 109 

3.BOI 89.9 9.7 0.4 349 

1,131 B5.5 11.9 2.7 51 

9 I,!H7 92.6 6.7 

10 3,726 72.6 27 

0.7 

0.5 

21 

624 
----'--- SuuulfUi 

compktioa 

II B.lll 67 26.6 6.4 2.410 ""'" 
STAn· 33,39B"" BO.9 16.9 2.2 4,219 

FY 19f1O.91 28.279 BO.7 1M 1.9 3.676 

Source: CIS (JASP Client Exit Form. FY 1991-9.2) 

• As in FY 1990-91. the successful completion rates for FY 1991-92 exclude the release category of 
"other/unknown." which had been included in prior years. "Other/unknown" is excluded because some districts 
use this category to code clients who are referred but never receive services for a variety of reasons. The use of 
the termination codes for such cases still needs to be standardized throughout the state. 

*'" District figures do 1I0t sum the statewide figure because 33 cases had no district identifier and 112 cases had 
unknown reasons for termination . 

Table 7-9 and Figure 7-9 contain the data on recidivism during program services. Only 11.2 
percent of youth in JASP were re-referred while under supervision and just 3.8 percent were 
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adjudicated during services. This percentage is much lower than the 26 percent readjudit:ated 
dUrii'1g supervision while under Community Control, although Community Control is designed to 
handle higher risk youth and the average length of supervision is three times as long. There are 
overlapping segments of the JASP and Community Control populations and also some JASP youth 
who may not need to be in the program (they could be counseled at intake). Further study which 
delineated sub-groups of JASP clients based on the seriousness of their offenses and made 
appropriate comparisons with youth served in other programs would be ideal. Particular attention 
should be focused on those in Judicial JASP. Also included in this assessment of successful 
completion is the completion of assigned sanctions and services by youth. Table 7-10 and Figure 7-
10 list the types of sanctions or services assigned to youth with their accompanying successful 
completion rates. As indicated, youth may receive more than one type of sanction. Table 7-11 
breaks this down to the sub district level. These data are reported separately because the variation 
in the types of sanctions levied and services received is significant. The JASP program looks very 
different depending on where in the state a youth resides. Table 7-12 shows the dollar amounts of 
restitution paid by youth during the fiscal year and the hours of community service worked. In FY 
1991-92, $659,015 was collected by JASP and youth worked the equivalent of $2,800,813 in 
hourly wages while performing community service. 

Table 7-9 and Figure 7-9: 
JUVENILE ALTERNATIVE SERVICES PROGRAM (JASP) 

RECIDIVISM DURING SUPERVISION 
FOR FY 1991-92 

1 1,348 8.7 4.4 0.8 
2 1,247 11.4 4.2 0.5 
3 2,060 0.1 
4 4,605 0.4 
5 1,679 0.7 
6 2,747 0.6 
7 3,542 0.1 
8 1,153 0.2 
9 435 0.9 
10 3,961 0.2 
11 5,977 0.1 

·· .. ··STATE 

FY 1990-91 

FY 1989-90 

(Continued on next page) 
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,- FY 1991-92 [] FY 1990-91 0 IT 1989-90 I 
20 
18 
16 

... 12 <: 
u 

10 e 
u 

Il. 8 
6 
4 
2 
0 

% Referred % Adjudicated % Committed 

Source: CIS (cases closed during FY 1991-92). Although the total numbers recorded in CIS provider files are less 
than those recorded on the Client Exit Form, this source is used because it is the only available source which allows 
for the follow-up which allows us to calculate recidivism. 

Explanatory note: Delinquency recidivism data for the 1992 report were obtained from CIS. Three separate 
measures are reported: Rereferrals (rearrests); readjudications (adjudications and adjudications withheld); and 
recommitments. This year's recidivism figures dn not include arrests and convictions ill the Adult System. In 
addition, the population tracked includes releases that were transfers from JASP to other programs but excludes 
releases to the Adult System and those reaching age 19 . 

it 

Table 7-10 and Figure 7-10: 
JUVENILE ALTERNATIVE SERVICES PROGRAM (JASP) 

ASSIGNED SANCTIONS AND SERVICES 
FOR FY 1991-92 

..•. TYPEOi' SZRVlCE 
............ 

•· .• I"UMBER .: .... %.0': •. SUCCESSfUL 
··.·.·.·:ORSANCrION: ..• ASsiGNED ·:i:OTAL· COMPLETiON % 

Ccmmunity Arbitration 10,025 30.0 98.0 

R .. titudon 3,904 11.7 91.0 
Community Work services 17,527 52.5 95.0 

Vol!mt_ Assignment 405 1.2 86.0 
Short Term Family Counseling 5,525 16.5 97.0 
Long Term family Counseling 1,423 4.3 91.0 

O:her Sanctions 22,699 68.0 95.0 
Other Servia;s 5,310 15.9 92.0 

Source: CIS (.JASP Client ExitForm, FY 1991-92) 

Note: Percents do not total to 100 percent because youth can receive more than one sanction or service . 
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145 10.0 

2A 20 4.0 

2B 11 1.0 

3A 69 7.0 

3B 129 10.0 

4A 3,238 88.0 

4B 756 45.0 

5 2 1.0 

6A 0 0.0 

6B 5 0.5 

7A 2,261 78.0 

7B 850 93.0 

8A 9 2.0 

8B 8 1.0 

9 190 13.0 

10 1,761 47.0 

11 557 7.0 

• 

Table 7-11: 
JUVENILE ALTERNATIVE SERVICES PROGRAM (JASP) 

ASSIGNED AND COMPLETED SANCTIONS AND SERVICES 
FOR FY 1991-92 

99.0 307 21.0 93.0 1,180 82.0 

100.0 96 20.0 100.0 420 89.0 

100.0 191 24.0 99.0 644 82.0 

100.0 135 13.0 95.0 655 65.0 

100.0 153 12.0 100.0 775 61.0 

99.0 323 9.0· 94.0 2,000 54.0 

98.0 147 9.0 97.0 604 36.0 

100.0 375 19.0 100.0 1,330 69.0 

412 23.0 98.0 1,500 82.0 

100.0 262 27.0 79.0 892 92.0 

100.0 263 9.0 83.0 1,515 53.0 

98.0 78 9.0 97.0 420 46.0 

100.0 92 16.0 100.0 509 89.0 

88.0 84 15.0 95.0 475 85.0 

99.0 266 17.0 100.0 l;:m 87.0 

99.0 174 5.0 90.0 1,203 32.0 

83.0 541 7.0 71.0 2,068 25.0 

(fable continued on next page) 
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96.0 5 0.3 100.0 

100.0 2 0.4 100.0 

99.0 3 0.4 100.0 

99.0 2 0.2 100.0 

99.0 4 0.3 100.0 

98.0 8 0.2 87.0 

98.0 13 0.8 92.0 

100.0 2 0.1 100.0 

99.0 0 0.0 

88.0 2 0.2 100.0 

91.0 10 0.3 70.0 

91.0 6 0.7 100.0 

100.0 10 1.7 100.0 

99.0 6 1.1 100.0 

99.0 6 0.4 100.0 

87.0 28 0.8 85.0 

84.0 298 3.7 79.0 

• 
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Table 7-11 (continued): 

JUVENILE ALTERNATIVE SERVICES PROGRAM (JASP) 
ASSIGNED AND COMPLETED SANCTIONS AND SERVICES 

FOR FY 1991-92 

• 
.. , ·······SIfQlll'-TE!{MFA.~C()!INS.;· ·~QN~T~~FAM·C9liNS.;·) ...... ..·.iQrnJj:Il~~gjjQ~· ..>.iED~QiiiERSERVICj.S •...... 

J) ISTIU CT: llssigne"a,s~igned <compl¢tiorias$igiiclf ~ssign~4::co~pleti()lf·aslljgiied assigne"~()mpletion assignedassign~d~()mpletion 

1 598 41.0 98.0 111 8.0 100.0 1,239 86.0 97.0 7 <1.0 
2A 15 3.0 93.0 3 1.0 67.0 311 66.0 99.0 6 1.0 
2B 12 1.0 100.0 4 1.0 100.0 707 90.0 99.0 4 1.0 
3A 24 2.0 100.0 10 1.0 90.0 908 91.0 98.0 16 2.0 
3B 11 1.0 100.0 28 2.0 100.0 1,189 93.0 99.0 25 2.0 
4A 236 6.0 89.0 2 0.1 100.0 2,458 67.0 98.0 17 1.0 
4B 69 4.0 88.0 7 0.4 100.0 1,216 73.0 94.0 30 2.0 
5 1,582 82.0 100.0 1 0.1 100.0 1,489 77.0 100.0 289 15.0 

6A 123 7.0 99.0 280 15.0 99.0 1,504 82.0 99.0 1,467 80.0 
6B 62 6.0 89.0 40 4.0 100.0 803 83.0 91.0 69 7.0 
7A 150 5.0 89.0 9 0.3 55.0 2,490 86.0 94.0 1,444 50.0 
7B 57 6.0 89.0 129 14.0 92.0 602 66.0 95.0 727 79.0 
SA 399 69.0 98.0 21 4.0 100.0 510 89.0 99.0 16 3.0 
8B 417 75.0 99.0 41 7.0 93.0 463 83.0 9&.0 73 13.0 
9 169 11.0 100.0 71 5.0 100.0 1,403 93.0 99.0 44 3.0 
10 895 24.0 100.0 507 14.0 80.0 1,189 32.0 91.0 159 4.0 
11 701 9.0 92.0 159 2.0 90.0 4,196 52".0 86.0 912 11.0 

STATE 5,525* 17.0 97.0 1,423 4.0 91.0 I 22,699* 68.0 95.0 5,310* 16.0 

Source: CiS (.lASP Client Exit Foml, FY 1991-92) 

* State totals do not represent the sum of district numbers because some youth received services but had 110 district idelitifiers recorded in the data system. 
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Table 7-12: 
JUVENILE ALTERNATIVE SERVICES PROGRAM (JASP) 
RESTITUTION AND COMMUNITY SERVICES WORKED 

FOR FY 1991-92 

n~Wl~i 1'~f2rt!rt~~;··.· •• ;;.~e~~>:p:~~~ ~f~~£~i~~r:~?~!~~~~ t~:~~L .. 
.. . " .. '."... . . . . . .... ".-: _., ...... ,., ........... ", .. ' ",' .... ' '.' . ..... ".' . .' -" ..... . ,. . 

1 307 $49,120 $160 1,180 29,264 24.8 

2A 96 $13,056 $136 420 17,514 41.7 
2B 191 $44,885 $235 644 13,331 20.7 
3A 135 $18,360 $136 655 12,707 19.4 
3B 153 $29,529 $193 775 18,600 24.0 

4A 323 $61,047 $189 2,000 77,400 38.7 
4B 147 $16,170 $110 604 20,717 34.3 
5 375 $47,625 $127 1,330 37,107 27.9 

6A 412 $84,048 $204 1,500 40,200 2,6.8 

6B 262 $34,846 $133 892 22,924 25.7 
7A 263 $30,771 $117 1,515 32,875 21.7 
7B 78 $12,948 $166 420 8,988 21.4 
8A 92 $10,764 $117 509 12,216 24.0 
8B 84 $10,584 $126 475 18,810 39.6 
9 266 $36,974 $139 1,321 53,501 40.5 
10 174 $20,358 $117 1,203 36,691 30.5 
11 541 $114,151 $211 2,068 61,833 29.9 

STATE' 3,904* $624,640 $160 17,527* 515,294 29.4 

SOllrce: CIS (cases referred during FY 1991-92) 
*Statewide totals are less than the totals 0/ districtjigllres due to missing data (missing district identifier code). 

Note: The total hours worked statewide generated the equivale1lt 0/$2,800,813 ill service to the commllnity (commll1lity service hOllrs ollly at $4.25 per hOllr). 
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Outcome 2 
JASP CLIENTS WILL HAVE NO SUBSEQUENT OFFENSES WITHIN ONE 
YEAR FOLLOWING SUCCESSFUL PROGRAM COMPLETION. 

Definition: The model contract states that no more than 15 percent of youth terminated will 
have a subsequent readjudication within one year. Given available data, a.h'iw violation is 
best defined as an adjudication or adjudication withheld in the juvenile .justice system. For 
this outcome, if a youth has one or more readjudications during the year following release (as 
recorded in CIS) he/she is counted as a recidivist. Recidivism is measured for a group 
released from the program between January and June of 1991, to allow for a full year follow­
up. (These data do not include follow-up into the adult system.) This definition focuses on 
adjudications, although re-referral data are also shown in tables . 

• : 86.1 percent ofJASP clients were not adjudicated (and did not have an adjudication 
withheld) fora delinquency· offense. for· one year follovvingcase. closure~ 

• 67 ApercentwereIlot re'-referred:during.tlieyear· following caseclosllIre. 

As seen in Table 7-13 and Figure 7-13, there were 13,299 youth terminated from JASP during the 
period between January and June of 1991 for whom one year had expired since their date of 
termination. Statewide, 32.6 percent of these youth were re-referred, only 13.2 percent were 
adjudicated into the juvenile justice system, and only 2.8 percent were committed. Last year's 
figures were 26.6 percent re-referred, 14.2 percent adjudicated and 2.8 percent committed . 

DISTRICT' 

1 

1 
J 

4 

5 
6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Il 
STATE 

FYI 99IJ.91 

FYl98f1.90 

Table 7-13 and Figure 7-13: 
JUVENILE ALTERNATIVE SERVICES PROGRAM (JASP) 

RECIDIVISM INTO THE JUVENILE SYSTEM FOR YOUTH RELEASED 
BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNE 1991 

AATI!S:ATONlt·YEARAFTERRELII:A5E 
PERCI!NT 

AWUDlCATED 
TOTALRELEASi!S PERCENT 'aDd· AJ)JUCATION· PERCENT 
JA.N.-JUNEl991 llEREFERRRO:· W1THBLD. COMMITTED· 

500 24.2 15.1 4.0 

I f:i1J FY 1991·92 0 FY 1990·91 0 FY 1989·90 I 
696 'T )0.0 

1.164 
.. .' 22.2 , .. 

2,052 23.9 

729 34.8 

1.118 37.1 

1.479 22.S 

50S 34.5 

57 40.3 

2,128 25.7 

2,871 52.6 

13.299 32.6 

12.160 26.6 

9.901 30.6 

17.1 4.2 

13.2 2.0 

10.6 3.2 

28.1 4.0 

23.9 5.5 

8.9 1.0 

23.4 4.0 

22.S S.J 

11.4 2.4 

10.7 1.7 

13.9 2.9 

U,2 2.8 

12.8 3.0 

50 

45 
40 

35 
C 30 

~ 25 
0.. 20 

IS 
10 

~kB~ __ ~~~~~ __ ~~~=I~e? 
% Referred % Adjudicated % Committed 

Source: CIS (cases closed between January and June 1991) 

Explanatory note: Delinquency recidivism data for the 1992 report were obtained from CIS. Three separate 
measures are reported: Rereferrals (rearrests); readjudications (adjudications and adJudications withheld); and 
recommitments. This year's recidivism figures do not include arrests and convictions in the Adult System. In 
addition, the population tracked includes releases that were transfers from JAS? to other programs but excludes 
releases to the A.dult System and those reaching age J 9. 
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Program Cost 

The total cost of the JASP program statewide during FY 1991-92 was $5,074,047, with a 
statewide cost of $151.93 per case referred. Table 7-14 and Figure 7-14 give a district specific 
breakdown of the costs and compares each district's total costs with the number of statewide case 
referrals to JASP. District 8 had the highest cost per case, at $275.64, while District 11 had the 
lowest, at $81.14. Costs. may vary depending on the type of service offered to a client and on other 
factors, such as the number of clients served, the length of time the cases are operl, and the number 
and type of staff involved in providing the service. 

Table 7-14 and Figure 7-14: 
JUVENILE ALTERNATIVE SERVICES PROGRAM (JASP) 

PROGRAM COST 
FOR FY 1991-92 

. : ...... : . CLIENTS'· 
iExPENDITURES • 

I COST PER ; 

DISTRicii·· • •• REFERRED;;' I REFERRAL 
1 1,442 $301,854 $215.57 
2 1,259 359,373 285.44 
3 2,279 422,841 185.53 

4* 5,364 475,328 88.61 
5 1,934 435,805 225.34 
6 2,801 587,988 209.93 
7 3,801 542,013 142.60 

8** 1,131 311,749 275.64 
9 1,517 485,365 319.95 

10* 3,726 493,630 132.48 
11* 8,111 658,101 81.14 

(":" STATK:.;: 33,398*** $5,074,047 $151.93 

I 0 State Average • District~ 

Source: CIS (JASP Client Exit Form, FY 1991-92) and SAMAS 
* These districts received supplemental contributions from local agencies . 
• * D-8 reports that they served 1,282 clients (at $212.36 per referral). But these numbers are not reflected in 

either the JASP Client Exit Form or the CIS provider files (cases closed). This district also reports that they 
recouped $39,501 from expenditures for overpayment. 

*** The statewide total does not represent the sum of district totals because there are 33 cases with district 
unknown. 

Note: Any discrepancies in the numbers served would influence cost per referral. Because such discrepancies appear 
to exist, these cost data should be viewed with caution. 
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Program Effectiveness 

The JASP program appears to be effective in diverting clients from judicial handling within the 
delinquency system. Those cases assigned to JASP resulted in a 80.9 percent successful program 
completion rate. Clients who were assigned service and sanctions were generally able to complete 
them on a regular basis. Community service work, monetary restitution, and family counseling 
were among those services stressed and show a high rate of completion when assigned as was the 
case in previous years. The program also appears to be effective in preventing subsequent law 
violations with 86.1 percent of youth having no subsequent delinquency adjudication within a year 
of service tennination. 

The implementation of this program varies greatly across the state, providing little opportunity to 
compare the results without a more detailed look at how different HRS staff, State Attorneys, and 
judges use the program. The source of referrals shows a wide variation among and even within 
districts at the sub district level. In many districts, JASP is being used as a judicial disposition, 
which would seem to be adverse to th~ original intent of the program. Several variables, such as 
the local State Attorney's case filing criteria, could impact on this finding as that office has the 
final approval of referrals to the JASP program. This variance may impact on the effectiveness of 
the goals of'the service. There is also a question of whether some cases could be handled simply 
through counseling at Intake or parental sanctions. 

Clearly defined admission criteria need to be established .in order for the program to function 
optimally. This might be done as a district by district process, with a statewide consensus 
emerging from the process. If district criteria are different, the infonnation to clearly delineate 
where district criteria vary should be available because without such infonnation it is not possible 
to compare results meaningfully across districts . 

To address issues, it is recommended that a study be undertaken to look in more depth at the 
characteristics of clients served by JASP and compare these to the characteristics of clients with 
cases closed at Intake and Community Control clients. Outcomes for similar subsets of these 
groups can be compared. This would require a study which is beyond the scope of the annual 
outcome evaluation. 

In addition, the nature of the sanctions imposed and services rt;!ceived varies tremendously both 
across the districts and even within districts, at the sub district k~vel. Infonnation on the particular 
services provided should also be an element in a more in-depth study of JASP. 

The need still exists for establishing an annual statewide meeting to bring together all JASP 
providers and allow headquarters staff to uniformly address all problems that have arisen in the 12 
years since the beginning of the program. Among problems addressed should be reporting 
procedures and funding regarding cost per case . 
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JASP 
RECOMMENDATION UPDATE 

> ·.··RECOMMENDATIONSIN:.··.·«··. 
1991' (HITC()MEEVALlJATION·REPORT.··· · ......... : ... :.i .... p~gG.~~~;.~.:.F~ .• 199.1\~Jr·::· •••• : •••• : .••.. ··.··I •••••• ·•·· ••••••• : ••••• ·.·;·.-:~· ••.•.•••••• ··.REC~ti~:~!~ON 

PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT 

Discussions on a standard referral criteria should Statewide monitoring of JASP was completed 
begin in the present fiscal year which should include in 1991-92. No statewide meeting was held. 
a JASP statewide meeting in order to instill a uniform The recommendation to standardize referral 
use and understanding of the program as it has criteria may not reflect local needs. 
evolved in the past years. 

"No status" is the result of inappropriate 
Included in these discussions should be the issue of I referral procedures. The need for addressing 
appropriate JASP placements statewide along with this issue still exists. 
referral procedures and protocols and also a close 
scrutiny on cost per case variations. 

A standardiz?..d method for accounting for "no status" 
cases should be a part of a new version of the JASP 
client exit form and be made part of statewide data 
reporting procedures. This would provide more 
accurate data in regard to outcomes and overall 
program performance. 
[CYF Delinquency Services] 

PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT 

During the coming year the issues of JASP 
referral criteria and the relationship of HRS and 
the State Attorney's Office in determining policy 
for JASP referral should be addressed. If standard 
criteria are not desirable, then the explicit criteria 
used by each district should be readily available 
for purposes of interpreting results. A study of 
JASP client and cost should be undertaken. This 
could lead to re-thinking the current uses of JASP, 
including recommendations for changing 
legislation. 
[Delinquency Services] 

Discrepancies between the data obtained from the 
JASP Client Exit Form and the CIS provider files 
(the source of demographics and recidivism data) 
should be examined in FY 1992-93. 
[Delinquency Services] 

*Source: The update information on progress toward recommendations was obtainedfrol1l Program Specialist;:;'. 
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Elaine Go rdon Treatment Center is. a residential treatment program"forjuvenile sex offenders: .. 

VI-l 



• 

• 

• 
VI-2 



• 

• 

• 

I' . .. " . 
.. ... DelinqnencyServices 

8. ECKERD WILDERNESS CAMP PROGRAM 

Program Description 

Population Profile 

The Eckerd Wilderness programs served a total of 555 youth during FY 1991-92. The typical 
youth entering an Eckerd Wilderness Camp Prog~am was a fourteen and a half year old white 
male. See Table 8-1 and Figure 8-1. Tne youth spend approximately 13.6 months in the program. 
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Table 8-1 and Figure 8-1: 
ECKERD WILDERNESS CAMP PROGRAMS 

POPULATION PROFILE FOR FY 19.91-92 

ICl.IENTS SERVED I 555 

I· CLIENTSDISCHARGEUI 198* 

E-Nini-Hassee 
E-Ma-Cbarnee 

E-Kel-Etu 
E-Tu-Makee 

. STATEWIDE: 

.·· •• ··AVG~ AGEAT.·AVG. LENGTH 

.•.•..••.. AJ)M.IsSI()NO]tSTAy .••..•... 
13.7 years 
14.7 years 
13.8 years 
14.1 years 
14.3 ears 
14.3 ears 

13.4 months 
16.0 months 
12.8 months 
12.3 months 
14.2 months 
13.6 months 

I [J State Average • Camp 

E-How-Kee E-Nini-Hassee E-Ma-Chamee E-Kel-Etu 

(Continued on next page) 
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I 0 Slate Ave:rage • Camp 

E-How-Kee E-Nini-Hassee E-Ma-Chamee E-Kel-Etu E-Tu-Makee 

E-Nini-Hassee 
E-Ma-Cbamee 

E-Kel-Etu 

100.0% 
0.0% 

69.2% 
100.0% 

E-Tu-Makee 100.0% 
STATEWIDE 75.8% 

FEMALE 

0.0% 
100.0% 
30.8% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

24.2% 

..... :: '., .. , RACE~' . '.'. 
.CA.:M}J, . :,' 'WHITE' I BLACK OTHER. 

E-How-Kee 84.1% 13.6% 2.3% 
E-Nini-Hassee 86.1% 5.6% 8.3% 
E-Ma-Chamee 79.5% 17.9% 2.6% 

E-Kel-Etu 75.6% 20.0% 4.4% 
E-Tu-Makee 88.2% 11.8% 0.0% 

STATEWIDE 82.3% 14.2% 3.5% 

(Continued on next page) 
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44 
36 
39 
45 
34 
198 

·NUMBER. 
I' DiSClrARGED 

44 
36 
39 
45 
34 
198 



100.0'/0 

90.0% 

Stat..wid. E-How-Kee E-Nini-HaS3ee E-Ma-Chamee E-Kel-Etu E-Tu-Makee 

Source: Eckerd Family Youth Al1ernatives Inc_ Annual Descriptive Summary 1991-92 

o White 

Ii Black 

~ Other 

* Note: The population profile including numbers discharged is based on successful program releases only_ An 
additional 69 youth exited the program during FY 1991-92for a total of267 releases. 

Over 40 percer!t of these youth are from single parent homes. Table 8-2 displays the living 
arrangements of youth prior to program entry. 

Table 8-2: 
ECKERD WILDERNESS CAMP PROGRAMS 

LIVING ARRANGEMENTS PRIOR TO ENTRY 
FOR FY 1991-92 

·····.LlVINGARRANGEMENT • PERCENT 
Single Parent 40.3 

Parent/Step-parent 18.3 
Both Parents 17.7 

Adoptive Parents 8.0 
Relative 7.0 

Foster Home 5.7 
. Group Home 1.3 

Other 1.7 

I .. TOTAL. .. 100.0 

Source: Eckerd Family Youth Al1ernatives, Inc. Annual Descriptive Summary 1991-92 

The majority of youth have prior dependency (abuse/neglect) or delinquency adjudications. 
Approximately 52.3 percent of the clients admitted to the program during FY 1991-92 had 
prior convictions with the largest number (64.9 percent) adjudicated for property offenses. 
Table 8-3 shows the breakdown of convictions by type. 
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Table 8-3: 
ECKERD WILDERNESS CAMP PROGRAMS 

TYPE OF CONVICTIONS FOR ADMITTED YOUTH 

······.TYPEOFCONVICTION PERCENT 
Property Offense 64.9 
Person Offense 14.6 

Sex Offense 0.8 
Drug Related 0.7 

Weapon Related 1.4 
Misdemeanor 3.7 
Other Offense 13.9 

I········ 
... , =:?:.;" >TOTAL •.•.. 100.0 

Source: Eckerd Family Youth Alternatives, Inc. Annual Descriptive Summary 1991-92 

Youth are referred to the Eckerd Wilderness programs through a variety of mechanisms. 
Referral sources include JJP caseworkers, mental health centers, school systems, physicians, 
private psychologists, psychiatrists, and families. 

Outcome Measurement 

Outcome 1 
YOUTH WILL SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETE THE PROGRAM. 

Definition: Cases considered successful are those reported by Eckerd as graduates. 

Successful completion rates have decreased since FY 1990-91, from 76.1 percent to 74.2 
percent. See Table 8-4. 

Table 8-4: 
ECKERD WILDERNESS CAMP PROGRAMS 
REASONS FOR DISCHARGE FOR FY 1991-92 

REASON FORDISCHARGE<···· NUMBER .PERCENT 
Completed treatment/Graduated 198 74.2 

Withdrew 61 22.8 
Administrative 8 3.0 

TOTAL 267 100.0 

Source: Eckerd Family Youth Alternatives, Inc. Annual Descriptive Summary 1991-92 
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Outcome 2 
CLIENTS WILL SHOW AN INCREASE IN CLIENT FUNCTIONING LEVELS IN 
ACADEMIC, BEHAVIORAL, AND SOCIAL SKILLS. 

Definition: Standardized tests are administered to youth upon admission and within one 
month prior to discharge from the program. The Peabody Individual Achievement Test -
Revised (PIAT-R) measures academic achievement and the Millon Adolescent Personality 
Inventory (MAP!) measures social and psychological functioning. 

The program reports that prior to treatment these youth have fallen further behind their peers 
academically as they proceeded through school. The average camper is 1.5 years behind in 
grade level at the time of admission. Although the average length of stay for the program is 
13.6 months, the program considers a twelve month increase a positive outcome for these 
youth. The significance this year is that while length of stay decreased, PlAT -R scores 
increased. See Table 8-5. 

r·ici~.ui·: •••.•••••• ', 
E·Ho ...... Kee 
E·Nini·~. 

E·Ma-<:han'l"" 
E·Kd·Etu 

E·Tu·Mal:"" , fiATEWIDE. 

!(>~. 
40 
33 
37 
30 
34 
174 

Table 8-5: 
ECKERD WILDERNESS CAMP PROGRAMS 

PIAT-R PRE- AND POST- TEST RESULTS 
FOR FY 1991-92 

\:' '., '.' Matk:::'.:·}/::" > Read IIon'- ·Readln Co",,:' '.,.',,' S .... Ub'f(,'· Gen~ral Infoi::"· : 
Pr&otat P_!Ht· .:'Pre~leot·. . :.' I'o,Mert:··· Pre-tert·, Post-1ert· . Pr.-teot, ·Post-tert· Pre-test . Post;.tert '. 

6.0 6.7 6.2 6.6 6.7 8.2 5.7 5.5 7.6 8.1 
7.1 10.0 7.6 10.4 7.9 11.4 8.0 10.9 7.4 10.4 
5.7 6.0 6.0 7.2 6.9 7.9 5.5 6.0 6.5 1.9 
7.4 7.8 6.6 7.S 8.0 8.6 6.5 6.7 8.S 9.8 
6.3 7.4 6.9 7.S 6.7 8.4 6.0 6.7 8.3 9.0 
6.4 7.5 6.6 .r=7.8 7.2 8.8 6.3 7.1 7.6 9.0 

Source: Eckerd Family Youth Alternatives, Inc. Annual Descriptive Swnmary 1991-92 
Note: An increase in scores from pre- to post- test indicates improvtmlent in that area. 

· ... T.taL, 

6.3 6.8 
7.4 10.3 
5.9 6.8 
7.3 8.0 
6.7 7.7 
6.7 7.8 

····.··Y6J~· •• Sho~&t.hnbfoV~irieIlt· •• bri •• ·~'I···.fotif ••• Of·.the ••• ~llbt~~"()f:th~ ••• MAPI".iI16IG{li~g:·'self~Con6ept, 
perSonaLesteein,. impulse:C()ritrol~ and soci'aLc~)Dformity~' . 

.. .; .... ,..:.::.\::>: .. 

Table 8-6 indicates MAPI pre- and post- test results by camp. 
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, ' ......•. ~ ... , 
.'.' .. ,. I····' ..•. .' •• rot 

E-How-Kee 32 
E-Nini·Hassee 24 
E·Ma·O!amee 29 

E-Kel·Etu 40 
E·Tu·Makee 29 

'.STATEWJDE: .. 154 

Table 8-6: 
ECKERD WILDERNESS CAMP PROGRAMS 

MAP! PRE- AND POST- TEST RESULTS 
FOR FY 1991-92 

I' ••• " ...... Self-concept' .. . .... ,' Pp;r~onlll Esteem'> ' .,. , .. 1m pulse Control. 
Pre:test, Post"tE!$f' '·.··Pre-test· Post-tE!$t Pre:t~st· Post-tcst 

63.4 41.8 628 49.0 69.0 45.5 
54.1 35.1 625 55.7 59.2 36.2 
64.6 35.6 65.1 41.3 65.8 31.1 
58.9 36.2 624 429 628 37.7 
58.5 40.4 59.2 51.1 70.4 48.3 
60.0 37.9 624 47.4 65.5 39.8 

Source: &kerd Family Youth Alternatives, Inc. Annual Descriptive Summary 1991-92 

, Social Conform ... . 

,'. PnHest· Post-t~·, 

63.4 45.7 
57.6 40.5 
57.8 326 
58.3 37.5 
63.7 50.1 
60.1 41.1 

Note: A decrease in scores fonn pre- to post- test indicates improvement in that area. The scales measure the 
degree to which there is a problem within each trait. The higher the score, the greater the presence of a 
problem. 

Outcome 3 
YOUTH WILL NOT REQUIRE PLACEMENT IN A PROGRAM OF EQUAL OR 
GREATER RESTRICTIVENESS THAN THE ECKERD WILDERNESS CAMP 
PROGRAM WITlllN TWELVE MONTHS OF SUCCESSFUL RELEASE FROM THE 
PROGRAM. 

Definition: Programs of equal or greater restrictiveness levels include secure or non­
secure residential facilities. Data are obtained from aftercare counselors. The amount of 
time lapsed for follow-up was twelve months. This differs from last year's report when all 
youth were counted who had been graduated anywhere from one to nine months. This 
year only those who had been graduated for a full twelve months were included in the 
calculation for recidivism. To include youth who have been out for shorter time periods 
artificially lowers the rate because the longer a youth is away from a protected setting, the 
chances increase' for problems to occur. This helps to explain the increase in the 
recidivism rate from last year to this year. 

See Table 8-7 and Figure 8-7 which show the recidivism rates by camp . 
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Table 8-7: 
ECKERD WILDERNESS CAMP PROGRAMS 

RECIDIVISM RATES FOR GRADUATES 

.. ,.,,'<,",' .. , RECIDIVISM RATES , 
CAMP· .. ' .. N' NUMBER PERCENT :::,., ,,'.< 

E-How-Kee 44 12 27.3 
E-Nini-Hassee 25 1 4.0 
E-Ma-Chamee 42 9 21.4 

E-Kel-Etu 43 10 23.3 
E-Tu-Makee 42 7 16.7 

I>·. STATEWIDE 196 39 19.9 

I D State Average • Camp 

E-HQw-Kee E-Nini-Hassee E-Ma-Chamee E-Kel-Etu E-Tu-Makee 

Source: Eckerd Family Youth Alternatives, Inc. Annual Descriptive Summary 1991-92 

Program Cost 

The contracted amount for the Eckerd Wilderness Camp Program for FY 1991-92 was 
$5,417,765. Number of resident days were unavailable for FY 1991-92. Therefore, the 
average cost per resident day and the average cost per case could not be calculated. 

Program Effectiveness 

The Eckerd Wilderness Camp Program reported a high rate of successful completions (74.2 
percent) for youth exiting the program during FY 1991-92. 
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Youth have demonstrated academic gains and improved social and psychological functioning 
while attending the Eckerd Wilderness Camp Programs. Academic achievement with a twelve 
month increase over an average length of stay of 13.6 months, is lower than would be expected 
from a normative sample. However, because of the past history of academic difficulties, 
program staff consider the improvement favorable. Graduating youth continue to demonstrate 
improvement on the MAPI which is a standardized measure of social and psychological 
functioning. 

In addition to academic, social, and psychological improvement, the youth successfully 
completing the program show a low recidivism rate. Only 19.9 percent of the youth had been 
readmitted to a facility as restrictive or more restrictive than Eckerd Wilderness Camp 
Programs during the twelve months after successful release. However, these recidivism rates 
are not comparable to recidivism rates for other delinquency services programs. It is 
recommended that Delinquency Services develop and maintain a data system to track Eckerd 
Camp clients. It is further recommended that subsequent delinquency referrals, adjudications 
and commitments be reported for these programs in the future . 
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TABLE 8-R 

ECKERD WILDERNESS CAMP PROGRAMS 
RECOMMENDATION UPDATE 

I.·.···· ~cQ~~1Jl~:g;N~~~~yrA9-~ •• :::: •• 1 ••••• ·.·1· •• : ••••• • •• : ••.••••••• ·.·.rf88:~~~ •.• ~··~ ••• ~?-~~~~~ •••• · .: •••••••• ···:·:: ••••• •• •• 1.·:.:·.11 •• • •••• ·• ••• • •••• : ••.•••••••• •.· •.•.• · •• ~c?8=!;Io~·.·····.···.··.····· .... 
PROGRAM MAINTENANCE I PROGRAM MAINTENANCE 

Total number of client days should be tracked and I No progress in FY 1991-92. 
reported in order to calculate cost per child day and 
average cost per case. [Eckerd Family Youth 
Alternatives, Inc.] 

CYF should establish and maintain a data system to I No progress in FY 1991-92. 
track Eckerd Wilderness Program Clients. [CYF 
Delinquency Services] 

Recidivism rates as reported by Eckerd cannot be 
compared to recidivism rates for other CYF 
programs. All youth should be followed for the 
same period of time and rearrest, readjudications and 
recommitments should be reported. 

The total number of youth being served by referral 
source (Delinquency ADM, eRC or private payee) 
should be reported. [Eckerd Family Youth 
Alternatives, Inc.] 

Eckerd revised their methodology for 
calculating recidivism rates to allow all youth 
a full year after graduation in which to 
recidivate. However, recidivism rates for 
Eckerd Camps cannot be compared to 
recidivism rates for other Delinquency 
Services Programs because recidivism is 
defined differently and includes only 
subsequent placement in a residential setting 
which is as restrictive or more restrictive than 
the camp. 

No progress in fiscal year 1991-92. 

Source: Eckerd Family Youth Allernatives, Inc. Annual Descriptive Summary 1991-92 
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• Total number of client days should be tracked 
and reported in order to calculate cost per 
child day and average cost per case. [Eckerd 
Family Youth Alternatives, Inc.] 

• Delinquency Services should establish and 
maintain a· data system to track Eckerd 
Wilderness Program Clients. [Delinquency 
Services] 

• Recidivism rates as reported by Eckerd cannot 
be compared to recidivism rates for other 
Delinquency programs. Rearrests, 
readjudications and recommitments should be 
reported. [Eckerd Family Youth Alternatives, 
Inc.] 

• The total number of youth being served by 
referral source (Delinquency, ADM, eRC or 
private payee) should be reported. [Eckerd 
Family Youth Alternatives, Inc.] 
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Delinquency Services 

9. DELINQUENCY INTAKE 

Program Description 

Under" Chapter 39,' Florida Statutes; 
Delinquency Services has the responsibility· for' 
receiving. aU delinquency complaints. for youth 
under' age 1 &; Delinquency case managers 
(DCMs) assess the cases on ai!individual basis 
to< make afecommtmdatioo to the State 
Attorney' for non;.jllwciru handling or judicial 
handling. (court aCtion);.O:ften~vvhen Intake 
recommendsnon,-judiCiaFhandling; a.structured 

. diversionary prograin>.such as the. Juvenile' 
'. Al1:efllative .. ServicesProgtam.(JASP)·isused·to·. 

Cases Received Per 1,000 
ohh.e 10 - 17 Popu1aron 

[J 85 - 100 

mill 101 - 115 

~ 116 -130 

II 130 -145 

provideservicestothc'client a:nd the' .. fiunily~ . 
'Ifthecaseishandledjudiciallyimdtllecourt adjudil-'-ca~t-es-th-e-Y-9-uth-' -o-r-w-l-' thh-· -o-ld-s-. a-d-~u-d-ic-a-ti-'o--'n, 
. futakecompletes·a predispositionaI report and. recommends to the court.sanctions and services 
for· the:youthandfamily~ • When the case is. handled judicially; OeMs aIso·.complete.a 
preIimillary screeriingforatcohol;drug.abuseandmentafhealthproblems. to determine which 
cases.·sliouldbereferred for·furtherassessment.by alcohol. drug. abuse·and.mental health 

. (ADM) providers: '. 

Intake counselors/tasemanagersalsohave a responsibility iIrthe.detentionscreening process, 
Eachju.venilepresentedf()rdetention reqlliresascreening by an IntakecoIIDselbr to determine 
ifthe.·youth meets the critenafor placement in:cletention;An assessment of risk' factors is 
considered prior to Intake making decision to detainthe·youth. Iftheyout:h meets· criteria but 
Intake wants the youth released, the StateAttomey makes the final decision to release. or place 
the yolIthindetention. A suicide risk assessment is also completed at detention screening with 
referralstomental.healthproviders as needed. 

In 198 &~ the legislature. revised. Chapter 39, FS~ by adding a> statement oflegislative intent, 
judicial detention. criteria, risk' assessment. procedures and authorizing direct placement in 
home·detentionbyfutake. The department was required to create a risk assessment process 
which resulted.' in·' the development· of' the Detention .. Screening Instrument (DS1). This 
replaced the interim placement report on October 1, 199 L 

During FY 1991-92, the new Delinquency Case Management System was implemented 
statewide. This system combines the services of both Delinquency Intake, Community 
Control and Furlough, . The funding sources were also combined; This new system provides a 
more complete service base as counselors will perform both intake and supervisory duties. 
The cost data presented in· this chapter covers not only the intake activities described here, but 
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(continuedJrom prcviouspage) 

Cornm~tyControrexperidifuresaswelLThis will be cross-referencec1. in the cfiapteron 
... conitrtl.uiityConti-oL DeIiriquenoy Intake isa state general revenue funded program· for which 

all clients alleged to bedeliriqtlenf aree1igible~ 

Population Profile 

The Delinquency Intake system received 140,203 cases in FY 1991-92. This represents an 
increase of 10.2 percent over the 127,275 served in FY 1990-91, which continues a trend over the 
past five years (see Table 9-1). District 11 (Dade) received the largest proportion of cases, with 
16.9 percent, followed by District 6, with 15.7 percent, while District 1 (Pensacola) received the 
lowest percentage, with 3.7 percent of cases. When the number of cases received is looked at in 
tenns of cases per 1,000 of the popUlation 10-17, District 6 has the highest rate (141 per 1,000) 
and District 3 the lowest (87 per 1,000). Figure 9-1 shows district rates in comparison to the state 
average. "Cases" represent instances when a youth is brought to Intake and are duplicated in the 
sense that they include multiple arrests for the same youth during the year. Cases rather than 
individual youth are used for Intake components because they more directly reflect workload and 
the Intake decision processes. 

Table 9-1: DELINQUENCY INTAKE 
DELINQUENCY CASES RECEIVED DURING FY 1991-92 

:~I~~ri±·\ ····~~rk~~~~Ft .·d~~~±i·.·:···r::l:1~?1~~··· 
?::> ....... ··>:.){ECEIVEIr··· •• ···· .: . TOTAL· : ...•• ··~OPUd~I~N:· .. 

1 5,234 3.7 90.8 
2 6,166 4.4 103.6 
3 8,424 6.0 86.6 
4 16,226 11.6 118.9 
5 11,051 7.9 125.3 
6 21,990 15.7 141.4 
7 14,973 10.7 96.3 
8 9,382 6.7 120.9 
9 11,717 8.4 110.5 

10 11,379 8.1 105.1 
11 23,661 16.9 115.7 

STATEWIDE 140,203 100.0 112.5 
127,275 100.0 99.9 

119,715 100.0 96.6 

113,445 100.0 93.0 

FY1981.:.88)·· 106,941 100.0 89.2 

Source: CIS (delinquency referral records received during FY 1991-92) 

Note: The number oj cases received is counted by unduplicating the numbers oj reJ.~rral reported received on CIS by 
client identifier and date. If the same juvenile is referred Jar several offenses on the same date, these would be 
counted together as one case. If that juvenile is reJerred Jor one or more offenses on another date, it would be 
counted as another case. 
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Figure 9~1: 
DELINQUENCY INTAKE 

COMPARISON OF DISTRICT RATES 
PER 1000 CHILDREN AGES 1~17 FOR 

DELINQUENCY CASES RECEIVED FOR FY 1991-92 

! 0 State Average iii District 

Average = 112.5 I Median = 110.5 (D9) 

... 140 
::£ 
- 120 

! 
~ 100 

.... 
~. 80 

~ 60 .. .. 
"" 40 
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20 
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Source: CIS (delinquency referral records received during FY 1991-92) 

Demographic data were based on the 140,203 referrals received as counted in the Client 
Information System (CIS). Youth from 15 to 16 years comprised 41.7 percent of the total cases 
received, with the 13-14 and 17+ age groups each representing 24 percent. Males represented 80.6 
percent of the population (Table 9-2 and Figure 9-2). ~tes represented 54.9 percent of the total 
referrals and blacks and others represented 45.9 percent in FY 1991-92. 

Table 9-2 and Figure 9-2: 
DELINQUENCY INTAKE 

DEMOGRAPmCS BY DISTRICT FOR FY 1991-92 

·.:PERCENTIN:AGEGRour: ... ·.· ':' ':NlJMBEROF: : ::: 
10::.11. 13-14 . 15'-16 :' •.• ' . 17+.cA8'ESRECEIVED 

1 1.2 8.0 21.5 43.1 26.2 5,234 
2 1.6 9.0 24.5 40.9 24.1 6,166 
3 2.0 9.3 24.8 41.0 22.9 8,424 
4 1.6 8.S 24.0 41.4 24.S 16,226 
5 2.3 1O.S 26.0 39.9 21.4 11,051 
6 1.6 9.4 27.2 40.3 21.6 21,990 
7 1.3 8.4 23.6 42.0 24.7 14,973 
8 1.4 U ~ ~ ~ ~~ 
9 l.S 8.6 24.0 41.5 24.4 11,117 

10 1.6 8.9 23.S 42.1 23.8 11,379 
11 0.8 6.S 23.1 43.S 26.0 23,661 

STATEWIDE 1.5 8.6 24.3 41.7 24.0 140,203 

(Continued on next page) 
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17+ yean 
24% 

.':,.::." .' 

15-16 years 
42% 

.' 

0-12 yean 
10% 

PERCENT ' ... 

13-14 years 
24% 

.NUMBER. 
DISTRIct < . WHITE ' BLACK/OTHER RECEIVED 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
S 
9 
10 
11 

STATEWIDK: . 

Black/Other 
45% 

.... ,,' ... 
.. ,: .. , .",'.' .. , 

DISTRICT. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
S 
9 
10 
11 

STATEWIDE 

63.7 36.3 
41'.3 52.7 
60.6 39.4 
53.8 46.2 
64.5 35.S 
55.S 44.2 
59.9 40.1 
6S.9 31.1 
54.3 45.7 
47.0 53.0 
43.6 56.4 
54.9 45.4 

. ... :' PERCENT: .. 
FEMALE , .. MALE: 

22.3 77.7 
19.3 SO.1 
20.3 79.7 
20.7 79.3 
20.3 79.7 
2l.S 7S.S 
20,4 79.6 
lS.7 S1.3 
lS.1 S1.9 
16.1 83.9 
17.1 82.9 
19.4 80.6 

(Continued on next page) 
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5,234 
6,166 
8,424 
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21,990 
14,973 
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23,661 
140,203 

While 
55% 

NUl\'IBER 
REcEIvED 

5,234 
6,166 
S,424 
16,226 
B,051 
21,990 
14,973 
9,3S2 
11,717 
11,379 
23,661 
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81% 

Female 
19% 

Source: CIS (d,elinquency referral records received during FY 1991-92) 

According to the Client Information System, 26.4 percent of all delinquency referrals were for 
felony offenses against property, 27.1 percent of all the referrals were for misdemeanors against 
property. Another 10.4 percent of all referrals were for felony offenses against persons and 10.1 
percent were for misdemeanors against persons (Table 9-3 and Figure 9-3). These figures are all 
within one percentage point of the breakdowns for FY 1990-91. 

Table 9-3 and Figure 9-3: 
DELINQUENCY INTAKE 

DELINQUENCY CASES RECEIVED 

>( ·····FELONIESFEL0I'IIES' Ii ./·<MISD· . MISD:· ... ornER. 

!l>"··.·· •• y/c:.( •.•.. ··,· •• ·'.· •.. ··C··.·.A'S····ES.····.·· •.... · •.• ,.·· .••.. ····P~SOlNNSTs· •. • •. AGAINSl' .• ·FELONIESAG:Ai:N~:·AGAINST' .• , ... MISDi ·:DOEL· l~ ... · .... 
I-,-C'-'e:::o~ L """'PROPERlY.OTIlERI'ERSOlIisPROPERTYOTH'ER .~, ... 

. ··RECEIVEDPERCENrPERCENT . 'PERCENTPERCENfo PERcENT .·PERCOOPERCOO 
1 5,234 8.1 25.0 4.7 9.5 27.4 16.1 9.3 
2 6,166 9.3 21.8 S.6 11.4 26.8 15.5 3.5 
3 8,424 11.0 30.3 5.1 12.7 26.0 8.8 6.0 
4 16,226 10.1 24.3 5.4 10.6 29.2 11.3 9.0 
5 11,051 10.7 29.2 3.4 10.6 26.8 10.9 8.4 
6 21,990 9.1 25.2 3.7 13.4 28.0 8.2 12.5 
7 14,973 10.1 25.3 5.1 12.9 29.2 8.S 8.9 
8 9,382 6.8 30.2 2.6 9.2 26.9 13.2 11.1 
9 11,717 11.4 25.0 4.3 8.4 26.9 11.6 12.4 
10 11,379 10.7 27.7 6.8 7.3 30.5 IS.1 1.9 
11 23 661 13.3 25.8 S.O 5.8 22.7 10.1 17.4 

SlATEWlDE 140203 10.4 26.4 4.7 10.1 27.1 11.0 10.3 

Pcrsol;;;~) 

10% 

Pmona(M*) 
10% 

Property (F*) 
27% 

Source: CIS (delinquency referral records received during FY 1991-92) 
• F = Felony, M = Misdemeanor and D = Delinquency 



Outcome Data 

The outcome statement used in this chapter does not specify a level of attainment. The statement is 
intended to denote a general goal. Standard setting (targeting a specific re-referral rate) is complex 
due to district variation and the fact that the ratf::S presented here represent only re-referral into the 
juvenile system. 

District delinquency case managers (DCMs) are responsible for assess;'1g and making 
recommendations for handling each referral to the local State Attorney. Their actions range from 
counseling with the client and family and. referral for diversion services to recommending that the 
client be handled through the court system. In cases where the referral is handled judicially, the 
DCM has the responsibility of making the appropriate recommendation to the court based on 
consideration of the client's social assessment and the nature of the offense. The outcome listed 
below, which relates to re-referral rates for those handled non-judicially, represents an evaluation 
of the appropriateness of the decision to divert cases at intake. This rate is compared with the re­
referral rate for all cases (both judicial and non-judicial). Outcomes for clients who were handled 
judicially are included as a part of the separate Delinquency Services programs (covered in other 
sections of this report) from which they went to receive services. Recidivism for clients of 
Delinquency Intake is defined as re-referral. 

Outcome 
YOUTH WHO HA VE HAD THEIR DELINQUENCY REFERRALS HANDLED 
NON-JUDICIALLY AT THE INTAKE LEVEL ARE NOT RE-REFERRED 
WITHIN ONE YEAR. 

Definition: Re-referral data for this outcome was obtained from a sample of cases closed 
NON-JUDICIALL Y (with concurrence by Intake) in April, May and _ June of 1991, as 
recorded in CIS. It should be noted that re-referrals are into the juvenile justice system and 
while they include youth who went from the juvenile system to adult court, they do not 
include older youth who may have been arrested as adults . 

•.••• ·.·~~.S.~~rceiitof'case~~e~()ritffieridedfor:non~judldhl;attitinand·····CJosed:.··rioijtididally· at···· . 
.. ·iiifhl<e: had: re'-referrrusint() the' juvenilesystem·withiri one' year of case closure; 

The 29.5 percent re-referral rate is slightly higher than the 27.0 percent rate in FY 1990-91. (See 
Table 9-4.) 
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Table 9-4: 

DELINQUENCY INTAKE 
RE-REFERRAL RATES BY DISTRICT AND OFFENSE TYPE FOR A SAMPLE OF 

INTAKE CASES DISPOSED TO 

NON-JUDICIAL HANDLING 
WITH CONCURRENCE OF INTAKE AND STATE ATTORNEY FOR 

LAST QUARTER, FY 1990-91 CASES 

• 

DISfRICI' 
l·k~~~r4;~;~MM?~~.;~~~~~ ~~; ;Httf~lt~ :~~;~:kL ·~~::~~L 

CASES ::<>CASES RATE 
1 72 100 17.0 
1 101 334 110 25.1 
3 173 557 184 25.0 
4 299 1,024 19.9 2~ 290 21.5 
5 149 511 20.1 0 139 21.1 
6 173 1,044 407 32.9 
7 202 980 270 22.4 
8· 139 614 30.3 254 32.9 
9 234 1,102 499 34.1 
10 329 1,233 409 26.0 
11 476 1,059 862 44.7 

Sf ATE 2,347 &,969 27.6 634 35.3 I 11,950 3,524 29.5 

Source: CIS (last quarler. FY 1990-91) 
Note: The re-referral rates are for referrals illto thejuvellile system (HRS II/take) Ol/ly awJ do 1Iot i1lclude arrests ill the adult system. 
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Figure 9-4: 
DELINQUENCY INTAKE 

DISTRICT COMPARISONS OF RE-REFERRAL RATES BY OFFENSE TYPE 
FOR A SAMPLE OF INTAKE CASES DISPOSED TO 

NON-JUDICIAL HANDLING 
WITH CONCURRENCE OF INTAKE AND STATE ATTORNEY 

FOR LAST QUARTER, FY 1990-91 CASES 

FELONY - NON-JUDICIAL 

I 0 State Average • District 

9 \0 11 

MISDEMEANOR - NON-JUDICIAL 

l§i0e Average • District 

(Continued on next page) 
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0.0% 

OTHER DELINQUENCY - NON-JUDICIAL 

I 0 Stat. Average • District 

6 i 10 11 

OVERALL - NON-JUDICIAL 

I 0 State Average • District 

1 - 2 4 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Source: CIS (last quarter, FY 1990-91) 

Most of the cases recommended for non-judicial action and cOl"lxurred with by the State Attorney 
were misdemeanors (75.1 percent). 'This was down slightly from last year's 79.4 percent. Of the 
misdemeanor cases, 27.6 percent had received a new referral within one year of closure; 35.3 
percent of the felony cases recommended for and closed non-judicially also had re-referrals. Such 
felonies only made up a small percentage (19.6 percent) of the sample; however, the rate of re-

. referral for those cases was 7.7 percentage points higher than the rate for misdemeanor cases. 

Table 9-4 and Figure 9-4 provide a district level breakdown of re-referral rates by type of offense 
for the sample. There was considerable variation in overall re-referral rates for non-judicial cases 
across districts, with a low of 17.0 percent (District 1) and a high of 44.7 percent (District 11). 

For purposes of contrast, Table 9-5 and Figure 9-5 provide a look at recidivism rates for all cases 
disposed to both judicial and non-judicial handling in the same time period. The overall re-referral 
rate was 42.9 percent, comprised of 47.5 percent for felony cases, 38.2 percent for misdemeanants 
and 47.1 percent for other delinquency cases. 
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2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 

STATE 

Table 9-5: 
DELINQUENCY INTAKE 

RE-REFERRAL BY DISTRICT AND OFFENSE TYPE 
FOR A SAMPLE OF 

ALL INTAKE CASES 
FOR LAST QUARTER, FY 1990-91 

••...•••..•••.•...• , Rl!:~REF1J:~F·i/ .·.·.·.·:/.::~~-;E¢f,E~g.·.JPr.A.L.. . •.. RE-REFJ!:~RAP:ii.>,,··.··.·. \ ..•.. 

. F1~~~'.' ·~i~Ji~iMisJiJ~NOR:::·:~l;·::::<piW~g~ro~,&~~t~~~fi!6¥A£~i~Z::~ ~E~::;:lifAL 
CASES I:> CASE~ ... ··~IISDEMEANORS.CASES<:;CASES;:·CASES) CASES .. ·.RATE: ... 

1,016 
1,097 
2,272 
1,916 
2,248 
2,048 
1,119 
1,546 
1,693 
1,707 
17,426 

25.7 
30.5 
35.6 
33.6 
39.2 
46.6 
35.7 
43.9 
36.9 
31.7 
51.1 
38.2 

111 51.3 1.341 459 34.2 111 51.3 1,341 459 
54 61.1 
166 47.6 
411 54.7 
324 39.2 
604 54.1 
392 52.5 
194 52.6 
394 49.7 
124 20.2 
988 40.1 

3,762 47.1 

1,687 
2,274 
4,269 
3,708 
4,648 
3,995 
2,164 
3,460 
3,193 
4,599 
35,338 

648 
919 

1,707 
1,510 
2,343 
1,649 
1,057 
1,496 
1,091 
2,274 
15,153 

38.4 
40.4 
40.0 
40.7 
50.4 
41.3 
48.8 
43.2 
34.2 
49.4 
42.9 

Source: CIS (iast quarter, FY 1990-91) 
Note: The re-referral rates are for referrals into the juvenile system (HRS Intake) only and do not illelude arrests ill the adult system. 
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Figure 9-5: 
DELINQUENCY INTAKE 

DISTRICT COMPARISONS OF RE-REFERRAL RATES BY OFFENSE TYPE 
FOR A SAMPLE OF 

ALL INTAKE CASES 

FELONY - ALL CASES 

I 0 State A'ICf8&C • District 
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(Continued on next page) 
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Source: CIS (las.t quarter, FY 1991-92) 

The results obtained for the Delinquency Intake outcomes are closely tied to Intake's 
recommendations and the State Attorney's actions to handle cases either judicially or non­
judicially. In order to assess the system as a whole, it is important to determine to what extent the 
intake counselor attempts to handle referrals non-ju.dicially. 

Table 9-6 and Figure 9-6 compare the percentages of cases recommended for non-judicial handling 
by Intake with cases with non-judicial action tak{~n by the State Attorney, including a breakdown 
by district. Overall, statewide, with exception of District 5, (where Intake recommended 42 
percent and only 17 percent were handled non-judicially), the recommendations for non-judicial 
handling made by Intake were about four percentage points greater than the percentages of non­
judicial actions taken by the State Attorney. In Districts 8 and 10 a slightly larger portion of cases 
was handled non-judicially than was recommended by Intake. An average of 46.8 percent of cases 
statewide were recommended for non-judicial handling by Intake and 42. ~ percent had non-judicial 
action tak~n by the State Attorney. These figures continue a slight upward trend. Last year, 45.7 
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judicially. The figures for FY 1989-90 were lower still, with 42.0 percent recommended and 38.6 
percent handled non-judicially. 

Table 9-6 and Figure 9-6: 
DELINQUENCY INTAKE 

A COMPARISON OF INTAKE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR NON-JUDICIAl, 
(NO PETITION) HANDLING 'WITH STATE ATTORNEY ACTIONS 

BY DISTRICT FOR DELINQUENCY CASES DISPOSED IN FY 1991-92 

PERCENT OF 
CASES -- tOTAl/CASES 

1 4,677 2,198 47.0 4,701 1,910 40.6 
2 5,483 2,046 37.3 5,499 2,029 36.9 
3 7,157 3,004 42.0 7,222 2,965 41.1 
4 15,756 8,005 50.8 16,065 7,284 45.3 
5 9,804 4,193 42.3 10,336 1,766 17.1 
6 19,939 7,503 37.6 20,479 6,938 33.9 
7 10,982 4,968 45.2 12,752 4,860 38.1 
8 8,643 3,512 40.6 9,383 4,006 42.7 
9 9,884 5,664 57.3 10,478 4,999 47.7 
10 11,790 6,361 53.9 11,909 7,157 60.1 
11 21,533 11,325 52.6 21,546 11,028 51.2 

,'-
STATE: 125,648 58,779 46.8 130,370 54,942 42.1 

o INTAKE'S NON·JUDICIAL RECOMMENDATION • STATE ATTORNEYS' NON·JUDICIAL ACTION 

Source: CIS (delinquency cases disposed FY 1991-92) 

Data on FY 1991-92 cases disposed indicate that 52.2 percent of cases were recommended by 
Intake staff to be handled judicially (petition in the juvenile court system), and 46.8 percent to be 
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handled non-judicially. The State Artorney's offices filed on 51.6 percent of the cases (Table 9-7) 
and allowed for non-judicial handling for 42.1 percent of cases. The major difference was not in 
the numbers recommended for judicial handling but in the numbers recommended by Intake for 
adult court (1.0 percent) and the numbers actually sent to adult court by the State Attorney (6.3 
percent). In the end, 4.7 percent were actually handled in adult court. Table 9-8 breaks dovm the 
dispositions to adult court by district and includes a number per 1,000 of the population at risk 
(ages 10-17) to provide a standard for comparing districts. The numbers of cases per 1,000 of the 
population 10-17 are far higher in Districts 5 and 6 than elsewhere in the State. 

Table 9-7: 
DELINQUENCY INTAKE 

INTAKE RECOl\llMENDATION AND STATE ATTORNEY ACTIONS 
FOR NON-JUDICIAL, JUDICIAL AND ADULT COURT HANDLING 

FOR CASES DISPOSED STATEWIDE FOR FY 1991-92 

lii\ ......•• < INTAKE RECOMMENDATION .. STATEATTORNEYACTION COURT HANDLING. 

lididN) · CASE~> REc6;;~;~liIONSCASES : :~~:; ..... CASEs;Ai~·~~~~ciI~N· 
Judicial (Petition) 65,655 522 67,262 S1.6 73,548 S6.4 

Adult Court 1,214 1.0 8,166 6.3 6,336 4.7 

Nonjudicial 46.8 54,942 421 • 

..... ···.: •• TOTAL .... : •..•. 125,648 100.0 130,370 100.0 130,370 

Source: CIS (profile o/Delinquency Cases Disposed FY 1991-92) 
• Non-judicial cases are not applicable. 
Note: There were 9,373 cases disposed where Intake did not make a recommendation because Intake 

recommendations were not applicable and 4,651 cases disposed where State Attorney action did not apply. 
These represented 6.9 and 3.4 percent respectively o/the 135,021 cases disposed in FY 1991-92. 

Table 9-8: 
DELINQUENCY INTAKE 

ADULT COURT STATISTICS BY DISTRICT FOR FY 1991-92 

: INTAKE RECOMMENDATION· Sf ATE AlTORNEY ACTION· COURT HANDLING . .. 

ri~ci 
::.. It.: . .... ••.• PER 1000 # PERIOOO· #: PER 1000 
·CAsis::: AGESIO~17' . CASES ••• AGESIM7 CASES :' AGESIO~17 

1 34 0.6 390 6.8 3SS 6.2 
2 231 3.9 420 7.1 400 6.7 
3 SI 0.5 477 4.9 463 4.8 
4 88 0.6 408 3.0 328 2.4 
S 86 1.0 I,SS3 17.6 699 7.9 
6 342 2.2 1,931 14.4 1,639 10.S 
7 173 1.1 7S2 4.8 718 4.6 
8 126 1.6 304 3.9 2S6 3.3 
9 41 0.4 601 S.7 388 3.7 
10 21 0.2 387 3.6 308 2.8 
11 21 0.1 943 4.6 782 3.8 

Sf ATE 1214 1.0 8166 6.6 6,336 5.1 

Source: CIS (profile o/Delinquency Cases Disposed FY 1991-92) 
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Table 9-9 examines re-referral rates for all types of handling (both judicial and non-judicial), cases 
for which there was concurrence and cases for which Intake and the State Attorney did not agree, 
for a sample of closed from the last quarter of 1990-91 cases which were followed for a year. The 
lower re-referral rate (32.2 percent re-referred within a year) for cases handled non-judicially 
suggest that most of the no-petition decisions are appropriate. The re-referral rate for judicially 
handled cases was much higher (50.5 percent). However~ where there was a lack of concurrence 
on judicially handled cases between Intake and the State Attorney (with Intake recommending non­
judicial handling), the re-referral rates were lower (38.7 percent) than where there was concurrence 
on judicially handled cases. Where Intake felt that judicial handling was appropriate but the State 
Attorney handled the case non.;.judicially, the re-referral rate was 53.7 percent. This lends support 
to the validity of Intake's recommendations, if one expects that judicially handled cases will have a 
higher recidivism rate. The lowest re-referral rates (31.8 percent) were in cases where both Intake 
and the State Attorney concurred on non-judicial handling. Table 9-10 shows the district level 
breakdowns for Table 9-9. 

Table 9-9: 
DELINQUENCY INTAKE 

RE-REFERRAL RATES AT ONE YEAR AFTER CLOSURE BY TYPE OF 
HANDLING AND THE CONCURRENCE/NONCONCURRENCE OF INTAKE 

AND THE STATE ATTORNEY FOR A SAMPLE OF DELINQUENCY INTAKE CASES 
(CASES CLOSED IN THE LAST QUARTER OF FY 1990-91) 

53.7% were re-referred 40.8% were re-referred 

CONCURRENCE NONCONCURRENCE 
(N = 15,544) (N = 2,339) 

38.7% were re-referred 31.8% were re-referred 

NONCONCURRENCE. CONCURRENCE 
(N= 4,250) . (N= 13,205) 

Source: CIS (cases closed in the last quarterofFY 1990-91) 
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Table 9-10: 
DELINQUENCY INTAKE 

DISTRICT-LEVEL BREAKDOWNS FOR TABLE 9-9 

STATE ATTORNEY'S ACTION 
JUDICIAL NON..JUDICIAL .. 

TOTAL PERCENT TOTAL PERCENT .. 

N RE~REFERRED N RE~REFERRED 

1 543 50.5 34 38.2 
2 938 48.8 198 15.1 
3 1,130 51.5 114 47.4 
4 1,624 56.0 445 43.4 
5 1,888 51.9 22 27.3 
6 2,269 61.4 254 47.6 
7 1,380 50.9 384 47.7 
8 1,050 59.8 95 48.4 
9 1,457 51.1 74 40.5 
10 935 45.4 528 37.9 
11 2,330 53.8 191 41.4 

STATEWIDE 15,544 53.7 2,339 40.8 

. STATEATTORNEY'S ACTION 
NON-JUDICIAL.·i .. 

.. .... : ... TOTAL. PERCENT 
(. i>l:STIUCi:> •.. . RE~REFERRED N RE;;REFERRED 

1 111 36.9 20.1 
2 100 42.0 451 26.2 
3 188 25.5 842 27.9 
4 732 32.5 1,468 24.9 
5 1,031 .33.0 767 24.1 
6 485 42.1 1,640 38.0 
7 763 45.2 1,468 28.5 
8 199 49.2 820 34.7 
9 416 45.2 1,513 35.3 
10 143 38.5 1,587 25.9 
11 82 53.7 1,996 44.9 

. STATEWIDE 4,250 38.7 13,205 31.8 

Source: CIS (cases closed in the last quarter ofFY J990~9J) 

Program Cost 

Total expenditures reported for the Delinquency Intake system in FY 1991-92 represent a 
combination of the funding for Intake, Community Control and Delinquency Case Management. 
The total amount was $37,419,087. (See Table 9-11.) This does not iJ?clude diagnosis and 
evaluation funds administered by the Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Mental Health Progran1. An 
average cost per case disposed is included in Table 9-11. Information on Community Control 
additions is inc1uded to emphasize that the cost per case is for Delinquency Intake and Case 
Management, which includes Community Control in some cases. Table 9-11 shows the breakdown 
of expenditures by district. 
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Table 9-11: 
COMMUNITY CONTROL, FURLOUGH, DELINQUENCY INTAKE 

AND CASE MANAGEMENT EXPENDITURES COMBINED 
FOR FY 1991-92 

CASES COMMUNITY CONTROL COST PER 
:::: ; .. :';' . DISPOSED' ADDITIONS. ADDITIONS . CASE .. 

';DISTRlct EXPENDITURES· FROM INTAKE (ONLy)** . PER 100 DISPOSED DISPOSED·" 

1 SI,786,909 4,990 60S 12.1 $358.10 

2 $1,790,878 5,555 614 ILl $322.39 

3 $2,527,052 7,548 1,101 14.6 $334.80 

4 $4,283,409 16,304 2,433 14.9 $262.72 

5 $2,879,834 10,671 1,627 15.2 $269.87 

6 $5,572,801 22,375 3,205 14.3 $249.06 

7 $3,427,101 13,709 1,711 12.5 $249.99 

8 $2,391,669 9,584 862 9.0 $249.55 

9 $3,030,940 10,781 1,963 18.2 $281.14 

10 $3,699,016 11,932 1,661 13.9 $310.01 

11 $6.029,478 21,572 2,300 10.7 $279.50 

STATEWIDE $37,419,087···· 135,021 18,082 13.4 $277.14 

Source: SAJvIAS 
Separate cost figures for Community Control and Delinquency Intake are not available because the two are 
combined in the Delinquency Case Management system. 

•• 
••• 
•••• 

Additions do not include cases already on the caseload at the beginning of the year . 
Includes expenditures for Community Control. 
T/1i! total does not include the Status Offender Intake expenditure (OC4 BA002) of$2,596 . 

Program Effectiveness 

The numbers of youth who enter the juvenile justice system continue to rise, as does the rate per 
1,000 of the population ages 10-17. There is great variation in the rate per 1,000 of the popUlation 
10-17 across districts which does not appear to be related to either demographic characteristics or 
the seriousness of alleged offenses. Likewise, great variation exists with regard to decisions made 
on judicial and non-judicial handling. . 

Cases which are recommended for non-judicial handling by HRS and concurred with by the State 
Attorney had a lower rate of re-referrals. Approximately 68.0 percent had no further refeI,ials 
during the year. Cases which HRS recommended be handled non~judicially, but where the State 
Attorney's action was judicial (nonconcurrence) had a much lower recidivism rate (37.9 percent) 
than those where HRS and the State Attorney concurred on judicial handling, for which the 
recidivism rate was 50.5 percent. 

There appears to be a slight upward trend over the last three years in both the numbers of cases 
recommended by Intake for non~judicial handling and the numbers where the State Attorney's 
action was non-judicial. However, the numbers handled judicially remain higher than the numbers 
recommended by HRS and the number of cases transferred to adult court continues to rise. Work 
is still needed in this area, along with a closer look at the wide variation across districts. While 
solutions require cooperative work with the courts and law enforcement, HRS could take the lead 

• to assure that all cases which can be handled non-judicially are ~andled in this manner. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS IN 
1991 OUTCOME EVALUATION REPORT 

PROGRAM MAINTENANCE 

With the implementation of Case Management, a new 
set of outcomes for the two combined services should 
be examined for future program effectiveness 
measurement. 

Districts should work with the local communities to 
increase diversion opportunities related to civil 
citation and community arbilriltion. This will enable 
the system to divert appropriate youth and give case 
managers more flexibility in decision making on 
cases entering the system. 
[CYF Delinquency Services] 

SOllrce: Reportsfrom Program Specialists 

• 

TABLE9-R 

DELINQUENCY INTAKE 
RECOMMENDATION UPDATE 

P.ROGRESS IN FY 1991-92 

During FY 1991-92 the case management 
system was implemented. The design of the 
new system is still under development. There 
may be considerable variation across districts. 
Implementation of this recommendation 
should await the final design of the system. 

FY 1991-92 was a year of transition - from the 
old Children, Youth and Families (CYF) to 
the new Juvenile Justice Program (JJP). It ,vas 
also a year of transition in terms of future HRS 
reorganization. In the future, local districts 
will determine some policies to a greater 
degree than in the past while some functions 
may have greater central control. 
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1992 REPORT 
RECOMMENDATION 

PROGRAM MAINTENANCE 

Maintenance is recommended because this 
program has already begun a change process and 
the need for specific impJ;'ovements will be 
determined as a part of this process. Work is still 
needed to divert youth where this can be done 
(using such mechanisms as civil-citation and 
community arbitration). The wide variation 
across districts with regard to both referrals per 
1,000 of the 10-17 popUlation, and the judicial 
and non-judicial handling of cases, should also be 
examined as the current change process develops. 
[Delinquency Services] 

Finally, the outcome evaluation database should 
be used as a basis for providing more detailed 
information to districts, possibly in a computer 
disk format, on a semi-annual or quarterly basis. 
[Delinquency Services Outcome Evaluation] 

• 
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Delinquency Services 

10. flOME DETENTION 

Program Description 

....... 

. ·Hb~tiftgl1tioril~~~~fd~~ig~6t~h()~~~m1< .... 

. • ~~ .••. ~1ft;m.W .••.•.. ~id~.p.b.ythr.~.· •. n.~~,~1: .•• ·~f.~~···· ,.--...,---,. 
. eOVIromnenWl . eresuperVISlono ..... a 

:Miomi 

·iliStnlrt1e~t::These yOtitll piesenfat~setdegree (}frisktoptiblics~fety tfumYouthplaced· in 
• secllreideteritiomAlthougb:theyoutlimayhaveadocumentedhistory of failiire to appear m 
• couit;:#ori;.se~uie. deteritiolt .• placeinent is .•.. intended to ensure the . youtli is: . available for· 
schciirile.dcoUrtappeahfutes; ...... .~: . 

Population Profile 

The Home Detention program served l3,741 youth in 365,505 service days in FY 1991-92. This 
represents a decrease of 2.5 percent in youth served and an 8.5 percent decrease ill service days 
over FY 1990-91 totals. Table 10-1 and Figure 10-1 provides the client to counselor ratio, based 
on the number of community youth leader (CYL) positions and the average daily popUlation, for 
the Home Detention programs in the state. Staff statewide averaged 5.9 active cases per counselor 
which is lower than the expected ratio of seven cases per counselor. The statewide ratio, along 
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with the ratios for several programs, reflect program underutilization. This may be misleading 
because indications are that several programs are using staff to supervise youth in pre-placement 
supervision status. These are youth who have been committed for a delinquent offense but are at 
home awaiting a placement vacancy. More detailed information on where, and to what extent, this 
is happening is not available. 

Table 10-1 and Figure 10-1: 
HOME DETENTION 

CLIENT TO COUNSELOR RATIOS 
FY 1991-92 

"::::Hom: ':NUMBEROF ..•.. : .. 

]j-E1#N1'Id~COUNSELOR :'ilisIDENf 
PROGRAM:POSfnONS Ii .": DAYS 
Escambia 10 8,300 

Bay 2 1,822 
Leon 6 6,024 

Alachua 6 15,415 
Marion 4 14,774 
Duval 6 22,785 

Volusia 5 10,631 
Pinellas 11 31,493 
Pasco 4 2,991 

Hillsborough 11 12,900 
Manatee 3 5,184 

Polk 8 24,395 
Orlando 17 42,847 
Seminole 3 8,247 
Brevard 2 3,879 

S.W. Florida 8 8,303 
Palm Beach 14 . 27,569 

St. Lucie 6 18,718 
Broward 18 23,484 

Dade 22 74,139 
Monroe 2 605 

Ii STATE < 168 364,505 

7 .. : '. CLIENT.TO 
'. . ...•. COUNSELOR 

ADP ... : .... : .. 1 RATIO ..... 

22.7 2.3:1 
5.0 2.5:1 
16.5 2.8:1 
42.1 7.0:1 
43.1 10.8:1 
62.3 10.4:1 
29.0 5.8:1 
86.0 7.8:1 
8.2 2.1:1 
35.2 3.2:1 
14.2 4.7:1 
66.7 8.3:1 
117.1 6.9:1 
22.5 7.5:1 
10.6 5.3:1 
22.7 2.8:1 
75.3 5.4:1 
51.1 8.5:1 
64.2 3.6:1· 

202.6 9.2:1 
1.7 0.9:1 

998.8 5.9:1 

12 
I [J Stat. Av..-ag. • Home Detention Program I 

Source: Data compiled by Delinquency Program Office (pDJJP) 2/18/93. 
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Client Information System (CIS) data were obtained for 7,992 youth released from Home 
Detention programs in FY 1991-92. Table 10-2 and Figure 10-2 details the demographic 
information for Home Detention cases closed in FY 1991-92. The data indicate that 53.9 percent 
of the youth were black while 45.8 percent were white. The percent of black youth in Home 
Detention is more than that in the Intake population (44.5 percent), but comparable to the 
percentage in Secure Detention (54.8). Male youth comprised 85.7 percent of the total number and 
females made up 14.3 percent. CIS data indicate that 9.8 percent of home detention youth had no 
previous history offelony referrals and 33.4 percent no history of misdemeanors. 

.·.AGEGROUP •• 

I·.·.· 

I··· 

' .. 

0-9 years 
10-13 years 

14 years 
15 years 

16-17 years 
18-19 years 

TOTAL:::i.· •.•• 

White 
Black 
Other 

.. TOTAL·· ... ·•···· 

<·· .. SEX·· ... ···•· . 
Female 
Male 

Unknown 
., TOTAL,::>' 

Table 10-2 and Figure 10-2: 
HOME DETENTION 

POPULATION PROFILE FOR FY 1991-92 

TOTAL SERVED 
Beginning Count 

Admissions 
Transfers In 

.... »TOTALi·· .•...•.. 

NUMBER 
1,001 
3,674 
9066 
13 741 

Source: Detention Population Report 1/21/93 

·.·.NUMBER: PERCENT 
35 0.40 

1216 15.2 
1272 15.9 
1744 21.8 
3533 44.2 
192 2.4 

7992 100 

NUMBER ··PERCENT 
3,647 45.8 
4,292 53.9 

29 0.3 
7,968* 100 

··N: •• :·:>,:'· ,PERCENT 
1,143 14.3 
6,846 85.7 

3 0.0 
7,989" 100.0 

BY AGE 

BY RACE 

BY SEX 

16.17 yean 
45% 

Black 
54% 

Other 
00/0 

I'ye ... 
22% 

14ye .. 
16% 

White 
46% 

Female 

.~ ... ' ......•................. ' .......• ' .. . , >: ... : ... ,:. ." .... ," .. " ... -
. . . . 

. ..... . < .. " 

Male 
86% 

Source: CIS cases closed FY 1991-92 
,* 24 cases with miSSing data 

** 3 cases with missing data 
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Outcome Measurement 

Outcome 1 
YOUTH PLACED IN HOME DETENTION WILL NOT ABSCOND OR BE 
PLACED IN SECURE DETENTION BEFORE THEIR SCHEDULED HEARING. 

Definition: The percentage of youth attending scheduled court hearings, not being returned 
to secure detention, and not acquiring new law violations while on active home detention 
supervision measures this outcome. The Detention Superintendent's Monthly Report 
prepared by JJP Delinquency Services provides the data for this measure. 

Table 10-3 shows that in most areas statewide the program appears to be achieving well on these 
outcomes. The percentages of the population returned to secure detention and charged with a new 
law violation were about the same as for the preceding fiscal year (FY 1990-91). The failure to 
appear in court rate was reduced from 4.2 percent in FY 1990-91 to 3.0 percent in FY 1991-92. 

Table 10-3: HOME DETENTION 
PERCENTAGE OF CLIENTS SERVED BY OUTCOME 

FOR FY 1991-92 

Orlando 
Seminole 
Brevard 

S. W. Florida 
Palm Beach 

Sl Lucie 
Broward 
. Dade 

1,650 
298 
193 
541 

1,097 
549 

1,712 
1,613 
13,699 

:.::,:<,:.:#j.:: ..... 

61 
17 
52 
78 
79 
57 
48 
43 
21 
74 
39 
77 

256 
29 
38 

3? 
128 
59 
31 
279 

1.503 

":::,:,"/0,.,::: 
17.4 
16.8 
16.1 
19.9 
14.4 
5.8 
9.4 
4.2 
16.3 
9.9 
13.9 
11.7 
15.5 
9.7 
19.7 
6.8 
11.7 
10.7 
1.8 
17.3 
11.0 

6 1.7 12 
0 0.0 1 
0 0.0 39 
2 0.5 8 
4 0.7 7 
7 0.7 34 
2 0.4 16 
0 0.0 15 
0 0.0 3 
34 4.6 36 
4 1.4 15 
24 3.6 48 

44 2.7 57 
2 0.7 11 

0.5 6 
8 1.5 30 
6 0.5 94 
4 0.-, 32 
96 5.6 79 
160 9.9 104 
404 2.9 647 

3.S 
3.7 
3.1 
5.5 
8.6 
5.8 
4.6 
6.4 
4.7 

* The 42 clients served by the home detention program in Monroe County are not included. Monroe County has 
no secure detention program and these outcomes are not tracked. 

** Source: Detention Population Report Summary, 1-21-93 
*** Source: Superintendent's Monthly Report, FY 1991-92 

Twelve of the twenty programs had return to secure detention rates above the state average . 
Broward County had an extremely low rate of only 1.8 percent return to secure detention. Alachua 
had the highest return rate at 20.0 percent. The Home Detention program in most counties had less 
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than one percent of those served failing to appear in court. The programs in Dade, Broward, 
Hillsborough, and Polk counties had failure to appear rates above the statewide average. It should 
be noted that the Broward program's rate (5.6 percent) for those failing to appear is much reduced 
when compared to the rate of 12.4 percent for the preceding fiscal year (FY 1990-91). The Leon 
County program had a very high percentage (12.0 percent) charged with a new law violation, when 
compared to the percentages for other programs. 

Program Cost 

Table 10-4 provides district and statewide expenditures for both the Home Detention and Non­
Secure Detention programs. The statewide expenditures for Home Detention of $4,878,981 is 
about the same as last year's total. This .figure calculates to $13 .34 per client service day or 
$355.07 per case. Both of these cost figures represent an increase from 1990-91. The cost per 
resident day for Home Detention statewide remains much lower than the comparative cost of 
$92.73 per secure detention resident day. 

Table 10-4: 
HOME DETENTION 

COST FOR HOME DETENTION AND NON-SECURE DETENTION 
FOR FY 1991-92 

...•.•.. <EXPENDITURES: .... · •.. ···. 
>DISTRICT······ ..... ·.··..liOME·.··.· .• ·.·· . NON-SECURE 

···············DETENTIONIIETENTION . 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

.8 
9 

10 
11 

Source: SAMAS 

$176,237 0 
276,884 4,394 
358,824 26,358 
309,685 174,409 
432,889 12,451 
642,083 0 
350,818 110,874 
223,434 4,912 
616,846 90,420 
601,004 150,001 
890,277 755 

$4,878,981 682,574 

Program Effectiveness 

The Home Detention program appears to provide a less restrictive, more cost effective method of 
supervising youth classified as in need of detention. The client to counselor ratio appears to 
indicate that the program could be more fully utilized. However, indications are that the program 
is being used to supervise committed delinquents who are awaiting placement. The program 
overall is effective in terms of its outcomes. Though still higher than the statewide average, the 
Broward program greatly reduced its rate for those failing to appear for court. The high number of 
failure to appear cases in Dade County continues to be a problem. Further examination is 
recommended to identify the cause of the unusually high rate. Attention also needs to be given to 
the Home Detention program in Leon County (District 2) because of the relatively large percentage 
of new law violations. The high rate may be attributable to the type of youth considered for 
possible placement in Home Detention in that county. 
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RECOMl\fENDATlONSIN ,9n oUtcOME 
EVALUATION REPORT 

PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT 

The use of Home Detention statewide appears 
to be appropriate, although the unusually high 
rate of failure to appear in Broward and Dade 
Counties needs to be closely scrutinized, as 
well as the high rate of return to Secure 
Detention in Bay County. 
[CYF Delinquency Services} 

·Sollrce: Reports from Program Specialists 

• 

TABLE 10-R 

HOME DETENTION 
RECOMMENDATIONS UPDATE 

:pR()G!USS~ FY UJ91-92* 

The Broward County Program greatly reduced 
its nite for those failing to appear in court. 
The rate of return to Secure Detention in Bay 
County was lowered from 21.2 percent in FY 
1990-91 to 16.8 percent in FY 1991-92. 
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1992 Iq.:POJlT 
RECOMl.\-1ENnATION 

PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT 

Home Detention staff positions appear to be 
underutilized based on available data. Further 
examination of program operations is needed 
to ascertain the extent to which staff are use:d 
to supervise committed youth in pre-placement 
supervision. A high rate of failure to appear 
in court for the Dade County program 
continues to need close examination, as does 
the rate of new law violations for Leon 
County. 
[Delinquency Program Office] 
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Delinquency Services 

11. SECURE DETENTION 

Program Description 

Detention services are . operated for youth 
screened or ordered into secure custodial care 
pursuant to section 39;044, Florida Statutes~ 

The. purpose of the Secure Detention· Program 
is to provide a safe· and secu re setting. for youth 
requiring detention and to ensure youth 
detained by intake ·or thecou.rl will be available 
for their. scheduled court hearing, 

There·· are 20 regional detention centers 
operated by the department These ceriters 
operated with fixed bed capacities ranging· 

.. ..--

from 24 (Leon County) to 206 (Dade County); TIle total· statewide capacity is· 1,294 beds, 
Secure· detention is funded through a combination of stateandfederal:funds~ though primarily 
state; 

. Secure detention centers offer a number of services>to youtlFincluding: basic educational 
services for those youth of school age; medical services; .mfmtalheaIth crisis intervention; . and 
recreational activities. Eighteen of the state :..operated Secure Detentio~ Centers have been 
individually accredited by . the American Correctional Association (AGA)· and operate .1mder 
policy requirements often more stringent than ACA . standards. ·One.center; the· Southwest 
Florida Regional Detention Center in District 8 . (Ft; Myers);. has been designated as· a regional 
training. resourcecenterfortheACA. 

Youth are detained m secure detention ·based on statutory criteria outlined in section 39.044 
(2), Florida Statutes. Basic to this decision is the. use of the Detention Risk Assessment 
Instrument. .lfthe youth· meets the. criteria and. scores at a certain . level on the· risk assessment, 
the youth may be detained. Iftheintaklcounselor or case manager determines that a child is 
eligible for detention based upon the results ofthe risk assessment instrument but should be 
released or placed in a lower leveL of detention; e.g., home detention, the intake counselor or 
case manager shall coritactthe stateattomey, who may granttheir request. 

Detention is. only to be used when a youth: 

• presents ~ substantial risk of inflicting bodily harm on others; 

presents a substantial risk of failing to appear in court; 
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presents a history of committing a serious property offense prior to adjudication, 
...dispositio~ or' placement; or 

.. . .. ." . .. 

" .requestsprotectio~fromitnnlinel.ltbOdily hann; .. 

·fu~1l1lish,tfeat, or rehabilitate the youth; ... 

'.. ..t()iUovta pare~W&voidhisorher legalresponsi~ility; ... · 
•.. ..' ···~~~~h$tl~orec~1.l0e~e~aari1strativeaccesstotl1e child;' 

., .. ····~iacii1i~tefurtli~iillt6h(}gatiOhdr iilVestigati6n; ... 

. · .• · ••• •·· ••• ·,··d~{tc)a·lack.ot·$6fe·a~pr~~rihle·fuciliiies;. or· • 

..... 

Population Profile 

In FY 1991-92 a total of 29,299 delinquency cases were admitted to Secure Detention and 5,207 
were transferred into the program from the home detention or non-secure detention programs. 
These cases, along with the 1,206 cases active at the beginning of the year add up to a total of 
35,712 cases .served. This figure represents cases rather than individuals. Some youth had more 
than one admission during the year. Data from the Client Information System (CIS) for FY 1991-
92 show 14,131 clients were released from Secure Detention statewide. See Table 11-1 and Figure 
11-1. The average age was 15.9, with 16-17 year olds making up close to half (47.9 percent) of 
the clients. Black youth represented 53.7 percent of the population while whites comprised 45.8 
percent. The percent of black youth in Secure Detention is larger than the percent in the Intake 
population (44.5 percent), but comparable to the percent in the Home Detention population (53.7 
percent). Females made up only 16.4 percent of the secure detention popUlation. 

Table 11-1 and Figure 11-1: SECURE DETENTION 
POPULATION PROFILE FOR FY 1991-92 

••• TOTALCASES SERVED .. ••. ·NlJMBER 
Beginning Count 1,206 

Admissions 29,299 

Transfers in 5,207 
·.···,·.·.···.···········TOTAL .. , ...•..... , .... , 35,712 

Source: Detention Population Report 10-02-92 

l!9TAL CLIENT RELEASED I 14,131 

AVERAGE AGE 15.9 

(continued on next page) 
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AGE GROUP NUMBER PERCENT 

0-9 years 31 0.2 
10-13 years 1,702 12.0 

14 years 2,109 14.9 
15 years 2,928 20.7 

16-17 years 6,764 47.9 
1&-19 years 597 4.2 

· .• ·TOTAL.·.····· 14,131 100.0 

I··.·;·· .• ;·RACE.· NUMBER PERCENT 

White 6,303 44.7 
Black 7,726 54.8 
Other 59 0.5 

.;:" .. TOTAL;.··· 14,088* 100.0 

; •. {SEX. ; NUMBER PERCENT 

Female 
Male 

·;·· . .TOTALi .• •.· 

2.312 
11,816 

14.128 ...... 

16.4 
83.6 

100.0 

Source: CIS cases closed FY 1991-92 
... Data missing on 43 cases. 
*'" Data missing on 3 cases. 

Black 
54% 

Male 
83.6% 

14 yeora 
\5% 

16-17 yean 
48'A 

Other 
1% 

Female 
16.4% 

ISyeBIll 
21% 

White 
45% 

Table 11-2 provides breakdowns by categories of delinquency offenses for youth admitted to 
detention by HRS district for FY 1991-92. Figure 11-2 provides the percentage breakdown for the 
same categories but for their statewide totals. Felony offenses comprised 73.4 percent of the cases, 
while 15.6 percent were misdemeanor offenses, and 12.9 percent were for other delinquency 
offenses. These percentages are comparable to last year's figures . 
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Table 11-2 and Figure 11-2: SECURE DETENTION 
OFFENSE CATEGORY FOR CLIENTS ADMITTED TO DETENTION FOR FV 1991-92 

NUMDER· FELONIES FELONIES FELONIES MISDEMEANORS MISDEMEANORS MISDEMEANORS OTHER ... ••.. <()f •..•..••• AGAINST .··AGAlNST ·.OTHER AGAlNsr·· AGAINST. OTHER· DELINQUENCY 
I CASES· . PERSONS PROPERTY PERSoNS ..• PROPERTY . 

~isTfu6 ADMrrTm PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 
1 653 25.7 38.9 14.4 3.7 2.9 1.5 12.3 
2 907 21.9 43.2 15.9 6.2 3.9 2.8 6.1 
3 1,286 25.4 39.7 11.0 5.1 6.5 1.9 9.8 

" 3,014 27.1 38.7 14.1 5.0 4.9 2.5 7.5 
5 1,723 22.5 41.4 9.5 5.0 7.5 3.4 10.2 
6 4,176 18.8 4J.J 9.4 5.4 7.7 2.4 15.1 
7 2,804 22.0 35.6 13.0 6.2 7.1 2.0 13.5 
8 1,699 18.4 56.9 5.8 3.1 5.4 2.1 8.4 
9 2,799 20.9 33.4 9.4 2.9 4.0 2.S 26.8 
10 3,030 25.2 41.6 17.5 3.4 5.3 3.9 3.1 
11 2,977 22.3 34.2 7.9 4.9 12.3 5.2 13.2 

STATE 25068 22.4 39.6 11.4 4.6 6.6 2.9 12.2 

I 

i 
Source: CIS (cases disposed with interim placement of detention during FY 1991-92) 

Of the 14,131 cases closed in CIS during FY 1991-92, 16.8 percent had no previous felony 
delinquency referral history, and 28.2 percent had no previous misdemeanor referral history prior 
to being screened into detention. 

According to da.ta compiled from the Superintendent's Monthly Report, a total of 545 of the youth 
admitted during FY 1991-92 were detained for contempt of court; as compared to 351 youth in the 
previous fiscal year. 

Program Data 

Budget cuts that occurred midway through FY 1991-92, effective January 1, 1992, resulted in a 
net loss of 126 secure detention beds statewide, Five of the 20 secure facilities in the state were 
affected by the reduction in bed space. The five centers affected were the Bay (20 beds), Manatee 
(20 beds), Palm Beach (25 beds), Broward (31 beds), and Dade (30 beds) detention centers. The 
number of fixed beds was reduced statewide from 1,420 to 1,294. A reduction in a total of 58 
FTE staff positions accompanied the reduction in beds. 
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The average length of stay in secure detention during FY 1991-92 was 13.1 days. The statewide 
average daily population (ADP) was 1,280.5 during FY 1991-92; 6.8 percent lower than the ADP 
of 1,373.9 in FY 1990-91. Though the nwnber of fixed beds were reduced during the last six 
months ofFY 1991-92, the ADP (1,295.1) was higher during the period with reduced bed space, 
January-June 1992, than the ADP (1,266.1) during the first six months of the fiscal year. 

Because of the change in bed space capacity midway through FY 1991-92, the detention 
population staffing and capacity profile (Table 11-3) is provided for the six months in FY 1991-92 
following the change in fixed bed space. Statewide, the utilization rate for secure detention slots 
was 100.1 percent during that period. The actual utilization of available beds varied widely 
between detention centers. Nine of the 20 facilities were over-utilized with utilization rates 
exceeding 100 percent. 1ne five detention facilities that experienced a reduction in bed space and 
staff positions had utilization rates less than 100 percent. Table 11-3 allows a comparison of the 
utilization rate and the level at which each facility is fully staffed. Seven of the eight detention 
centers over-utilized during FY 1990-91 continued to be over-utilized during FY 1991-92. The 
Volusia Detention Center, however, reduced its rate to less than 100 percent during FY 1991-92. 
The Duval and Southwest Florida centers were over-utilized during FY 1991-92 though they had 
not been during the prel;eding fiscal year. Four of the eight over-utilized centers were staffed at 
less than 90 percent. 

Table 11-3: SECURE DETENTION 
POPULATION STAFFING AND CAPACITY PROFILE 

FROM JANUARY TO JUNE 1992 

1 ••••• ·· ••••• 2.:~;.,? 
<: 

'0:::;; 
'Averag~i 1/,·· .. ··· .... ' .. ' ... '/.<,\::: ".:percentat> 

',: .. , ,Daily<: .: .. .percerit : .. Which Fiitility 
1·:i.r<1\;lll.~~ ••• ,...< Po~uIatitill· Utiliz~tiiln .hi Stiltr~d·· .: 

Escambia 50 44.6 89.2 66.7 
Bay 32 24.3 75.9 89.7 
Leon 24 27.3 113.8 100.0 

Alachua 52 59.9 115.2 97.6 
Marion 48 71.7 149.4 86.5 
Duval 113 121.0 107.1 94.9 

Volusia 60 50.4 84.0 93.0 
Pinellas 77 81.6 106.0 107.4 
Pasco 27 19.4 70.5 70.8 

Hillsborough 93 107.4 115.5 94.1 
Manatee 32 30.3 94.7 103.5 

Polk 60 73.1 121.8 76.7 
Orlando 75 94.1 125.5 83.3 

Seminole 39 36.0 92.3 76.5 
Brevard 52 44.8 86.2 92.9 

S. W. Florida 60 64.9 108.2 76.7 
Palm Beach 68 56.8 83.5 100.0 

st. Lucie 48 42.1 87.7 86.5 
Broward 78 56.4 72.3 98.3 

Dade 206 189.0 91.8 102.2 
STATE. 1,294 1,295.1 100.1 91.8 

·Source: Detention Population Report. 1l~17-92 
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Outcome Measurement 

Outcome 1 
YOUTH IN SECURE DETENTION WILL DE HELD IN A SECURE SETTING 
WITHOUT ESCAPING. 

Definition: Escapes occurring within the secure perimeters and ones which occur outside the 
secure perimeters are combined into one figure for this measurement. 

• . ThereweieA 1 escapes from SecureDetenti0ndurmgFY1991,-92, 

The 41 escapes, as shown in Table 11-4, during FY 1991-92 is a decrease of 17 percent from the 
previous fiscal year total of 48. The 41 escapes account for less than one percent of youth served. 
Statewide, 31 of the 41 escapes were from within the secure perimeters of the detention centers 
while 10 occurred outside the secure perimeters of the facilities. 

Outcome 2 
YOUTH IN SECURE DETENTION WILL REMAIN SAFE DURING THEm 
STAY. 

Definition: Safety in Secure Detention is presently measured by client on client assaults • 

• ••••• .•• ·.~ •.•••• : ••••• ~~~jwbi~.·~:~.j·6·~···tii~l1i·6ri·.~ii~rit··~~~ilits·.·reported·f6t··Fi···l~9.1~92 .. 

Table 11-4 includes data on the number of client on client assaults by secure detention center 
during the fiscal year. Though the statewide total of assaults (1,362) is slightly larger than the 
previous year's total of 1,325, the statewide rate of3.8 assaults per 100 youth served is the same as 
for the preceding fiscal year. The centers with the higher rates of client on client assaults per 100 
youth were S. W. Florida (15.6), Duval (10.1) and Manatee (7.6). The center with the lower rates 
for assaults per 100 served were Pasco (0 percent), Seminole (0.3 percent), and Leon (0.7 percent). 
It should be noted that an assault is reported when any injury occurs, even those which require 
minor first aid. 
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. Fadnty 

~<> 
Escambia 

Bay 
Leon 

Alachua 
Marion 
Duval 
Volusia 
Pinellas 
Pasco 

Hillsborough 
Manatee 

Polk 
Orlando 

Seminole 
Brevard 

S.W. Florida 
Palm Beach 

st. Lucie 
Broward 

Dade 
...• STATE>· 

Table 11-4: 
SECURE DETENTION 

NUMBER OF ESCAPES, ASSAULTS, TRANSFERS TO JAIL 
BY SECURE DETENTION FACILITY FOR FY 1991-92 

Nwnber. Escapes' Assaults ". Assaults Assaults 
. Served· •. Escapes 

.' 
P~l' 100 (Cllenton Per 100 (Clienton· . 

• FY1991"92" Served Client)·· •• I SerVed> . .... Stall) 
961 1 0.10 26 2.7 26 
563 5 0.89 23 4.1 7 
953 2 0.21 7 0.7 3 

1,247 8 0.64 46 3.7 6 
1,483 2 0.14 145 10.1 3 
2,981 1 0.03 121 4.1 30 
1,371 2 0.15 46 3.4 3 
2,258 0 0.00 22 1.0 2 
427 0 0.00 0 0.0 0 

2,922 1 0.03 172 5.9 16 
918 0 0.00 70 7.6· 4 

1,446 0 0.00 47 3.3 1 
3,667 6 0.16 75 2.1 55 
1,110 0 0.00 3 0.3 3 
1,318 1 0.08 34 2.6 13 
1,471 2 0.14 229 15.6 59 
1,913 0 0.00 52 2.7 11 
827 0 0.00 33 4.0 8 

2,537 7 0.28 35 1.4 8 
5,384 3 0.06 176 3.3 20 

35,712 41 0,11 1,362 3.8 278 

Source: Superintendent's Monthly Report for FY 1991-92 
·Source: Detention Population Reportfor FY 1991-92 

Program Cost 

. Transfers to 
Jail (Beyond 

Control) 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Table 11-5 provides a cost comparison by district. The total expenditures of $43,476,967 
represented an increase of $669,705 over FY 1990-91 (1.6 percent increast:). The number of 
resident days was lower than the preceding year; influenced by the reduction in the statewide ~otal 
of fixed beds which occurred midway through FY 1991-92 at five of the 20 secure centers 
statewide. The cost per resIdent day increased to $92.77. A reduction of 58 FTE positions 
statewide, effective January 1, 1992, accompanied the reduction in bed space at the five centers . 
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Table 11-5: 
SECURE DETENTION 

COST COMPARISON BY DISTRICT FOR FY 1991-92 

-. i.:'·· .. NUMBER . CASES RESIDENT COST PER 
DISTRICT OR EXPENDITURES SERVED

i ···DAYS RESIDENT 
" ". ""CENTERS .' ., .... : . •.. > FY1991-92 FY1991,;.92 DAY 

1 1 $1,309,952 961 16,326 $80.24 
2 2 2,176,550 1,516 18,261 119.19 
3 2 3,875,784 2,685 45,695 84.82 
4 2 4,934,070 4,352 64,302 76.73 
5 2 3,206,609 2,685 38,890 82.45 
6 3 5,386,901 5,286 76,691 70.24 
7 3 5,304,056 6,095 63,183 83.95 
8 1 1,654,968 1,471 22,573 73.32 
9 2 4,665,023 2,740 35,453 131.58 
10 1 3,037,185 2,537 19,532 155.50 
11 1 7,925,364 5,384 67,770 116.95 

i>:STATE:( 20 $43,476,967* 35,712 468,676 $92.77 

Source: SAMAS 
'" This includes a $490 headquarter's expenditure. 

Costs do not include educational expenditures covered by local school boards, but do include costs 
for any transportation, medical services, diagnostic evaluations, maintenance or food services 
which are purchased by the centers as well as staff. Comparisons of district level costs should be 
made with caution, as the costs of capital improvements are included in these figures. 

Program Effectiveness 

The number of youth served in secure detention increased during FY 1991-92 even though budget 
cuts necessitated a reduction in the number of fixed beds in five of the 20 facilities midway through 
the fiscal year. Though these five centers did not have a problem with overpopulation, nine centers 
were over-utilized; with utilization rates exceeding 100 percent. The average length of stay in 
secure detention was reduced from 14.6 days in FY 1990-91 to 13.1 days in FY 1991-92. 

In terms of primary outcome measures, i.e., escapes and youth safety, Secure Detention appears to 
have continued to be effective. There are even fewer escapes statewide than in FY 1990-91; less 
than one per 100 youth served. The rate of client on cli~nt assaults remained the same as in the 
preceding fiscal year. 
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TABLE ll-R 

SECURE DETENTION 
RECOMMENDATION UPDATE 

• 

RECOM~~!&lf?I~~~:~R~~'rCQ~PROG:I9}~S mJrr~9~~;~2····:>i l>/········ ....... ·1{EJ6~~~g!;IbN .. . 
PROGRAM MAINTENANCE 

Due to the drastic reduction of assaults and overall 
lower utilization of secure c;ietention, this program 
is now providing a safe and secure facility for those 
delinquent youth for whom a secure setting is 
deemed necessary. The utilization rates in certain 
districts needs to be reduced and staffed at 100 
percent. [CYF Delinquency Services] 

Source: ReportJrom program specialist 

The Volusia Detention Center was not over­
utilized during FY 1991-92 though it had 
been during the preceding fiscal year. 
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PROGRAM MAINTENANCE 

The number of escapes and assaults remained 
relatively low during FY 1991-92. 

Though the statewide secure detention bed space 
capacity was reduced because of budget cuts, the 
five centers that absorbed the cuts were not over­
utilized during the fiscal year. The statewide 
utilization rate was about 100 percent. 
However, the nine centers over-utilized during 
the fiscal year need to have their rates reduced. 
[Delinquency Services1 
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12. COlVIMUNITY CONTROL 

Program Description 

···III~'~~t~······ 
:f~;r~~~i$1w~~~Ee~' ~:E~;~:;!:: 
.··teccjirtnlenaecLThe.:>d6tfrt·deciaestbat J.:..;J 15 - 25 
··.··....$~p~ryI~lc,#.Iriilie .. c6mnihffitYl~iili~ppt()priate> ...• ~ 26-35 

II 36-45 

. ........... , .. :.::::.: ..... . 
...... ;.: ... 

1~t~l~i~E~~~il:fi~:I~~:~~~i[1~~~ 
:. NIahagersare<aISdrespbnSihle foia),outh'g cori'lpli¥1cewitJi>.·courtj>rderoo: ·sanC1iolls. (or 

.. pemdties)iliatare:COnsisteIifWitli the seriousness .0£ tlieoffense.f6nwhicli theyol1t1i was 
adjuaicated or liad adjUdication YVithheld: ... Tennination from Cortm.1unity Control. must· be 
approved by tJiecouit> .. .' .'. . .... 

•·.·• ••••• ·This •••• ye~rf· •• for.the·.·.first·~~e; ••• ·ih[P6st-Co~itme¥ Community.· •• Co~trol·.·.aIld· •• the •. Furlough', 
. "'programshave: beetimoved::tothechapter· on Post. PlacementSen.iiCes; where. they more 
: .•• ·logicallY· b¢l()ug;. ..... . 

. : .. :<: .. : ..... : .. ;.;:>/:.: .. :.:- ..... . 

Population Profile 

There were 16,264 active cases under Community Control supervision at the beginning of FY 
1991-92 (July 1, 1991). In addition, 18,082 new cases were added to Community Control 
supervision during the fiscal year. Statewide, the total served (beginning count and additions) was 
34,346. Table 12-1 and Figure 12-1 provides a district breakdown of the new additions to 
Community Control. 
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The Community Control caseload includes some non-committed youth who receive services 
through the AMI nonresidential facility-based program and the TRY centers (see Chapter 14 for a 
description of these programs). The services they receive through AMI and TRY are in addition to 
Community Control services. They are mentioned here because of their non-committed status. 
Although a manual reporting system has provided information in past years, this has been phased 
out and the FACTS database does not include non-committed youth. Therefore, separate counts 
by program (AMI and TRY) for non-committed youth are not available from the data system for 
FY 1991-92. 

Demographic data, including race, sex, and age, by program component, are shown in Table 12-2 
and Figure 12-2. The average age for Community Control is 16.0 years. This is down slightly 
from last year's average of 16.5 years. Close to half (46.6 percent) of Community Control youth 
were 16 to 17 years old and an additional 32 percent were 14 (12.2 percent) and 15 (19.5 percent). 

Statewide, nonwhites made up more than forty percent (41.3) of cases on Community Control in 
FY 1991-92. This is slightly less than the 45.4 percent who come into the system through intake. 
The relative percentage of nonwhites has been increasing each year, however, from 34 percent in 
FY 1988-89 to 38 percent in FY 1989-90 to 39 percent in FY 1990-91 to 41 percent this year. 

Table 12-1 and Figure 12-1: 
COMMUNITY CONTROL 

CASELOAD ADDITIONS BY PROGRAM COMPONENT WITH PERCENT 
. OF STATE TOTAL FOR FISCAL YEAR 1991-92 

DISTRICT:: '::NUMBER,' '''PERCENT: 
1 605 3.3 
2 614 3.4 
3 LIOI 6.1 
4 2,,,)33 13.5 
5 1,627 9.0 
6 3,205 17.7 
7 1,711 9.S 
8 862 4.8 
9 1,963 10.9 
10 1,661 9.2 
11 2,300 127 

< STATE::.: 18,082 100.0 
2 6 7 8 9 10 11 

District 

Source: e&F Monthly Statistical Reportfor 06-30-92 

Table 12-2 and Figure 12-2: COMMUNITY CONTROL 
POPULATION PROFILE FOR FISCAL YEAR 1991-92 

: .. : .. , 

35,447 15,956.9 . 

•. ' •. :.c: .•. : .:......y outJi])isdiarg~d ..•.. c c· •• · ...• : 

15,457 10.8 Months 

. Average AgeAt Discharg~ 16.0 

(Continued on next page) 
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Age Group 

10-13 years 
14 years 

15 years 

16-17 years 

18-19 years 

Total 

Sex 

Female 

Male 

Total 

Race 

White 

Nonwhite 

Total 

Percent 

12.8 
12.2 

19.5 

46.6 

8.5 

100.0 

Percent 
16.6 

83.4 

100.0 

Percent 

58.7 

41.3 

100.0 

BY AGE 

BY SEX 

BY RACE 

Nonwhite 
41.3% 

18-19 years 
8.5% 

Male 
83.4% 

Average Age,t\.tFirstDelinquencyReferral 

Average Number of Prior Felony Referral 

Average Number of Prior Felony Adjudications 

10-13 years 
12.8% 

Female 
16.6% 

14 years 
12.2% 

White 
58.7% 

14 years 

1.6 

0.8 

Source: Youth served and Average Daily Population (CIS Ad/lOc Run using the Child Welfare Extract, Run Date: 
Ol~22~93). Youth discharged, average length of services, average age and race (CIS clients released 
during FY 199 I ~9 2). 

Client History 

Community control serves adjudicated as well as adjudication withheld delinquents who the courts 
feel can be served effectively ip. the community without being committed to more restrictive 
nonresidential or residential programs. Table 12-3 shows that 100 percent of the youth terminated 
in FY 1991-92 had a prior history of referral for delinquency offenses. The percentage with a 
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history of felony referrals was 80.0 percent and misdemeanors was 67.2 percent. These 
percentages are slightly higher than FY 1990-91, continuing a slight upward trend toward serving 

. youth with a more serious prior referral history. The average number of prior felony referrals was 
1.6 and the average age at first delinquency referral was 14.0 years (see Table 12-3). 

Table 12-3: 
COMMUNITY CONTROL 

BY PRIO~REFERRAL mSTORY FOR FY 1991-92 

:ii)::····>/<PRIOR:><·:: "' .. NUMBER OF RATES'lORRATESFOR RATES FOR 
\::':iriS±ORY'/ REFERRALS ····W:f99l:L9i·· '.:, FY·.199iPl1' ··FY1989;;9ij 

Felony Referrals 
Misdem.eanor Referrals 

All Delinquency 

12,370 
10,391 
15,457 

80.0% 
67.2% 
100.0% 

Source: CIS (cases closed FY 1989-90, FY 1990-91 and FY 1991-92) 

Program Data 

76.6% 
22.0% 
98.6% 

78.1% 
75.7% 
97.4% 

As shown in Table 12-4 and Figure 12-4, the average length of supervision for youth in 
Community Control during FY 1991-92 was 10.8 months, down from last year's 12.2 months. 
Average length of supervision was reduced in seven of the 11 districts. 

Table 12-4 and Figure 12-4: 
COMMUNITY CONTROL 

LENGTH OF SERVCES BY DISTRICT COMPONENT BY CASE CLOSURE 
FOR FY 1991-92 

\}AVERAGELENGTH····· 
.: ·;6F:SE'R{1di~.· •• ) 

.nlstRlct • '~mmER} MoNtHS 
1 555 10.2 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 ., 
8 

9 

10 

11 

618 

902 

1,830 

1,240 

2,186 

1,612 

696 

1,540 

1,617 

2,661 

15,457 

8.1 

13.2 

6.9 

10.5 

7.3 

9.7 

9.6 

10.7 

13.1 

16.1 

10.8 

Source: CIS (cases closed during FY 1991-92) 

I 0 Slate Average • District 

.s 18 

~ 16 

£ 14 

~ 12 

] 10 
.... 

8 0 

1 6 
u 4 

G' 2 
~ 0 

2 3 4 6 7 8 10 

12-4 

11 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

Outcome Me:usurement 

Outcome 1 
YOUTH WILL SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETE THE PROGRAM. 

Definition: Cases considered successful were those coded "honorable" or "required by law" 
terminations in CIS. Program policy states that completion of sanctions is necessary for 
successful completion. 

Table 12-5 and Figure 12-5 provides a breakdown by district of the percentage of successful 
completions for the fiscal year. The statewide successful completion rate was virtually the same in 
FY 1991-92 as in the previous year (83.0 percent). The rate varied across the districts, from 74.5 
percent in District 6 to 91.9 percent in District 11. 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

Table 12-5 and Figure 12-5: 
COMMUNITY CONTROL 

TYPE OF RELEASE BY DISTRICT 
FOR FY 1991-92 

617 

900 

1,824 

1,239 

2,177 

1,611 

694 

1,540 

1,613 

2,656 

63.5% 

68.7% 

62.1% 

59.5% 

77.6% 

63.9% 

60.3% 

67.6% 

63.8% 

59.8% 

58.5% 

17.0% 

8.6% 

19.6% 

24.2% 

10.7% 

10.6% 

21.7% 

9.4% 

19.9% 

28.1% 

33.5% 

1 .••.• ·.·.··S'tA:.TE< 15,424* 63.0% 20.7% 

(Continued on next page) 
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22.7% 

18.3% 

16.3% 

11.8% 

25.5% 

18.1% 

23.1% 

16.3% 

12.1% 

8.1% 

16.4% 



• Honorable Release 0 Required By Law 0 Unsccessful Releases 

2 3 4 s 

Source: CIS (Youth released FY 1991-92) 

6 

DISTRICT 

7 8 9 10 11 

* The Number is equal to the total number of releases, minus releases with status code "child died" (33 youth in FY 
1991-92). 

Table 12-6 displays the tennination reasons by type for each district. The most common reason 
for tennination was honorable discharge, followed by "required by law," indicating that the period 
of Community Control supervision required by the court had ended, frequently because the youth 
had turned 19. 

.·REASON.FOR· .. .... .. ..... 
··TERMINATION: 
Escaped! Absconded 

Died 
Placed in commitrnentl 

new law violation 
Placed in commitrnentl 

no new law violation 
Adult probation 

Adult con'ections 
Required by law 

Honorable 
Total NumbimReleased. 

Table 12-6: COMMUNITY CONTROL 
REASON FOR TERMINATION 

FOR FY 1991-92 

...... . : .... . . .. PERCENT AGE BYDISTRICf 
Dr .. DZ·: .D3 D4· •• D5 D6 :. D.7 D8: 
2.3 0.6 2.2 2.9 1.5 5.0 0.9 1.7 
0.4 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.3 

8.1 12.1 9.5 8.3 5.2 9.8 11.2 13.4 

3.2 5.0 3.7 3.4 0.3 2.7 3.2 3.2 

3.6 2.6 1.6 0.4 1.0 5.1 1.6 2.3 
2.2 2.3 1.3 1.3 3.8 2.8 1.2 2.4 
16.9 8.6 19.5 24.1 10.6 10.6 21.7 9.3 
63.2 68.6 62.0 59.3 77.5 63.6 60.2 67.4 
555 618 902 1,830 1,240 2,186 1,612 696 

Source: CIS (cases closed in FY 1991-92) 

. 

D!1 DIO : Dll • Statewide 
1.8 2.4 1.9 2.3 

0.0 0.2 0.2 0.2 

10.5 2.5 2.3 7.6 

0.7 0.7 0.3 2.0 

1.1 1.2 1.2 1.9 
2.1 5.3 2.3 2.5 
19.9 28.0 33.4 20.6 
63.8 59.7 58.4 62.8 
1,540 1,617 2,661 15,457 

One pattern observed in last year's data remained. According to a 1990 District 11 monitoring 
report, there had been a problem in the recording of changes in status of Community Control 
clients. The report found that District 11 did not release youth who were committed for either a 
new law or technical violation while under supervision. In FY 1990-91, the state average for 
commitment for a new law violation was 8.1 percent, while District 11 reported only 2.1 percent. 
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A similar pattern was seen in District 10. This created a problem in reporting accurate successful 
completion for these two districts, along with an increased length of stay. The state average for 
length of stay was 12.2 months while in Districts 10 and 11 it was 17.9 and 17.8 months 
respectively. This pattern was repeated in the FY 1991-92 data with the exception that District 
lO's length of stay was reduced from 17.9 to 13.1 months. The persistence of this problem 
indicates a need for examining the use of criteria for closing cases and the use of the closure codes. 

Outcome 2 
YOUTH WILL NOT COMMIT LAW VIOLATIONS DURING PROGRAM 
SERVICES. 

Definition: Given available data, a law violation is best defined as an adjUdication or 
adjudication withheld in the juvenile justice system. For this outcome, if a youth has one or 
more readjudications during program services (as recorded in CIS) he/she is counted as a 
recidivist. These data do not include follow-up into the adult system . 

. 24.~ ~ercentof:Community C()ntrolrele~eswere re"adjudicat(;!~during program services. 

Table 12-7 and Figure 12-7 gives the percentages of closed cases during FY 1991-92 being. re­
referred, readjudicated and committed while the under the supervision of Community Control 
broken down by district. The readjudication rate of 24.3 was slightly lower than in the previous 
year (26.4) . 

Table 12-7 and Figure 12-7: 
COMMUNITY CONTROL 

RECDIVISM DURING SUPERVISION 
FOR FY 1991-92 

.' .... , .. RA TF..s DURING-SUPERVISION ... '., 
TOTAL RELEASES .. , .. PERCENT' . .' ···PERCENT . . PERCENT 

DISTRICT .'~. FYl991~92 . REREFERRED R.EADJUDICATED COMMITTED 

1 555 36.8 I 25:2 .• 13.2 
2 618 39.6 2M" 16.2 
3 902 37.6 . 2~L 15.2 
4 1,830 33.0 18:4 11.4 
5 1,240 37.5 29.9 8.8 
6 2,186 39.! 25.7 12.3 
7 1,612 42.5 27~4 14.6 
8 696 45.1 35;3 18.3 
9 1,540 38.4 ,22.3 10.5 
10 1,617 40.4 23;6 10.0 

11 2,661 39.8 1M, 7.6 
. STATE 15,457 38.9 24.3 11.6 
PRIOR YEAR (FY 1990(91) 39.5 26.4 13.7 

(Continued on next page) 

12-7 



~ State Average for FY 1991-92 0 State Average for FY 1990-91 • District Percent for FY 1991-92 

100% T 
90% 

80% 
] 10% ] 
." 60% = :;;' 

50% .. .. c:: 
i:! 40% 

~ 30% .. 
~ 

20% 

10% 

0% 

~ i p4 ~'i ~ I I I I I I I' I I I 
2 3 4 5 6 1 8 9 10 11 

Source: CIS (cases closed in FY 1991-92) 

Far more youth were re-referred than were either readjudicated or committed during services. The 
referral, adjudication and commitment data are all presented because the patterns across the three 
measures provide a more complete picture of what typically happens to these youth. 

Outcome 3 - Part 1 
THERE WILL BE NO SUBSEQUENT LAW YIOLATIONS BY YOUTH WITHIN ONE 
YEAR OF RELEASE FROM THE PROGRAM. 

Definition: Given available data, a law violation is best defined as an adjudication or 
adjudication withheld in the juvenile justice system. For this ~)Utcome, if a youth has one or 
more readjudications during the year following release (as recorded in CIS) he/she is counted 
as a recidivist. Recidivism is measured for all youth released from the program between 
January and June of 1991, to allow for a full year follow-up. These data do not include 
follow-up into the adult system. 

.; ...... . 

...•...•• :!...M~~~~~~nt9.f¢~@~¢oiitt-bf •. rel~~s~e~e .. readjud1~~t#idUtiiigtliexeit···f6n~Wirig···· 

Table 12-8 and Figure 12-8 provides percentages of releases receiving re-referrals, readjudications, 
and commitments for delinquency offenses by program component. As was the case for recidivism 
during services, the three different rates provide more infonnation on the nature of recidivism and 
as well as a comparison with the previous year. Readjudications were slightly down from the 
previous year for Community Control. 
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Table 12-8 and Figure 12-8: 
COMMUNITY CONTROL 

RECIDIVISM INTO THE JUVENILE SYSTEM DURING THE YEAR 
FOLLOWING SUPERVISION FOR FY 1991-92 

I ..• RA TESATONE YEAR AFTER RELFASE 
TOTAL. RELEASES . PERCENT .... PERCENT· PERCENT 

• DISTRICT : .··JAN:;JUNEl991 .... REREFERRED READJ1IDICATED COMMITTED 

1 308 25.3 . 15;6 ...... 7.8 
2 325 32.3 .... ·17S 

... 
8.0 .... .. .. 

13;9 3 554 22.0 
•••• 

.... 7.9 
4 913 32.9 .... ··<utj 12.3 
5 744 29.3 . 22:6 .... 8.6 
6 1,075 35.2 22;4 ..' 9.9 
7 925 28.3 

I 
14;6 8.0 

8 410 34.9 ..... 22.0 ... 14.4 .. 
9 898 28.1 16;5· 9.7 

. 

10 1,050 15.1 7;1 2.4 
11 1,215 22.1 ~ 7;0 •• 3.6 

STATE. 8,417 27.2 .......... ···15.4 7.9 
PRIOR YEAR (FY 1990-91) 27.6 17.2 8.3 

100% D State Average forFY 1990-

90% 91 

-g 80% ~ State Average forFY 1991-
.s 

70% 92 
'" OJ 

:a 
60% • District Percent for FY = '-' 

1991-92 ~ 

'" 50% <l.I 
~ ... 40% = <l.I 
OJ 

30% ". 
<l.I p.. 

20% 

10% 

0% 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Source: CIS (cases closed between January - JUlie 1991) 

The recidivism reported here is for youth released between January and June 1991 (the half year 
before the beginning of FY 1991-92). In order to allow for a full year of follow-up, the group 
measured must be released earlier than tl-te beginning of this fiscal year. All other information 
pertains to youth served in FY 1991-92. Appendix 12-1 contains comparisons of recidivism rates 
at 6 months and 12 months after release for each of the three recidivism measures (re-referral, 
readjudication, commitment). Although the recidivism rates are higher at 12 months after release, 
the majority of recidivating offenses are committed during the first 6 months after release . 
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Ouftcome 3 - Part 2 
YOUTH RELEASED FROM COMMUNITY CONTROL SUPERVISION WILL HAVE 
NO SUBSEQUENT LAW VIOLATIONS OR WILL HAVE A JJESS SERIOUS LAW 
VIOLATIONS WITHIN ONE YEAR OF RELEASE. 

Definition: A rank ordering af offenses as used in the Florida Assessment Classification and 
Tracking System (FACTS) is used as the basis for comparing sedousness af pre-placement 
offenses with new law violations in the one year after program release. Qffenses are coded 
from 1 to 39 with 1 representing the most serious law violation (Murder/Non-Negligent 
Manslaughter) and 39 the least serious law violation (Other Misdemeanor). Appendix 1 
contains the complete list of offenses with their associated rank. The most serious law 
violation (with an associated adjudication of yes or withheld) in the one year prior to 
placement and the most serious law violation (with an associated adjudication of yes or 
withheld) in the one year after release are recorded for each youth. If the youth is not re­
adjudicated within the year after release no new law violation is recorded. For youth with 
readjudications, the value with the most serious offense in the one year prior to placement is 
subtracted from the value for the most serious offense in the one year after release. If the 
res~lt obtained is a negative value then the offense after release was more serious, if the result 
is zero then the offenses were of equal seriousness, and if the result is positive then the offense 
after release was less serious. 

Only s~wen percent of youth supervised by Community Control were re-adjudicated for an offense 
that was equally serious or more serious than the most serious offense for which they were 
adjudicated in the one year prior to commitment (see Table 12-9). Ninety-three percent had no 
readjudications or one for a less serious offense. 

Outcome 4 
YOUTH RELEASED FROM COMMUNITY CONTROL SUPERVISION WILL SHOW 
A DECREASE IN THE RATE OF OFFENDING DURING THE ONE YEAR AFTER 
RELEASE FROM THE RATE OF OFFENDING IN THE ONE YEAR PRIOR TO 
COMMITMENT. 

Definition: Murray and Cox (1979) intrQ(J~~ced the concept of the suppression effect to 
measure change in the rate of offending. l'he suppression effect is simply a measure of 
percent change. The average number of referrals receiv~d in the one year prior to program 
admission and the average number of referrals received in the one year after release are 
computed for each youth. Multiple offenses committed on a single day are counted as one 
referral. Data are limited to referrals received in the juvenile justice system. The 
suppression effed for referrals is the mean number of referrals post-intervention (Apo) minus 
the mean number of referrals pre-intervention (Apr) divided by the mean number of referrals 
pre-intervention (Apr) or: 

S= 

The suppression effect for adjudications is calculated in the same manner substituting the 
average number of adjUdications ior the average number of referrals in the formula above. 
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Table 12-9: 
COMMUNITY CONTROL 

COMPARISONS OF SERIOUSNESS OF LAW VIOLATIONS 
ONE YEAR PRIOR TO PLACEMENT AND ONE YEAR AFTER RELEASE 

FOR YOUTH RELEASED BETWEEN JANUAF:Y - JUNE 1991 

ADJUDICATIONS 
NO LESS EQUALLY MORE 

NEW SERIOUS· SERIOUS SElUOUS 
.... TOTAL: >, tAW NEW.LAW NEW LAW NEWLAW 
. NUMBER VIOLATIONS VIOLATIONS VIOLATIONS VIOLATIONS 

DISTRIct ·:·RELEASED. LN %. N ..•. . %. 
" 

N % . N 0/0 

1 308 260 84.4 25 8.1 6 1.9 17 5.5 
2 325 268 82.5 3~· 10.5 8 2.5 15 4.6 
3 554 477 86.1 42 7.6 12 I 2.2 23 4.2 
4 913 742 81.3 79 8.7 19 2.1 73 8.0 
5 744 576 77.4 89 12.0 29 3.9 50 6.7 
6 1,075 834 77.6 110 10.2 43 4.0 88 8.2 
7 925 790 85.4 93 10.1 11 1.2 31 3.4 
8 410 320 78.0 SO 12.2 14 3.4 26 6.3 
9 898 750 83.5 92 10.2 18 2.0 38 4.2 
10 1,050 975 92.9 38 3.6 20 1.9 17 1.6 
11 1.215 1.130 93.0 56 4.6 6 O.S 23 1.9 

• STATE 8,417 7,1~2 84.6 708 8.4 186 2.2 401 4.8 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released Janu..ary - June 1991) 

..·F6f.·· •. C6.nul1~hl~·c()ntroI.:·Sl1pervisiOn ••• iliere· was·.·a ... reducti6.ii: •. of"66·. p~rcent· •. in. the. number of 
. refetralsfeceivedihitheyearafter· t:e1ease'fromthenumberof referrals received' in the· year 

·•··· •.• P:n9ttqsuper\risi()11.ThereY'asi78p~rcentreducti()nirlthehumberofadjudicationsinthe 
.:. y~~rafterrel~~e fromthe'numb~rofadjudicati()ns' in theyearprior.· . . 

In the year after release, referrals were down 66 percent from the rate of offending in the year prior 
to supervision. That is, youth on Community Control were responsible for 10,942 fewer referrals 
in the year after release than in the one year prior to placement. Overall, there were 8,417 fewer 
adjudications for youth on Community Control in the year after release than in the year prior to 
program placement. See Table 12-10. Rates varied across the districts. For referrals, the 
suppression rates ranged from a 50 percent reduction in District 8 to an 80 percent reduction in 
District 10. For adjudication, the range was from 66 percent reduction (District 8) to 90 percent 
(Districts 10 and 11) . 
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Table 12-10: 
COMMUNITY CONTROL 

SUPPRESSION EFFECTS FOR REFERRALS AND ADJUDICATIONS 
YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

COMMUNITY Ave. NUMBER AVG.NUMBER SUPPRESSION 
CONTROL REFERRALS REFERRALS EFFECT FOR 
DISTRICT 1 YEAR PRIOR 1 YEAR AFTER REFERRALS 

1 2.0 0.5 -73.3% 
2 2.0 0.7 -63.7% 
3 l.7 0.4 -74.0% 
4 2.0 0.8 -6l.2% 
5 2.0 0.7 -63.3% 
6 2.3 l.0 -57.8% 
7 2.0 0.7 -65.0% 
8 2.4 l.2 -50.8% 
9 2.0 0.7 -63.2% 
10 1.9 0.4 -80.1% 
11 2.0 0.5 -73.3% 

STATE 2.0 0.7 -66.0% ,,,-

COMMUNITY AVG.NUMBER Ave. NUMBER SUPPRESSION 
CONTROL, ' ADJUDICATIONS ADJUDICATIONS EFFECT FOR 
DISTRICT, '1 YEAR PRIOR " YEAR AFTER ADJUDICATIONS 

1 l.4 0.3 -80.4% 
2 l.4 0.3 -77.0% 
3 1.3 0.2 -82.5% 
4 1.3 0.3 -75.2% 
5 l.6 0.5 -7l.0% 
6 1.5 0.5 -67.6% 
7 1.2 0.3 -78.0% 
8 l.6 0.5 -66.2% 
9 1.3 0.3 -76.3% 
10 1.3 0.1 -89.8% 
11 1.2 0.1 -89.7% 

STATE 1.3 0.3 -78.0% 

Source: CIS (youth released from January - June 1991) 

Outcome S 
YOUTH ASSIG~~D SUCH SANCTIONS WILL PROVIDE MONETARY 
RESTITUTION AND COMMUNITY SERVICE WORK TO THE COMMUNITY. 

Definition: Restitution and community service hours are obtained for cases closed during FY 
1991-92. These data are obtained from the Delinquency Program Specialists. They do not 
include community service and restitution paid as open cases. 

• 3,643 youth (20 percent of the caseload} paid restitution at a rate of $234.15 per youth. 
• lO,4S6 youth (58 percent of the caseload) were assigned community service hours and 

averaged 355 hours each; 
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The data for restitution and community service hours worked were provided by the JJP Program 
Specialist but do not include the rates of successful completion for those youth who were assigned 
services. As seen in Table 12M 11 a total of $853,014.47 was paid by clients in restitution and a 
total of 371,813.05 community service hours were completed. The total community service hours 
represent $1,580,205 if paid at minimum wage. 

;':., ::-..: .. <:."; 

.. cbkrs·· ., 

DISTIuCr ; TERMINATED 
1 429 
2 600 
3 724 
4 2,009 
5 1,010 
6 2,015 
7 2,620 
8 861 
9 1,706 
10 3,821 
11 2.382 

: STATE:: 18.177 
PRIOR YEAR. IFY 1990-91} 

Table 12-11: 
COMMUNITY CONTROL RESITUTION 

AND COMMUNITY SERVICE HOURS WORKED 
FOR FY 1991-92 

.. . #OFCLlENIS HOURS OF " ....... >,. 

NUMBER, ;\'..:MOUNT;OF; AVG •. PER TERMINATED COMMUNITY 
,.. WHO PAID . ··RF.8mUTION CLIENT WHO PROVIDED SEIWICE 
. RESTrrt.TION .; ·.··PAID ; WHO PAID· . COMMUNITY SVC WORKED . 

173 $44,248.66 $255.77 328 17,284.50 
136 17,801.29 130.89 348 20,027.00 
219 80.781.69 368.87 474 23,278.25 
512 134,469.00 262.63 1,099 50,470.00 
413 72,109.38 174.60 I 523 17,382.25 
424 95,397.84 224.99 1,258 35,543.30 
337 116,498.53 345.6) 909 31,680.50 
145 40,853.17 281.75 323 1,380.00 
638 194,981).78 305.61 1,197 52,653.25 
417 19,402.00 46.53 1,548 64,813.00 
229 36,472.00 159.27 2.479 51,301.00 

3.643 $853.014.47 $234.15 10.486 371.813.05 
4,710 $860,399.12 $182.67 8,957 426,246.30 

Source: CYF Program Specialists (case closed duing FY 1991-92) 

Program Cost 

AVG,.HOURS 
PER CLIENT· 

WHO 
WORKED ... 

52.7 
57.5 
49.J 
45.9 
33.2 
28.3 
34.9 
22.8 
44.0 
41.9 
20.7 
35.5 
47.6 

The expenditures for Community Control supervision during FY 1991-92 were a part of the cost 
. for Intake and Case Management, which are reported in Chapter 9, pages 16 & 17. The three 

functions together cost $37,419,087 statewide in FY 1991-92. They are reported together because 
the same budget category is used for all three programs. 'There is no way to separate the 
expenditures for each program component at this time. An estimate of costs for non~committed 
youth setved by AMI nonresidential programs and TRY centers is also supplied here. The 
estimate was obtained by subtracting the cost estimates for committed youth in these programs 
(Chapter 14, pages 15 & 16) from the total expenditures for the year. During FY 1991-92 a total 
of $1,998,902 was expencleq for noncommitted youth in AMI nonresidential programs (this does 
not include the $271,877 expended for operating extended service components at Gainesville/Ocala 
Marine Institute and Orlando Marine Institute) and $659,122 was expended for non~committed 
youth in TRY centers. All of these youth were also on Community Control. 

Program Effectiveness 

Community Control appeared to achieve favorable results in FY 1991-92 on successful program 
completions, although there is some question about the criteria and CIS coding used by some 
districts. Performance was about the same as the rates achieved in FY 1990-91. In Community 
Control, 83.6 percent ofreleases in FY 1991-92 successfully completed the program as compared 
to 83.0 percent in FY 1990-91. 
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The prior referral history for Community Control youth showed 100 percent with prior referrals; 
for 80 percent (up from 77 percent in FY 1990-91) there was at least one prior felony. This 
continues a gradual trend towards serving more seriously involved youth each year in this program. 
The only other trend is that the relative proportion of nonwhite youth has increased steadily, from 
34 percent in:fY 1988-89 to 41 percent in FY 1991-92. 

Adjudication data were used again this year as the recidivism measure. During supervision, 24.3 
percent were adjudicated for a new law violation and during the year after supervision, 15.4 
percent of Community Control releases were adjudicated delinquent in the juvenile system. These 
recidivism rates are slightly lower than the previous year. As is always true when data on 
recidivism does not include arrests and convictions in the adult system, these recidivism rates are 
underestimates. 

Both a look at changes in seriousness and rate of offending between year prior and year after 
services were included as outcomes this year. Only seven percent of youth supervised by 
Community Control were re-adjudicated for an offense that was equally or more serious in the year 
after services ended. In addition, there was a 66 percent reduction in the rate of referral and a 78 
percent reduction in the rate of adjudication. Although these data also include onJ.y referrals and 
adjudications in the juvenile system, they do indicate some beneficial program effects beyond the 
"yes/no" measurement of recidivism which has been the only measure used in the past. 

It appears that the definition of successful program completion should be re-examined during this 
next year, along with the consistency of its use across districts, including the use of CIS codes. 
Therefore, further examination of the information used to assess Outcome 1 is recommended for 
FY 1992-93. 

Some Community Control youth also receive AMI or TRY services. But who they are cannot be 
detennined unless noncommitted youth are entered in FACTS. The old manual tracking system no 
longer exists. At present, 44.7 percent of the youth served by AMI are noncommitted and one third 
of the slots for TRY Centers are targeted for noncommitted youth. Outcomes for these youth 
cannot be reported separately from the overall Community Control outcomes. This 
recommendation is also made in the chapter on nonresidential programs where AMI and TRY are 
evaluated. 

It is also recommended that work be initiated to revise the calculation of recidivism rates for the 
Community Control program to include arrests and convictions in the adult system. This may take 
more than one year to complete. 

12-14 

• 

• 

• 



• • 
TABLE 12-R 

COMMUNITY CONTROL 
RECOMl\fENDATION UPDATE 

• 
RECOMMEND.ATIONS INJ9910Ul'COME 

.... EVALlJATIONREPORT .......... . 
J,-~OGRES$mf¥ J?9,J ~92f> ., ••. ·1992 REPORT RECOMMENDATION 

", . , . ", "." .", .......... ," ",' ", ... ' 

PROGRAM MAINTENANCE PROGRAM MAINTENANCE 

With the implementation of Case Management, a new The design of the Case Management system is The definition of successful completion should be 
set of outcpmes for the two combined services should still under development. There may be reexamined during FY 1992-93 along with the 
be. examined for future program effectiveness considerable variation across districts. consistency of its use across districts. 
measurement. Consideration of this rec;ommendation should [Delinquency Services] 

await the final design of the system. 
CAMIS development should include data to track 
individual outcome data related to successful CAMIS development proceeded during FY 
diversions used by case managers, individual 1991-92. However, its continuation in FY 
treatment plan data comparing what services! 1992-93 and beyond is uncertain. 
sanctions were ordered against completions for 
successful and unsuccessful terminations. 
[CYF Delinquency Services] 
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Some Community Control youth also receive AMI 
or TRY services. However, no data system 
currently exists which tracks these youth 
separately from the general popUlation of youth 
served in Community Control. The oid manual 
tracking system no longer exists. These youth 
need to be entered in FACTS in order to report 
their outcomes separately from the overall 
Community Control outcomes. [Delinqency 
Services] 

Recidivism rates need to include arrests and 
adjudicatons in the adult system. [Delinquency 
Services Outcome Evaluation] 
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APPENDIX TABLE 12-1 

COMMUNITY CONTROL 
COMPARATIVE RECIDIVISM RATES BY DISTRICT 
FOR 6 MONTHS AND 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 

YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

RE-REFERRALS READJUDICA TIONS RECOMMITMENTS 
.....•. CASESCLOSEDJAN:;JUNE '1991· 

.......... ··I .... ··NUMBER> 6 MONTH· <· .. lYEAR.··.· •. · 
.• ·.·· .. ·oi?··)/ . 

.. DISTRICT.IRELEASF.S .....-;..;..,-,'"r.~\ .. -o/!~o-•• ·.·.'=-...,...,.~=""'1 

9 

10 

11 

STATEWIDE 

• 

308 

325 

554 

913 

744 

1,075 

925 

410 

898 

1,050 

1,215 

8,417 

84 

77 

205 

157 

278 

189 

124 

200 

116 

191 

1,681 

22.5 I' 

21.1 

25.9 

20.4 
" ..... . 

30.2 114iJ4~9 ...... :..... --: ... '.:: 

22.3 1 2~i2~.i 
11.0 IlS9>15.i . ........ ": ...... .:-:.:. 

15.7 116922.1 

20.0 li~286 127~2 

··:'·>CASESCLOSEDJAN, -JUNE199f· 

\~¥~~~~:'!~i~~~=:';~r!~:~ 
iiEiltXSiS .·.·.l~.:i (.%: ....: N·· .. · ..•.. %' .. 

308 35 

325 43 

554 49 

913 117 

744 112 

1,075 174 

925 94 

410 74 

898 104 

1,050 50 

1,215 56 

8,417 908 

12-18 

• 

T •.••••• ::.: •.••.•••........ 

11.4 <48 ··15.6 

13.2 I~iiti.~ 
8.8 r771J;~r 
12.8 li71is.; 
15.1 ,i~~·~~OJ 
16.2 r 24122;4 . ..... . .:".: :' .. 

10.2 li~:6" 
18.0 I?Qi<j22,Q 

11.6 r J§.~. 

4.8 175 /'1.1 
4.6 r 851<7.0 

10.8 1··1,2951.15;4 

CASES CLOSEDJAN .... : JUNE 1991 
"NUMBER 6 MONTH •. ········1 YEAR····· 

~L~~~~~ ReCidivism Recidivism 
"·N·· 0/0 " .. N % 

I··· •. 
1 

308 17 5.5 24 7.8 

325 17 5.2 2~ ·8.0 

554 32 5.8 44·1 7.9 

913 82 9.0 .J12I12·~ 
744 38 5.1 64 8.6 

1,075 81 7.5 106 9.9 

925 51 5.5 74 8.0 

410 44 10.7 59 1.4.4 

898 61 6.S 87 9.7 

1,050 19 1.8 2S 2.4 

1,215 24 2.0 ·44 3.6 

8,417 466 5.5 665 ·7.9 
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Delinquency Services 

13. CREST SERVICES, INC. 
(formerly, Project CREST) . 

Program Description 

, . . . . 

.the.CREST·~rOgram i~il1tendecltoprovide. a 
. .10"rcostprote¥sionaLcotlriseHng •.... r¢SOUfce.to 

:. ;.:.':~: : ,:,' . 

!;j::!'1~tit~~~~1i;io~11~1~.5tii~~1h~ •. 
Client Profile 

In FY 1991-92 CREST served 249 clients. The most frequently provided service was individual 
counseling, Wlth 208 clients involved. Family counseling was also extended to 98 clients; 58 
clients were involved in weekly group counseling. Fifteen Special Intensive Group clients were 
also counseled by the CREST program. l See Table 13-1 and Figure 13-1. The prior referral 
history of Community Control clients showed that the average number of charges per client was 
5.0, with an average of3.0 felonies per client and an average of2.0 misdemeanors per cli~nt 
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Table 13-1 and Figure 13-1: CREST 
CLIENT PROFILE'" FOR FY 1991-92 

COMMUNITY CONTROL CLIENTS (ages 10-19 years) 

1 AVG. AGEATREFERRALI 15.6 years 

,;; .. :RACE>·.·· NUMBER PERCENT 
WHITE 105 46.5 
BLACK 121 53.5 

··TOTAL .. 226 100.0 

.SEX: ..... NUMBER. PERCENT 
FEMALE 43 19.0 

MALE 183 81.0 
<.TOTAL, 226 100.0 

BLACK 
53% 

MALE 
81% 

WI-UTE 
47% 

FEMALE 
19"10 

SPECIAL INTENSIVE GROUP CLIENTS (ages 12-18 years) 

I<.AVG~AGE:ATREFERRAL • ·.'\1 15.5 years] 

.;,·;;· .•. ;·RACE::·NUMBER>PERCENT 
WHITE 2 13.3 
BLACK 13 86.7 
TOTAL. 15 100.0 

' •. ":: ':'SEX:NUMBER 'PERCENT 
FEMALE 3 20.0 

MALE 12 80.0 
TOTAL 15 100.0 

BLACK 
87% 

MAlE 
80% 

Source: Project CREST Annual Report (June 30,1991 -July 1,1992) 

WI-UTE 
13% 

FEMALE 
20% 

* In addition, eight clients from the American Marine Institute were served, making a total of 249 clients served. 
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Outcome Measurement 

By June 30, 1992, 138 Community Control clients had completed the program. A total of 112 
(81.2 percent) were rated as successfully completing the program. Successful completion was not 
defined in the project's report. 

Outcome 1 
CLIENTS REFERRED FROM COMMuNITY CONTROL Wll..L NOT BE 
ADJUDICATED FOR A NEW LAW VIOLATION WITHIN ONE YEAR AFTER 
LEAVING THE PROGRAM. 

Definition: Information was gathered for the program on 77 Community Control cases from 
the HRS Client Information System and rel,orted by the: provider in the CREST Annual 
Report. The CREST contract specified tha\l 60 percent of clients referred by Community 
Control between July 1 and March 31 would not be adjudicated for a new law violation . 

........ ........ .. ::.:;:;:::-:.::: .. ;:;::;> ':~:':::;::>.:;.:/ .. > •... ' ..•. ' ..... " .-, ........•..•. : :: ••.. :-::-:.: .... ::-.: . -" 

~:.~~:~::;~~tf~~~t.;(~~~.~~~~t~),··~f:·~··~~~~~;·~,.£d.~~~~i~~:~~~r~t·fIi~~i~iw~f¢.~6f·~Ii:i1'~~ti~it1i 
·····~···· •• ·~:#.eWJ#:w·'ij:o.~t~oJ.l·du.i*g:o1.r#rt¢e!iJ.m~Titreat~¢~ti::·<) ·•.·• ... ::.t\··.:· .. :}················· .. ··········:··· 
:::</:~::(::;::} .. :>.;}//? :.:: /: .;.-.; ::::;::.: (:\;:. ;}:::(~{(};i.·;f):«:{i:}::·:::;·::·::t;;::':::·:;::::.:.;:: .. ::: .. , .. ' '.' .... . ....................... '.' .' .......... ;. .... : .. :>;:::.;: ;.......... . .......... ":.>.: ;-'-'.:::: :.:" ::.::::\',':: :".::-:: "::<i::~;'«';'::::\" ,> .. ::.. .' .. 

This exceeds contract requirements. It would be helpful to know how many were charged with a 
new law violation during treatment. Recidivism rates should also specify the length of time the 
clients were followed after program completion, such as six months or one year. 

Outcome 2 
COMMUNITY CONTROL CLIENTS SERVED BY CREST WILL NOT BE 
COMMITTED. 

Definition: Information was gathered from clients' records in the Client Information System 
(CIS) and reported in the CREST Annual Report.2 The CREST contract required no more 
than a 20 percent commitment rate among the Community Control clients. 

siitj,1~i~ht·>tiiJ~6(8s~erf~ht)·we;kIl6t·~offiffiitt~&:~6rigthS77"C6ffiintiliiiy.¢';ritfofcliehts\i{ 
• •. ·<iY~()·~?m.pletf!dtHtfpt6g~~~.T:~·.· •• ••• •. ···········...\ ... ~ .. ~ .••••••••••.. /.~ .•... ~.................................. >/, .. .•.. ........ . 

: .... -- ........ . ~.... :. ... ~~ . 

Eighty-eight percent of youth were not committed, exceeding contract requirements as written. The 
time period was not specified. 

Outcome 3 
SPECIAL lNTENSIVE GROUP CLIENTS SERVED BY CREST WThL NOT BE 
RECOMMITTED • 
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Definition: The program searches client records in CIS and reports the commitments in the 
Annual Report. The CREST contract specified a reduction in the transfer and recommitment 
rate of SIG clients by 30 percent. 

I · 
:. . . ." ", . ".. . . 

These data were unavailable. . 

Outcome 4 
CREST WILL BE PERCEIVED AS HELPFUL BY CLIENTS SERVED. 

Definition: A program-developed questionnaire was used to assess client perceptions of 
program effectiveness. The instrument contained 16 items, including opinions on counseling 
and self reports on grades and school conduct. Fifty questionnaires were returned. CREST 
contract requirements stated that at least 90 percent of clients served would perceive the 
program as helpful . 

.... : .... ", . 

' •• ;: ••· •••• 96t9~er~~ntiri~ic~t~~that;6~~faIl{cJlEiSTcQ.llnseling:w~~~(}rlli~ltile~ . 
.. ;.::.;.:;.:::;:;.: ..•... 

Outcome 5 
A POSITIVE CHANGE IN ATTITUDE V/ILL BE DISPLAYED BY CLIENTS 
SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETING THE PROGRAM. 

Definition: A self-report instrumeilt and the Jesness Inventory were utilized to assess positive 
attitudinal change among clients successfully completing the CREST program; Jesness 
results are based on pre-post measurements for 41 students. The Jesness Inventorj is an 
attitudinal measure designed for' use with juvenile delinquents in measuring attitudes toward 
social values. It is compnsed of 11 subs cales . 

. .. Re~ultS::()btaili~d··.·fr~fu~he.;s~lf;.t~p()rl.; ii1strumeht.~dhlihi~t¢red.t(lC~ST.·cftient~;.·sfiows; . 
t· .. ;h··.· t·.·.·;9··S'··· : ..... : .. : .... ; .·t.··.····.·~ .....• ·.·1· ·;·;t···.h·;;· .. ;;·:·: ·h·.· .. ··;;;.·;:· ... : ..... > .... :: ·.·b.·;· ·;tt; .............. : .. ·tl.·.·.· k· .; .. ;: ... :·.···;:·t·.h:· +.. ; ... : ;·.;":.·;.·.:··d·. ;;.·.·9.·.··4 .... ; ........ : ....... ; .... ::. ·t·;:. ·fi·· .. ; ···l.:;th·· .. ·t·.·.·. t·h ... . ... a :percen~ee: ey ave~re er:'ou oo:on. mgsan>pereen ee . a: ey 

.. appreCi~tethefeelings()f:othersberler·sinceCRESTcouhs(!lirig<.·· ..... 
'::-:'.).>/."'::' 

•• ChaDg~ rna p~sitiye:dir~ttion*asb bserv~d onse"e~·rifthelijesriess·:Inventory scales~ 
Thegreatesf t:legree'of~hang~ was. observed on .. the Asoc!ilLJndex (p < .05),the. scale 

. ·de~ig~edfcir;the~pe~ificpurposeOfpredittingfu~~re· delill(l~enfbehaViolC •. 

A curvilinear relationship between age and J. I. score changes was noted, indicating that greater 
attitude change was experienced by younger and older clients than by those in between (ages 15 
and 16). This finding has implications for the modification of counseling approaches with 
.adoh~scents of varying ages. . 

At the time of referral to CREST, their J. I. responses placed the majority of clients within the 1-
Level 3 category (53 percent). This classification implies developmentally limited perceptions of 
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one's self and the world, an orientation toward power, and a lack of internalized standards by 
which to judge one's behavior. Traditionally, youngsters in this group have been regarded as 
resistant to counseling, and yet many of them in this caseload responded to the CREST program; 
an average of33 percent of them had moved up to I-Level 4 at the time of post-testing. 

Outcome 6 
SPECIAL INTENSIVE GROUP CLIENTS SERVED BY CREST WILL NOT BE 
AD.JUDICATED FOR A NEW LAW VIOLATION WITHIN ONE YEAR AFTER 
LEAVING THE PROGRAM. 

Program Cost 

The amount expended for CREST Services was $79,173.27 in }"Y1991-92.3 This represents an 
average of $317.96 per case served, which is lower than last year's cost per case of $348.02 and 
lower than $444.C9 per case in FY1989-90. 

The cost of the Project CREST program is kept low by the use of interns from the University of 
Florida. Graduate-level students in counseling may use CREST to acquire required internship 
credits. 

Program Effectiveness 

CREST Services is an enhancement to the Community Control and SIG programs in District 3. It 
operates at low cost and provides services that Community Control counselors would not be able to 
provide to the extent that the CREST program allows. The information available on this program 
has varied from year to year depending on the research studies conducted on the program by 
graduate students, as well as monitoring conducted by HRS. This year's data has been the most in 
depth and detailed in comparison to previous years. Some standardization of data collection is still 
needed. The follow-up period needs to hI: standardized to one year from the date of discharge for 
each youth. Standardization would enable appropriate comparisons to be made with other HRS 
programs. Nevertheless, the weight of the evidence has supported CREST as an effective, low­
cost program. It has the added advantage of helping to prepare master's level counseling students 
for work. 

NOTES 

1 Special Intensive Group (SlG) is a nonresidential delinquency commitment program operated in all 11 
HRS districts. 

2 Source: CREST Services, Inc. Annual Report July 1, 1991 - June 30, 1992 

3 Source: SAlvfAS 
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TABLE 13-R 

CREST 
RECOMMENDATION UPDATE 

OU~~~~~~~:t~CfN~:~RT.. ..I·······f.Rq.g~Es.~lNf¥J9?l-9~f!.· ..... 
PROGRAM MAINTENANCE I The program continued to meet its goals. 

CREST eXllanded its client base by more than 20 I More infonnation was provided this year on 
percent in FY 1990-91. Further eXllansion is service recipients. (Jesness Inventory results) 
recommended as long as data reporting procedures 
are maintained and quality of services are continued. 
[CYF Delinquency Services] 

* Source: CREST Selvices, Inc. Annual Report, July I, 1991 - JUlie 30, 1991 
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..l9.?lMPORT 
... ·RECOMMENDATION 

PROGRAM MAINTENANCE 

Recidivism data should be reported so that the 
follow-up period is standardized to six months or 
one year after completion of services. 
[CREST Services, Inc.] 

Utilize a standardized definition of successful 
completion of the program. 
[Crest Services, Inc.] 

Consideration should be given to expanding this 
program to other districts where there are 
universities wno could provide interns. 
[Delinquency Services] 
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[_. ________________________ ~D_·._cl_i_n_q_U~en_c~y_._s_e_rv_i_c_es __________________________ ~ 

14. NONRESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY-BASED 
COMMITMENT PROGRAl\IS 

Program Description 

Level two Nonresidential Community-Based Commitment Programs provide stru~tured and 
specialized treatment for youth to reduce the rate of future law violations and improve the 
functioning of the youth in the community. Use of these programs is intended to assist in the 
reduction of the inappropriate placement of youth in residential programs. 

There are three types of level two Nonresidential Community-Based Commitment Programs 
located around the state: Associated Marine Institutes, Inc. (AMn; Tttatment Alternatives for 
Youth (TRY) Centers; and Special Intensive Groups (SIG). Y.outh classified for this level of 
placement are minor offenders who are viewed as not representing a threat to public safety. 
Current charges or presenting offenses range from first and second degree misdemeancr offenses to 
minor property offenses in the third degree felony category (resisting arrest without violence, 
criminal mischief, petit theft, auto theft, etc.). Patterns of offending are infrequent and non-violent, 
and are oriented toward property crimes rather than crimes against people . 

Programs in 14e non-residential restrictiveness level are designed for committed youth who have no 
serious prior offending history. Youth may have had prior adjudications but not been committed. 
Or, if a prior commitment exists, placement at this level may be appropriate if the commitment 
history is minor. In addition to their current offending and offending histories, youth assessed in 
need of nonresidential placement are characterized by their amenability to supervision, guidance 
and direction by treatment staff. The youth live at home with their parents or guardians while 
participating in the program or have other acceptable living arrangements. They are usually 
responsive to program requirements, can follow schedules, keep appointments and meet reporting 
requirements imposed by treatment staff. They do not require the structured environment of a 24-
hour per day residential program. 

Release from Nonresidential Commitment Programs is contingent upon the recommendation of the 
program director or supervisor, whose decision is based primarily upon the youth's successful 
completion of his or her performance contract. 
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AMI. i\M1is a private~ nonprofit organization 
from '\Vhich HRS\.. purchases specialized I,...---r----.,'---_---.-_~ 
. educatiorui.I~.vocati()naI; aridcotlnseIingserylCes for 
. delmqlli~nty()ut1i ThiiteellMarim:. Institutes are 
operated Within the state. . ... Cities where the 
pro,graniS.arelocated> mclilde< . Miami (two 

···t~?g,· •• f~!n!~ty~~if~et~~~Z~~t~~::~·.· 
.. ~ . 
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TRYCenters~. TRY. Centers: are:·co.:educational 
progfams: staffed. by. departfuental ernp16yee~ .... and 
:d~si~e.4tos~iYe20 9bnu.rlltted youth. . The youth 
:·participatmguitRYCenterprogrjrnsJiveat home 

••. : whil~l"ece~Yiri8:il1tensivec()imseliIlg • (individual, . 

• ~I~~W:~lrttt:; 
~~l~~~~~~~f~~l~l::,~ 
. pi()~()£it~tiVitlesn1aYl~~hid~te¢teati()nal :. ': .. 

;~~1W~~s~$~~~tJ~~~ib~~~~~:!~~;f'or~~tli~:af~~::s~~rin~thth~!;r:~: 
.ldt~lSch()()L$~ir(fs:.ptoYidllig:ffis#ijdib~·Withilitheprogram; •. ·.Cl0seda.ilycontactismadeWifu 
the.Y()~gi:iij.dohjtntihitypja§etnenis,~lleth~l"a.fsch()()l oi"Yor1E< < '.. .. . .. ..... . . 

.25 - .50 

.51 - .75 

.76 - 1.00 

1.01 - 1.25 
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Population Profile 

According to the Florida Assessment Classification and Tracking System (FACTS), 2,209 
committed youth were served by Nonresidential Community-Based Commitment Programs during 
FY 1991-92 with an average daily population of 637.3. In addition, two of the nonresidential 
programs (TRY and AMI) also serve noncommitted youth. Data available for noncommitted youth 
served by AMI and TRY are presented in the chapter on Community Control. The population 
profile for committed youth is shown in Table 14-1 and Figure 14-1. 

Table 14-1 and Figure 14-1: 
NONRESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY-BASED COMMITMENT PROGRAMS 

POPULATION PROFILE FOR FY 1991-92 

" PROGRAM:) » VOUTHSERVED::: AVG~DAffiYPOpr> 
AMI 898 265.2 
TRY 
8IG 

:'.··STATEWIDE 

132 
1,179 
2,209 

(Continued on next page) 
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.. PROGlV.o.M 
AMI 
TRY 
SIG 

"'STATEWIDE 

4.5 

en 4.0 

= ~ 3.5 
o 
::;1 3.0 

~ 
>c 25 
~ 
en 20 
[; 
=l.S 
t; z 1.0 
f;Il 

..l 0.5 

0.0 

'STATEWIDE·.···. 

YOUTH DISCHARGED AVG. LENGTH OF STAY 
681 4.3 months 
114 3.3 months 
884 4.4 months 

1,679 4.3 months 

I 0 State Average • Program 

AMI TRY SIG 

15.9 years 2.6% 
15.5 years 16.7% 
16.0 years 9.4% 33.9% 56.7% 884 
15.9 years 7.1% 40.6% 52.2% 1,679 

I 0 10-13 years • 14·15 years 1IllI16+yoars 

STATEWIDE AMI TRY SIG 

(Continued on nf!xf page) 
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MALE'·' ··FEMALE 
~ 681 90.5% 9.5% 
TRY 114 93.9% 6.1% 
SIG 884 86.0% 14.0% 

88.3% 11.7% STATEWIDE 1,679 

.·.·:.~iB·~~·· ••••••. · ·········.\\1;IT~· •• ·.·RA;~~_~IT~· •• ·• ·; •• ~BER· 
~ 48.5% 51.5% 681 
TRY 
SIG 

18.4% 
43.4% 

··.STATEWIDE.·· 43.8% 

I [J White 

STATEWIDE AMI 

81.6% 
56.6% 
56.2% 

• Non-White I 

TRY 

(Continued on next page) 
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14 

13.8 

13.6 

~ 13.4 

r::;~ 13.2 

~ >- 13 

e ~ 128 
til 

~ 126 

124 

122 

12 

PROGRAM 
AMI 
TRY 
SIG 

STATEWIDE: 

AMI 

A VG.AGE ATFIRST 
DELINQUENCY REFERRAL NUMBER 

13.6 years 681 
12.9 years 114 
13.4 years 884 
13.4 years 1,679 

I 0 State Average • Program 

TRY SIG 

Source: Committed Youth Sewed Average Daily Population (CISIFACTS, clients sewed during FY 1991-92); Youth 
Discharged, Average Length of Stay, Age, Average Age, Sex and Race (CISIFACTS clients released during FY 
1991-92). 

The average length of stay for committed youth was just under four and a half months. AMI youth 
averaged 4.3 months, youth in TRY Centers averaged 3.3 months and those in SIG averaged 4.4 
months. Approximately 52 percent of the youth served were sixteen years of age or older at the 
time of discharge which is down 10 percentage points from last year. Youth serVed in TRY 
Centers were five to six months younger than youth served in AMI and SIG respectively. 

The majority of youth served in all programs were male. SrG served the largest percentage of 
females. The approximate ratios of males to females served was 6.1 to 1 in SIG, 9.5 to 1 in AMI, 
and 15.4 to' 1 in TRY Centers. Statewide, the racial composition of the Nonresidential 
Community-Based Commitment Programs is 56.2 percent nonwhite and 43.8 percent white. TRY 
Centers however, served a substantially higher percentage of blacks (81.6 percent) than whites 
(18.4 percent). 

The averCJ.ge age at the time of their first delinquency referral for youth s~rved in nonresidential 
programs was approximately 13 and a half years. Youth in TRY Centers were the youngest at the 
time of their first referra! at just under 13 years. Youth in AMI averaged 13.6 years and youth in 
SIG averaged 13.4 years at the time of their first delinquency referral. 
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Client History 

Nonresidential Community-Based Programs are the fin:t step into the commitment system for most 
youth. Close to 74 percent of committed youth admitted to nonresidential programs during FY 
1991-92 were first commitments which is down 6 percentage points from last year. See Table 14-
2. The percentages of first commitments for the three programs were close. However, TRY 
served a slightly higher percentage of recommitted youth (20.2%) than AMI (15.9%) and SIG 
(15.5%). The highest percentage of transfers were served by SIG (10.3%) as compared to AMI 
(6.6%) and TRY (8.8%). Figure 14-2 shows the total statewide percentages by type of admission 
for nonresidential programs. 

Table 14-2 and Figure 14-2: 
NONRESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

PERCENTAGE OF POPULATION BY TYPE OF ADMISSION 
FOR COMMITTED YOUTH RELEASED DURING FY 1991-92 

'. .... . .... ' .... . FIRST'" .' .......... ...... . .....•. R·E. v'" o·.·····C· .... ,,··.··'T· I'··O·:· •• N·:··.· .. ·.:·· .•...••...•..... T •.. ~ .•..•. · .. N.·.· ..• I·~.·FE ..•..•.•.•...... R ....•. . S'" •. 11·.···· .' N ................ . . ~RddRA~ .·t~·~MITM~~~i~bMMIT~ENi ~ ........~, ... 
AMI 
TRY 
SIG 

:STATEWIDE 

74.9% 
71.1% 
73.9% 
74.1% 

Transfers In 
9% 

Revocatton 

15.9% 
20.2% 
15.5% 
16.0% 

Statewide Percentages 

0% f"!::':""'""""~~ 

Recommitment 
16% 

Source: CISIFAC,!,S (clients released during FY 1991-92 

0.0% 
0.0% 
0.3% 
0.2% 

First 
Commitment 

75%' 

6.6% 
8.8% 
10.3% 
8.7% 

681 
114 
884 

1,679 

Note: 18 youth (2.6 percent of AMI admissions and 1.1 percent of statewide admissions) were not committed but 
placed in AMI and are included in the total. 

Data on committing offenses are presented in Table 14-3. Statewide approximately 30 percent of 
youth did not have a committing offense recorded in the Florida Assessment and Classification 
Tracking System (FACTS). Committing off~nse is not a required data element for transfers and 
youth placed on a revocation of furlough. For the remaining seventy percent of cases for whom 
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committing offense data were available, just under 30 percent of the youth were committed for 
property felonies and another nine percent were committed for property misdemeanors. Crimes 
against persons accounted for 15.5 percent, with felonies accounting for almost ten percent of that 
total. 

Table 14-3: 
NONRESIDENTIAL COMMITMENT PROGRAMS 

COMMITTING OFFENSE BY PROGRAM FOR FY 1991-92 

;':<::";.:::: ::\<AMr:::: ;:::)::> ;.";';".;.:- "<::: .TRY>:.<»<:: ::;: :;:::> ,,·::::;::·.:::.::SIG:;'::::: .. :< .. , ::.'·:,,:.:.STATEWIDE 
<REASON FOR COMMITMENT . :::·:::::N:::::;;:· I}:::::::o/. •.. ·:::. ·:::::':N.·:·::·: ..•. ::0/.:::::::::::: <:::-::c::N::·· .:::-.::.:.:."1.:::<: .... :.::N;..;:: . ..... :°le.: 

FELONY PERSON 51 7.5 16 14.0 79 8.9 146 8.7 
FELONY PROPERTY 202 29.7 29 25.4 252 28.5 483 28.8 

FELONY VICTIMLESS 43 6.3 10 8.8 59 6.7 112 6.7 
FELONY SEX OFFENSE 5 0.7 0 0.0 14 1.6 19 1.1 

MISDEMEANOR PERSON 36 5.3 0.9 58 6.5 95 5.7 
MISDEMEANOR PROPERTY 55 8.1 6 5.3 90 10.2 151 9.0 

MISDEMEANOR VICTIMLESS 21 3.1 1 0.9 35 4.0 57 3.4 
OTIlER DEllNQUENCY 64 9.4 10 8.8 68 7.7 142 8.4 

MISSING 204 30.0 41 36.0 229 25.9 474 28.2 

Source: C1SIFACTS (youth released dun'ng FY 1991-92) 

Outcome Measurement 

Outcome 1 
YOUTH COMMITTED TO A NONRESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY-BASED 
COMMITMENT PROGRAM WlLL SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETE THE 
PROGRAM. 

Definition: Youth released with an honorable direct discharge from Delinquency supervision, 
or placed on post-commitment Community Control or Furlough status. Successful 
completion ra.tes were obtained from the Commitment Programs Annual Summary for 
committed youth released during January through June 1991. 

61.9 percent of the youth attending Nonresidential Commitment Programs successfully completed 
the program and' were released willi a JJP direct discharge or placed on Furlough or Post­
Commitment Community Control status. (See Table 14-4 and Figure 14-4). The remaining 38.1 
percent were unsuccessfully released to a more restrictive program, were committed on a new 
charge, or were sent to the adult system. Successful completion rates for TRY Centers (49.3 
percent) continue to fall below those of AMI (60.7 percent) and SIG (64.6 percent) . 
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Table 14-4: 
NONRESIDENTIAL COMMITMENT PROGRAMS 

TYPE OF RELEASE 
FOR CLIENTS RELEASED BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNE 1991 

I Ti"ansferto 

Successful UnsucCessfUl. •... EquaIlyRestrii:tive 

RelellSe~.·.··· •. •· . Phigtmns. 

Associated Marine Inst 

TRY Centers 

178 

7S 

Special. Intensive Groups 427 

••••· •••• · ••••.••.•••• ·.·~l'A:'Q:'WlD¥ .•• • •. >......... 680 

60.7% 

49.3% 

64.6% 

61.9% 

33.1% 

48.0% 

33.0% 

34.7% 

6.2% 

2.7% 

2.3% 

3.4% 

Source: Commitment Programs Population Annual Summary (January - June 1991) 
* N is equal to the number of releases during January - June 1991 minus releases coded as "other", according to the 

CommUment Programs Population Annual Summary. 

Figure 14-4: 
NONRESIDENTIAL COMMITMENT PROGRAMS 
PERCENTAGE OF SUCCESSFUL COMPLETIONS 

BY PROGRAM FOR CLIENTS RELEASED BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNE 1991 

100.0% 

90.0% 

80.0% 

70.0% 

60.0% 

50.0% 

40.0% 

30.0% 

20.0% 

10.0% 

0.0% 

I 0 State Average • Program 

Ass!lciated Marine Inst. TRY Centers Special Intensive Groups 

Source: Commitment Programs Population Annual Summary (.January - June 1991) 

Outcome 2 Part 1 
YOUTH RELEASED FROM NONRESIDENTIAL 
COMMITMENT PROGRAMS WILL HA VE NO 
VIOLATIONS WITHIN ONE YEAR OF RELEASE. 
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Definition: Given available data, a law violation is best defined as an adjudication or an 
adjudication withheld in the juvenile justice system. For this outcome, if a youth has one or 
more readjudications during the year following release (as recorded in CIS)~ he/she is counted 
as a recidivist. Recidivism is measured for a group released from the program between 
January and June of 1991, to allow for a full year follow-up. These data do not include 
follow-up ill1to th~ adult system. In addition, the population tracked includes releases that 
were transfers to other programs but excludes releases to the adult system and those reaching 
age 19. The population tracked includ€s committed youth only • 

. .•.•••....•• ~~~.: ..•• ·s¥ll~J~id~.· •••. • •• r~ci~i~S~ •• ••• .•. ·~~t~· ••••• ··fOr.·· ..•• NollresidentiaI.. Coili~.lI~ity 
. .:progr8#is.·is30~OperCenhRecidivisntrates by program tYpe are: 
.. . ....'f~y; 36;5perceIl~;iUt~·~lG;~OiO perc~nt •• ··. 

." ".:'". ,:." ." 

BasedCoDnuitrnent 
AMI~ 27.5 percellt; 

Thee measures of recidivism are presented for comparison in Table 14-5. The percentage 
readjudicated represents the percentage of youth who were actually convicted for another crime 
indicating that they were not rehabilitated by the program. Figure 14-5 shows the percent 
readjudicated by program as compared to the statewide total. Re-referral rates are also important 
because they reflect work-load issues for the department. Each subsequent referral consumes time 
and money whether a conviction is forthcoming or not. It is significant that the TRY Centers are 
again reporting the highest recidivism rates of the Nonresidential Coriunitment Programs. 
Appendix 14-1 contains recidivism rates by district for SIG and by facility for AMI 311d TRY. 
This same appendix also provides comparisons of recidivism rates at six and 12 months after 
release for each of the three recidivism measures. Although recidivism rates are higher at 12 
months after release than at six months, the majority of recidivating offenses are committed during 
the first ~ix months after release. 

Table 14-5 and Figure 14-5: 
NONRESIDENTIAL COMMITMENT PROGRAMS 

RECIDIVISM INTO THE JUVENILE SYSTEM FOR 
YOUTH RELEASED BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNE 1991 

.............. RATESAT ONEYEARAffER RELEASE 
.--_-.._~TOTALRELEASES •• •. ·fl!:~CENT .••...... PE;RGENr:..-.. .. .•.... PER~E:~T .. 

PROGRAM.:JAN.:JtJNE1991 REREFERRED •. READJUDIiCAT[~P RECOMMITTED 
. ~ ... ..-.. \" . . (, , 

AMI 251 55.0 ·.·.Z7.5: •.•. x •.•. 18.7 ., .... 
TRY 104 67.3 ·36;5< 22.1 

SIG 547 51.0 21.9 

902 54.0 21.1 

(Continued on next page) 
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I 0 S~te Average. Program 

100.0% 

0 
90.0% 

~ 80.0% 

U 70.0% 

! 60.0% 

50.0% 

~ 40.0% 
~ 30.0% 

~ 20.0% 
~ 10.0% 

0.0% 

AMI TRY SIG 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released between January - June 1991) 

Outcome 2 Part 2 
YOUTH RELEASED FROM NONRESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY-BASED 
COMMITMENT PROGRAMS WILL HA VE NO SUBSEQUENT LAW 
VIOLATIONS OR LESS SERIOUS LAW VIOLATIONS WITHIN ONE YEAR 
OF RELEASE. 

Definition: A rank ordering of offenses as used in the Florid~ Assessment Classification and 
Tracking System (FACTS) is used as the basis for comparing seriousness of pre-placement 
offenses with new law violations in the one year after program release. Offenses are coded 
from one to 39 with one representing the most serious law violation (Murder/Non-Negligent 
Manslaughter) and 39 the least serious law violation (Other Misdemeanor). Appendix 1 
contains the complete list of offenses with their associated rank. The most serious law 
violation (with an associated adjudication of yes or withheld) in the one year prior to 
placement and the most serious law violation (with an associated adjudication of yes or 
withheld) in the one year after release are recorded for each youth. If the youth is not re­
adjudicated within the year after release no new law violation is recorded. For youth with re­
adjudications, the value of the most serious offense in the one year prior to placement is 
subtracted from the value fOT the most serious offense in the one year after release. If the 
result obtained is a negative value then the offense after release was more serious, if the result 
is zero then the offenses were of equal seriousness, and if the result is positive then the offense 
&fter release was less serious. 

Only 15 percent of youth served in Nonresidential Community-Based Commitment Programs were 
readjudicated for an offense that was either equally serious or more serious than the most serious 
offense for which they were adjudicated in the one year prior to commitment. Eighty-five percent 
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either had no new adjudication or were adjudicated on a less serious violation. See Table 14-6 . 
AMI had the lowest number of youth Hdjudicated for either an equally serious offense or a more 
serious offense at 11.6 percent. Just over 16 percent of the youth in SIG and 17.3 percent in TRY 
Centers were adjudicated for an equally serious or a more serious offense. Appendix 14-2 contains 
seriousness tables by facility for AMI and TRY and by district for SIG. 

Table 14-6: 
NONRESIDENTIAL COMMITMENT PROGRAMS 

COMPflRISONS OF SERIOUSNESS OF LAW VIOLATIONS COMMITTED 
ONE YEAR PRIOR TO PLACEMENT AND ONE YEAR AFTER RELEASE 

FOR YOUTH RELEASED BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNE 1991 

...• ..••. ....•. .•..• •.•• LESS SERIOUS EQUALLY SERlO US MORE SERIOUS 
NONRESIDENTIAL ... TOTAL .. NOtiEW LAW ! <NEWLAW .. .. .... .. . LA i· .............. w . 

COMMtrMENTNUMDER .• ViOLATIONS VIOLATIONS ··i~~J~TI~S ··.~Cuit(>NS 
··.'.· •••••.• ,·PROGRAMS.·....... RELEASED i:"',,-,·<.:.,;;.N:;:::.=":.;.;..; ••• · ,:.;; •• :,;.;%:.;:..,,-4-·: . ....;.,:.;,N===. ·=-;1;=':·:':'%:'='.·:';": •• +.--... ~.N~./;"='· .~,., ;.:" .. ·.,;;..; .. :.:.0;..::::0,;.;...-:4 ••. ...,;....:,> N==-= ...• :;.: ..... :::.r:=.: .. olc~ci·.::.."...j.· 

AMI 2S1 183 72.9 39 15.5 9 3.6 20 8.0 

TRY CENTERS 

SIG 

104 

547 

902 

66 

383 

632 

63.5 

70.0 

70.1 

20 

75 

134 

19.2 

13.7 

14.9 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released between January and June 1991) 

Outcome 3 

7 

24 

40 

6.7 

4.4 

4.4 

11 

65 

96 

10.6 

11.9 

10.6 

YOUTH RELEASED FROM NONRESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY -BASED 
COMMITMENT PROGRAMS WILL SHOW A DECREASE IN THE RATE OF 
OFFEN'.DING DURING THE ONE YEAR AFTER RELEASE FROM THE RATE 
OF OFFENDING IN THE ONE YEAR PRIOR TO COMMITMENT. 

Definiticm: Murray and Cox (1979) introduced the concept of the suppression effect to 
measure change in the rate of offending. The suppression effect is simply a measure of 
percent change. The average number of referrals received in the one year prior to program 
admission and the average number of referrals received in the one year after release are 
computeo for each youth. Multiple offenses committed on a single day are counted as one 
referral. Data are limited to referrals received in the juvenile justice system. The 
suppression effect for referrals is the mean number of referrals post-intervention (Apo) minus 
the mean number of referrals pre-intervention (Apr) divided by the mean number of referrals 
pre-intervention (Apr) or: . 

(Apo -Apr) 
s= -------------

Apr 

The suppression effect for adjudications is calculated in the same manner substituting the 
average number of adjudications for the average number of referrals in the formula above. 
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..• ".For Nonresidential.CoI11Inunity-Based Commitment Programs there was a reduction of 
.. "S.2perferifin thertumber of referralS received in the year after releaSe from the number 

1

; ·~f~eferraJS receive~ ill the year prior to commitment. There was a 7" percent re.du~tion in 
..•. ·.~heriuDlbe .. oradJudica.tiimsfu the year after release from thellumber of adjudlca.tions in 

l·th.e:yearp~iOriocoI!1~itlDentLiH ... . ... ... 

In the year after release, referrals were down 48.2 percent from the rate of offending in the year 
prior to commitment. That is, youth in Nonresidential Community-Based Commitment Programs 
were responsible for 1,515 fewer referrals in the year after release than in the one year prior to 
placement. There was an even more substantial reduction in adjudications. Overall, there were 
1,603 fewer adjudications for youth in Nonresidential Community-Based Commitment Programs in 
the year after release than in the year prior to program placement. See Table 14-7. 

Table 14-7: 
NONRESIDENTIAL COMMITMENT PROGRAMS 

SUPPRESSION EFFECTS FOR REFERRALS AND ADJUDICATIONS 
FOR YOUTH RELEASED BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNE 1991 

AMI 3.8 

TRY 4.1 

SIG 3.4 

........... ; ... ·X 3.6 

1.7 

2.7 

1.7 

1.9 

·53.9% 

-33.2% 

-48.8% 

-48.2% 

•.••......•..•..•••...•••• : ..•.•.•..•...•••..•..•...•.• · .• • .. · .• • .••. · .•• • .•••.•• ·co.·.· .•.•. 
N 

.....•••...• 

o 
... M· .. • .• ••

NRE

.··.·M··.·.··.·.·.·u·.·.·.· •. ·.N1·.

s 
...... 

I 

.• PTY ....... E ..... ,.N_· .•..•. ·BT .. ·.A·.·lA.· .. · .. · .•. ·•s· .. ·.· •. EL.·.··D· .. · ..•. •.•• .•..•••.• ·.; .•.•• · •••• ·........................................ ·:.wuoA.Vp<,NUMCA•···•·T·· I·)JEN·RS···••· .·AADJUyqD;·NUI··.·CA·MT}I·j·O~RN·· s':: .. SE{JPFFE·~REcr···)SSFIo'OR·l'I 
•... A .• ·.·.'.·.·.·.·l····.·· .. ·.v· ·E····A··~·R· ..... p .. ···ruoo·· R· •.•...• :.... .• . , ',. : '" .'. ... . ". 

COMMITMENT'PROGlU:MS:' '··iYEAR:AFTElt: ·AIJ.J1:iDICATIONs· 
AMI 

TRY 

SIG 

2.2 

2.3 

2.4 

2.4 

0.5 

0.7 

0.7 

0.6 

Source: CIC1IFACTS (youth released between January and June 1991) 

-76.6% 

-71.2% 

-73.4% 

-74.0% 

AMI evidenced the greatest reduction in both referrals (down approximately 54 percent) and 
adjudications (down approximately 77 percent). SIG showed the second highest reductions in both 
referrals (down approximately 49 percent) and adjudications (down approximately 73 percent). 
TRY Centers also showed reductions in referrals (down approximately 33 percent) and 
adjudications (down approximately 71 percent). 

Changes in the rate of offending (i.e., suppression effects) are shown by facility for AMI and TRY 
and by district for SIG in Appendix 14-3. 

14-1.4 

• 

•• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

Outcome 4 
YOUTH WILL ENTER A VOCATIONALIEDUCATIONAL OR EMPLOYMENT 
SETTING UPON RELEASE. 

··~ri~ta~r~l1ot'~~ailable system wide~ H()wever,data.. are available statewide for AMI 
... ··· .•.. Ptogr3llls;2\MI;4j~Operce~tofsuccessfu[ releases returned to school;48~lpercent of 
····:S1iccesstlllreleis~s-\\1¢replaced!n~job.·.. ... . 

The department does not collect this infonnation routinely on committed youth. The Associated 
Marine Institutes, however, collect these data and have made them available for this report. One of 
the goals stressed for older youth in the AMI program is that they earn a GED or high school 
diploma while in the program. In FY 1991-92, 114 youth earned their GED or high school 
diploma. Placement data upon release from the program indicates that 243 youth (43.0 percent) 
who were successfully released returned to school and 272 (48.1 percent) successful releases were 
placed in a job. 

Program Cost 

The Nonresidential Community-Based Commitment Programs represent an estimated total cost of 
$2,658,024. In addition, these costs do not include $271,877 expended for extended services 
offered at two AMI facilities (Le., Orlando Marine Institute and Gainesville/Ocala Marine 
Institute). If funds for extended services are included the total cost increases to $2,929,90l. 
Expenditures reported in this chapter of the report do not include costs associated with youth 
served on noncommitted status in AMI and TRY programs. 

An essential element in calculating average cost per child day and average cost per case is the 
number of client service days. The primary data source used for all of JJP's delinquency programs 
is FACTS. Using this system, clients service days are obtained by calculating the total number of 
days from program admission to discharge. Holidays and week-ends are counted as service days 
using this methodology. The average length of stay for these programs is calculated in a similar 
manner. The total number of service days (including weekends and holidays) for all youth who are 
discharged from the prognun during the fiscal year are summed and divided by the number of 
youth discharged. Because facility-based nonresidential programs nonnally provide service during 
week days only the client service days obtained from FACTS are inflated by approximately 28.6 
percent. And, while the average length of stay calculated does reflect the total period of time 
during which the youth received services it gives an inaccurate picture of the actual average 
number of days of on site program participation by the youth. Therefore, adjustments were made 
to client service days to exclude weekend days and adjustments were made to average length of 
stay to provide estimated average days of service. These adjustments could be made only for the 
two facility-based programs (AMI and TRY). SIG does not provide comparable services that can 
be calculated in the same manner. Therefore, the number of days under counselor supervision and 
the average number of days under counselor supervision are provided. See Table 14-8 . 
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Table 14-8: 
NONRESIDENTIAL COMMITMENT PROGRAMS 

COST FOR FACILITY BASED PROGRAMS 
AND COST FOR SPECIAL INTENSIVE GROUPS FOR FY 1991-92 

. ··ESTIMATED ESTIMATED· AVG:COSTPER ESTIMATED ESTIMATED CONTRACTEU 
.••... TOTAL C6STFOR CLIENTUAYS CHILUUAY AVG.UAYS. AVG.COST I UOLLARSPER 

COMMITTED YOUTH ·ATFACILITY AT FACILITY . OF SERVICE .-·PERCASE ·SLOT·PERUAY 

SI,998,902- 69,186 $19 93.5 $1,701 S31.71-

$659,122 7,399 $89 71.8 $6,390 NlA 

$2,658,024-· 76,585 S35 90.4 S3,I64 N/A 

Sources: Total costs are estimates based on expenditures from SAlvfAS. Cost data in SAMAS for both of these 
programs include costs for committed and noncommitted youth served. Thp.refore, it was necessary to 
estimate costs for this table based on the percentage of youth sen'ed who w· on committed status. For 
AMI, the total cost from SAMAS was multiplied by 55.3 percent because lile AMI Operations report 
indicates that 55.3 percent of the total youth served during FY 1991-92 were on committed status. For 
TRY Centers, the total cost from SAMAS was multiplied by 66.7 percent because the budgeted number of 
committed slots is 2/3 of the total slots. No data source was available to show actual committed and 
noncommitted utilization for TRY Centers. Estimated client days at the facility were based on C1SIFACTS 
(FY 1991-92 Active Cases). FACTS currently includes only committed youth. The client service days 
obtained from FACTS were adjusted to eliminate weekwend days. The average cost per child day at the 
facility was obtained by dividing the estimated client days at the facility into the estimated total cost for 
committed youth. The estimated average days of service was obtained by adjusting the average length of 
stay (CISIFACTS, clients released during FY 1991-92) to eliminate week-end days. 

* Two programs (Gainesville/Ocala Marine Institute and the Orlando Marine Institute) operated extended services 
components at an additional cost of $271,877. These programs were contracted at $41.71 per slot per day. 

** The total statewide expendituresfor committed youth is $2,929,901 when the extended services components for 
GOMI and OMI are added. 

SIO $1,135,498 125,542 $9 134 $1,206 

Sources: Total costs are reported fonn SAMAS. The cost per day under supervision was obtained by dividing the 
number of days under supervision (CISIFACTS, FY 1991-92 Active Cases) into the total cost. The cost per 
case was obtained by multiplying the average number of days of supervision (CISIFACTS, clients released 
during FY 1991-92) by the cost per day under supervision. 

Note: Cost data for this program are reported separate from the cost data for facility-based nonresidential day 
treatment programs because this program provides an entirely difJerent service. SIG provides general 
supervision and counseling groups only. 

Costs associated with AMI and TRY which are facility-based include building, food, 
transportation. medical and other expenses not incurred by SIG. The costs for SIG are strictly 
counselor position costs. 

AMI: The total estimated expenditures (excluding extended services offered at two programs) for 
the nonresidential Associated Marine Institutes' programs for youth 011 committed status was 
$2,270,779. Two programs (GOMI and OMI) operated extended services commponents at a cost 
of $271,877. Therefore, the total cost for AMI nonresidential excluding these additional 
components was $1,998,902. With 69,186 estimated child days at the facility, the average cost per 
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day was $29. The estimated average days of service were 93.5 days which averages out to $2,701 
per case. 

TRY Centers: The total estimated cost of TRY Centers for youth on committed status was 
$659,122 with 7,399 estimated child days for an average cost per day of$89.00 and cost per case 
of$6,390. 

SIG: SAMAS reports total cost figures for the SIG program of $1,135,498.00 in FY 1991-92. 
Based on 125,542 estimated client days under counselor supervision, the average cost per day was 
$9. The estimated average days under counselor supervision were 134 days, yielding an estimate 
of $1,206 per case. The number of groups held, the number of youth attending, and the average 
number of sessions attended were not available for this report. These figures might give a more 
reasonable picture of the cost of SIG services. It is our recommendation that these data be 
collected for future reporting. 

Utilization rates for the Nonresidential Community-Based Commitment Programs for youth served 
on committed status were 86.8 percent for AMI; 46.8 percent for TRY; and 113.1 percent for SIG. 
AMI's utilization rate for committed youth has improved by almost 13 percentage points over last 
year's rate. AMI's overall utilization rate for FY 1991-92 including committed and noncommitted 
youth was 104.9 percent. However, AMI continues to receive insufficient referrals for committed 
youth to meet the targets specified for their program. Further exploration of this finding is needed. 
Because a data tracking system is not in place for noncommitted youth served by TRY Centers it is 
not possible to report the overall utilization rate for this program . 

Program Effettiveness 

AMI and SIG have a higher successful completion rate than TRY (49.3 percent) with nearly two­
thirds (60.7 percent in AMI and 64.6 percent in SIG) of the youth served successfully completing 
the programs. 

'"the majority of youth are not transferred to more restrictive placements and have relatively low 
readjudication rates at one year after program completion (27.2 percent for AMI; 30.0 percent for 
SIG; and 36.5 percent for TRY). . 

Comparisons of seriousness of law violations committed in the one year prior to placement with 
law violations committed in the one year after release show that the majority of youth in all 
programs are either not committing any offense in the year after release or are committing less 
serious offenses than those committed prior to piacement. Statewide for the nonresidwti~l 
community-based commitment programs serving youth on committed status, 85 percent either 
committed no new offense in the year after release or committed a less serious offense than the 
most serious offense committed in the year prior to placement. Rates for the three program types 
show AMI with the highest success rate at 88.4 percent with SIG (83.7%) and TRY (82.8 percent) 
almost equal in their performance. 

Statewide, these youth also showed a substantial reduction in the rate of offending from one year 
prior to placement to one year after release. Youth in these programs were responsible for 1,515 
fewer referrals in the year after release than during the year prior their commitments. AMI with a 
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decrease just shy of 54 percent showed the greatest reduction in offending. SIG had a reduction of 
almost 49 percent and TRY showed a reduction of approximately 33 percent. 

Youth served in Community-Based Nonresidential Commitment programs were also responsible 
for 1,603 fewer adjudications during the same time periods. This represents a 74 percent reduction 
in adjudication rates from the year prior to placement. AMI showed the greatest reduction at 
almost 77 percent, SIG evidenced a reduction of approximately 73 percent and TRY a reduction 
just over 71 percent. 

AMI and TRY programs are considerably more expensive than SIG because the services offered 
are entirely different. AMI and TRY are day treatment facility-based programs which offer 
services extending beyond a normal school day. Youth complete academic requirements at the 
facility in addition to receiving vocational training and counseling services. Facility based 
programs also pay building, food, transportation, medical and other expenses not incurred by SIG. 

TRY Centers do not appear to be as effective as the AMI and SIG programs. However, this 
program serves a much higher percentage of black youth (8l.6 percent) than either AMI (5l.5 
percent) or SrG (56.6 percent). They also serve youth who are on the average five to six months 
younger than youth in AMI and SIG. The average length of stay in the TRY Centers is about one 
month shorter than in AMI. (SIG is not facility based so a lp,ngth of stay comparison is not 
meaningful). One other difference between youth in TRY Centers is that they were about 6 months 
younger than youth in AMI and SIG when they received their first delinquency referral. . 

The department is currently conducting a study of the over-representation of black youth in the 
juvenile delinquency system. Findings from this study Will not be available until 1993 but it will be 
important to examine whether black youth are more likely to be rereferred and readjudicated than 
white youth. A closer look at TRY centers is needed in order to determine the reasons the 
outcomes for youth in these programs is not as favorable as for youth in AMI and SIG programs 
and should be examined in conjunction with the minority over representation study. 

AMI and TRY programs also serve youth on noncommitted status. At present, 44.7 percent of the 
youth served by AMI are noncommitted and. one third of the slots for TRY Centers are targeted for 
noncommitted youth. However, no data system currently .exists which tracks these youth 
separately from the general population of youth served in Commwrity Control. The old manual 
tracking system no longer exists. These youth need to be entered in FACTS in order to report their 
outcomes separately from the overall Community Control outcomes and to compare the 
effectiveness of AMI and TRY programs for committed versus noncommitted youth. 
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TABLE 14-R 

NONRESIDENTIAL COMMITMENT PROGRAMS 
RECOMMENDATION UPDATE 

PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT 

Eliminate Treatment Alternatives for Youth (TRY) 
Centers and redirect resources into the Juvenile 
Justice Reform effort. TRY Centers have consistently 
demonstrated lower successful completion rates, 
higher recidivism and higher costs. 
[CYF Delinquency Services] 

Modifications to the TRY Centers were 
implemented d}'lring FY 1991-92. In addition, 
a closer look ;i' ib~ population served found 
that TRY Centers differs from those served in 
AMI or SIG. 

Carefully screen AMI admissions so that they serve There was a very slight increase in the number 
primarily youth serving first commitments. of first commitments served in AMI programs 
[CYF Delinquency Services] from FY 1990-91 to FY 1991-92. 

Closely scrutinize policy and practice regarding Committed slot utilization for AMI programs 
referrals of committed youth to AMI. Committed slot improved from 73.9 percent in FY 1990-91 to 
utilization is only 73.9 percent. 86.8 percent in FY 1991-92. 
[CYF Delinquency Services] 

Enter ALL noncommitted youth in FACTS. I No progress during FY 1991-92. 
Recidivism rates and other outcome data are not 
available for youth not entered in FACTS. An 
automated tracking system is not currently in use' for 
noncommitted youth. 
[CYF Delinquency Services] 
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PROG~I~ROVEMENT 

A closer look at TRY Centers is needed in order 
to assess the impact of modifications and 
determine the reasons outcomes for youth in these 
programs continue to be less favorable than for 
youth served in AMI and SIG programs. This 
examinations should be conducted in conjunction 
with the department's current study of the over­
representation of minorities in the juvenile justice 
system. [Delinquency Services] 

Additional information regarding the number of 
client contact hours for youth served in SIG 
programs is needed in order to compute costs on a 
level comparable to AMI and TRY programs. 
[Delinquency Services] 

Some Community Control youth also receive AMI 
or TRY Services. However, no data system 
currently exists which tracks these youth 
separately from the general population of youth 
served in Community Control. These youth need 
to be entered in FACTS in order to report their 
outcomes separately from the overall Community 
Control outcomes. [Delinquency Services] 

Recidivism rates need to include arrests and 
adjudications in the adult system. [Delinquency 
Services Outcome Evaluation1 
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APPENDIX TABLE 14-1 A 

ASSOCIATED MARINE INSTITUTES NONRESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 
COMPARATIVE RECIDIVISM RATES BY FACILITY 
FOR 6 MONTHS AND 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 

YOUTH RELEASED JA.NUARY - JUNE 1991 

RE-REFERRALS READJUDiCATIONS RECOMMITMENTS 

AMI .. 
FACILITY 

GULFCOAST 

JACKSONVILLE 

PINELLAS 

DADE SOUTH 

'CASES CLOSEDJAN~ ~jUNE 1991 
.• 'NUMBER·· 6 MONTR":lYEAR 
IpF:'> . Recidivism , ..... '.' Recidivisn 

RELEASES 
. '.-; 

5 3 60.0 3 . 60.0 

43 19 44.2 22 51.~ 

23 14 60.9 15 65.~ 

34 20 58.8 2~. ~'1~6. . 
.. 

FL OCEAN SCIENCES 52 14 26.9 1(;" 30.~ 

TAMPA 

PALM BEACH 

DADE NORTH 

PANAMA CITY 

GAINES./OCALA 

ESCAMBIA BAY 

ORLANDO 

SO. WEST FLORIDA 

STATEWIDE 

19 

21 

33 

5 

3 

2 

10 

1 

251 

8 

9 

20 

1 

2 

2 

8 

0 

120 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released January - June I 99I) 

• 

42.1 10 52~' 
42.9 12 ·.S7~1 

60.6 21 )~~.(f 
.... :: .. ::. ::;.":":::.: ". " .. 

20.0 ~" .... ' ·.·.·4(Ml< 
66.7 2 ~~~7: 
100.0 2i' '. " .... '. 

WQ.O 
80.0 9 ..• ~P~() 
0.0 ··.·.·1 100.0 

47.8 138 '.' •. ' 55.0 

··CASES··Cl.OSEDJAN;;;JUNE 1991.-' 
NUMBER >:'6'MONTU" , .•... 1 YEAR' 
;,:r OF::;'}:' ..•.... Recidivism < "':.' ReCidivisni . 
RELEASES.' NI %. N .•.. %' 

5 1 I 20.0 <J'" .... 20.0 

43 

23 

34 

52 

19 

21 

33 

5 

3 

2 

10 

1 

251 
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8 

10 

8 

7 

4 

6 

5 

0 

0 

2 

4 

0 

55 

18.6 t10" 23~3 

43.5 I U 
23.5 .. ? 

56.5 

~6·5 

13.5. 8. . ~5.4 
27.1 6..' 31.~ 
28.6 .'. 6' . 28.6 

15.29· '. 27.:r 
0.0<0< . O.~ 

. -.... , .. ' .. 

O.OQ.q 

100.0 ·:lOO.Q 

40.040.0:. 

0.0 1·.·.· <100.0 

21.9 L()9127.~ 

CASES CLOSED JAN ... JUNE 1991 

~V~:~~ 
···6MONTH 1 YEAR 
Y Retidivism '. ReCidivism 

RELEASES "N - % N % 

5 1 20.0 1 ZO.O 

43 8 18.6 10 23.3 

23 8 34.8 9 39.1 

34 4 11.8 5 14.7 

52 4 7.7 4 7.7 
19 2 10.5 2 10.5 

21 5 23.8 5 23.8 

33 2 6.1 4 12.1 

5 0 0.0 0 0.0 

3 0 0.0 0 0.0 

2 2 100.0 : 2 100.0 

10 4 40.tf I 4 40.0 

1 0 0.0 1 100.0 

251 40 15.9 47 IS.7 
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APPENDIX TABLE 14-1 B 

TRY CENTERS NONRESIDENTIAL PROGR..<\MS 
COMPARATIVE RECIDIVISM RATES BY FACILITY 
FOR 6 MONTHS AND 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 

YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

RE-REFERRALS READJUDICATIONS 

• 

RECOMMITMENTS 
. CASES CLOSEDJAN.<·JUNE'199f i ... CASES CLOSED JAN: - JUNE 1991· 

:.NUMBER'·6,MONTH ... 1 YEAR NUMBElJ.:6MONTH"lYEAR . 
TRY ..... ". OF .. ·..>·Recidivism· 

CASESCLOSED<JAN:';JUNE 1991· . 
·:NUMBER·,,6.MONTU' .. , ... 1 YEAR , 

··· •• ·\oli', Recidivism' ,:. ::. ReCidiVism> 
RELEASESN ··1···· %·N % 

). OF:": . RecidiVism Recidivism 
RELEASES· N I % ·'··N I % . FACILITY RELEASES %.. N % ... 

Palm Beach 11 10 90.9 JQ 90.9·· ... -.... : .. 

Ft. Lauderdale 64 39 60.9 ;J9 ··60;9 

Miami 29 21 72.4 21 72.4 

STATEWIPE 104 70 67.3 ····70 ·67.3 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released January - June 1991) 

11 7 I 63.6<1. .. ,.... .63;6·' 

64 15 I 23.4 20 . 31.2 

29 10 34.5 I 11 37.9 

104 32 30.8 I 38. I. 36.5 
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11 

64 

29 

3 

9 

8 

104 I 20 

27.3 3 I 27.3 

14.1 11 . 17.2 

27.6 I 9 31.0 

19.2 I 23 22.1 
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DISTRICT 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

STATEWIDE 
L..-. 

APPENDIX TABLE 14-1 C 

SPECIAL INTENSIVE GROUPS BY DISTRICT 
COMPARATIVE RECIDIVISM RATES BY DISTRICT 
FOR 6 MONTHS AND 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 

YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

RE-REFERRALS READJUDICATIONS RECOMMITMENTS 
. CASES CLOSED JAN; ~JUNE199L:· ·:.·:CASESCLOSEIfJAN.~JUNE.t991· . 

·.:NU~f"ER (i.MONTH: {YEAR 
CASES CLOSEDJAN.'::' JUNE 1991 

NUMBER 6 MONTH <lYEAR··.· ...... ()¥ 
i •... ReCidivism ... : .. ReCidivism ..• 

. RELEASES ::N ··.·0/0· •. N ·.·0/0 
·/·>OFJ:;( ·····Recidivism Recidivism' 
RELEASES N I· % N I % 

.·.··NUMBER·: 6 MONTH ... 1 YEAR 
•.....•. ··OF<': ReCidivism Recidivism 
·RELEASES· N % N % 

33 14 42.4 17< ~1~5:.· 33 9 27.3 ·l(r·> ... 30.~ 33 6 18.2 8 24.2 1 

39 23 59.0 25 6~~. 39 10 25.6 13 33.3 39 5 12.8 7 17.9 

24 11 45.8 13····· 54.2 24 7 29.2 10 41.1 24 6 25.0 8 33.3 

58 23 39.7 26 44.8 58 12 20.7 18 •. : 31.0 58 8 13.8 14 24.1 I 

65 32 49.2 39 60.Q 65 20 30.8 27 
1 41.5 65 12 18.5 19 29.2 

51 28 54.9 . 31 60.~ 51 20 39.2 22 43.1 51 13 25.5 15 29.4 

118 56 47.5 65 .. .... !55·l· .: .. 

15 5 33.3 9 6.0~Q 

118 23 19.5 37 ·.···31..-
15 4 26.7 'S . .•••. 33~3. 

118 16 13.5 27 2V) 

15 3 20.0 4 26.7 

37 16 43.2 Itt· ·48;6 37 7 18.9 i>·9· .. 24.3 37 5 13.5 7 18.9 

69 16 23.2 i19. ~7.5 69 6 8.7 8 I ·6 11 •. 69 6 8.7 7 10.1 

38 14 36.8 17 ,44.7 38 5 13.2 5 1·13.2 38 4 10.5 4 10.5 

547 238 43.5 279 51.0 1 547 123 22.5 164 .·:·30.0 547 
L--. 

84 15.4 120 21.9 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released January - June 1991) 
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APPENDIX TABLE 14-2 A 

ASSOCIATED MARINE INSTITUTES 
COMPARISONS OF SERIOUSNESS OF LAW VIOLATIONS COMIVIITTED 
ONE YEAR PRIOR TO PLACEMENT AND ONE YEAR AFTER RELEASE 

Youth Released January - June 1991 

..» ..••.•.....•.•.. .... ·• .. ~SS>~~RI9pS ~QVALLVS};RIOUS ... MORE SERIOUS 

¥AC~lT¥7~!~~; ·:~i:&t~~:: ,:tilit.tf~~·.vi:i1~~s ..•.••.••...••....... V:~ri~s 
. . RELEASED N»o/D" I·N« .'>%. ~ ..• ······N% .·.N . % 

GULFCOAST 5 4 80.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 20.0 

JACKSONVILLE 43 33 76.7 5 11.6 1 2.3 4 9.3 

PINELLAS 23 10 43.5 9 39.1 3 13.0 4.3 

DADE SOUTH 34 25 73.5 6 17.6 2.9 2 5.9 

FL OCEAN SCIENCES 52 44 84.6 2 3.8 2 3.8 4 7.7 

TAMPA 19 13 68.4 3 15.8 0 0.0 3 15.8 

PALM BEACH 21 IS 71.4 3 14.3 0 0.0 3 14.3 

DADE NORTH 33 24 72.7 6 18.2 2 6.1 1 3.0 

PANAMA CITY 5 5 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

GAINESVILLE/OCALA 3 3 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

ESCAMBIABAY 2 0 0.0 2 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

ORLANDO 10 6 60.0 3 30.0 0 0.0 10.0 

SOUTH WEST FLORIDA 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

STATEWIDE 251 183 72.9 39 15.5 9 3.6 20 8.0 

SOllrce: CISIFACTS (yollth reieasedJanliary -Jllne 1991 
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APPENDIX TABLE 14-2 B 

TRY CENTERS 

COMPARISONS OF SERIOUSNESS OF LAW VIOLATIONS COMMITTED 
ONE YEAR PRIOR TO PLACEMENT AND ONE YEAR AFTER RELEASE 

Youth Released January - June 1991 

.......... {.ESSS.~I.UQU~· 

".. . . 
... FACIpl'¥ .. ·· 

% 

FT. LAUDERDALE 

PALM BEACH 

M1A1\fl 

64 

11 

29 

44 

4 

18 

68.8 

36.4 

62.1 

10 15.6 6 9.4 4 6.3 

STATEWIDE 104 66 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released January - June 1991) 

63.5 

5 

5 

20 

14-27 

45.5 

17.2 

19.2 

1 

o 
7 

9.1 

0.0 

6.7 

1 

6 

11 

9.1 

20.7 

10.6 
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APPENDIX TABLE 14-2 C 

SPECIAL INTENSIVE GROUPS 
COMPARISONS OF SERIOUSNESS OF LAW VIOLATIONS COMMITTED 
ONE YEAR PRIOR TO PLACEMENT AND ONE YEAR AFTER RELEASE 

Youth Released January - June 1991 

················>LE$SSERiQVS>/ EQlJAI,J.,¥ SERIOUS·· ·MORE~ERIOUS ::n ......•.• .~~?~~f.;.·i.~~i!it~g>.:vfoi1~~s 
1 33 23 70.0 

2 39 26 66.7 5 12.8 6 15.4 

3 24 14 58.3 4 16.7 4 16.7 

4 58 40 69.0 4 6.9 8 13.8 

5 65 38 58.5 18 27.7 7 10.8 

6 51 29 56.9 12 23.5 8 15.7 

7 118 81 68.6 16 13.6 17 14.4 

8 15 10 66.7 4 26.7 0 0.0 

9 37 28 75.7 6 16.2 2 5.4 

10 69 61 88.4 3 4.3 4 5.8 

11 38 33 36.8 1 2.6 2 5.3 

STATEWIDE 547 383 70.0 75 13.7 65 11.9 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released January - June J 991 
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APPENDIX TABLE 14-3 A 

ASSOCIATED MARINE INSTITUTES 
NONRESIDENTIAL COMMITMENT PROGRAMS 

SUPPRESSION EFFECTS FOR REFERRALS AND ADJUDICATIONS 
YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY -JUNE 1991 

......:.: ...... ,.'.. 
FACILITY 

..... ' .. </ ...... : ...... . -.:...:::. : ::;:::":\> ".:'.;: .' . ":. 

GULFCOAST 

JACKSONVILLE 

PINELLAS 

DADE SOUTH 

FLA. OCEAN SCIENCES 

TAMPA 

PALM BEACH 

DADE NORTH 

PANAMA CITY 

GAINESVILLE/OCALA 

ESCAlv1BIA BAY 

ORLANDO 

SOtnlnNESTFLORfDA 

GULFCOAST 

JACKSONVILLE 

PINELLAS 

DADE SOUTH 

FLA.OCEANSC~CES 

TAMPA 

PALM BEACH 

DADE NORTH 

PANAMA CITY 

GAINESVILLE/OCALA 

ESCAlv1BIA BAY 

ORLANDO 

SOtnlnNESTFLORfDA 

. STATEWIDE 

A VG. NUMBER AVG; NUMBER SUPPRESSION . . 
. REFERRALS ... i.. REFERRAI,s. :: .... EFFECr FOR 
lYEARPRIOR: ... fYEARAFTER REFERRALS 

3.6 2.6 -27.8% 

3.5 1.3 -64.3% 

4.3 2.2 -49.5% 

3.8 2.7 -28.5% 

3.6 0.7 -82.1% 

3.5 1.4 -59.8% 

3.7 2.0 -46.9% 

4.0 2.1 -46.6% 

3.4 0.6 -82.4% 

2.3 1.7 -28.3% 

3.5 4.0 14.3% 

4.5 3.2 -28.9% 

3.0 6.0 100.0% 

3.8 1.7 -53.9% 

AVG; NUMBER '. AVG;NUMBER SUPPRESSION 
·'·ADJUDICATIONS :'.ADJUbtcxriONS .'.:: : EFFECT FOR . 

lYEARPRIOR. .. 1 YEAR AFtER: ADJ'lJIn:cAfrONS 
1.8 1.0 -44.4% 

1.9 0.4 -77.7% 

3.6 0.9 -74.8% 

1.6 0.5 -70.4% 

2.2 0.2 -89.3% 

2.1 0.4 -82.5% 

2.2 0.8 -66.1% 

2.2 0.6 -71.6% 

2.4 0.0 -100.0% 

1.3 0.0 -100.0% 

3.5 2.0 -42.9% 

2.6 0.6 -76.9% 

2.0 3.0 50.0% 

2.2 0.5 -76.6% 

Source: CISIFACTS (Youth reieased[romJanuary -June 1991) 14-30 
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APPENDIX TABLE 14-3 B 

TRY CENTERS 
SUPPRESSION EFFECTS FOR REFERRALS AND ADJUDICATIONS 

YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY-JUNE 1991 

Fr. LAUDERDALE TRY 

PALM BEACH TRY 

MIAMI TRY 

Fr. LAUDERDALE TRY 

PALM BEACH TRY 

MIAMI TRY 

............................. ···.< .. ·STATEWID:£:) ••••.••.•..••.•••. : ................. /( 
:: >.-;.''; •• - ':'::"';.:'::-

AVG.NUMBER 
•.....•. REFERRALS 

1 YEAR PRIOR 

4.1 

4.2 

4.1 

4.1 

2.6 

2.1 

1.8 

2.3 

Source: CISIFACTS (Youth releasedfrom January - June 1991) 
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AVG~NUMBER 

REFERRALS 
1 YEARAF1'ER 

2.6 

3.1 

2.9 

2.7 

0.6 

0.9 

0.7 

0.7 

SUPPRESSION 
EFFECTFOR .. 
REFERRALS 

-36.2% 

-26.2% 

-29.2% 

-33.2% 

-75.3% 

-57.1% 

-63.1% 

-71.2% 



APPENDIX TABLE 14-3 C 

SPECIAL INTENSIVE GROUPS 
SUPPRESSION EFFECTS FOR REFERRALS AND ADJUDICATIONS 

YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY-JUNE 1991 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

2.8 

4.3 

2.4 

3.1 

3.6 

4.0 

3.2 

4.7 

2.8 

3.2 

3.6 

1.3 

2.2 

1.9 

1.3 

2.2 

2.2 

1.9 

1.9 

1.4 

1.2 

1.3 

1.7 

-51.8% 

-49.5% 

-20.7% 

-57.1% 

-39.4% 

-45.8% 

-41.0% 

-58.7% 

-49.6% 

-62.5% 

-63.6% 

-48.8% 

.... . ...................................... :::':::>:: .... :.: .... : .. :: ..... : ..... : ... ..) ......... :.::::::::.:::: ..:'., :' 'A'TTG':N' UMBER"';: ····::A· ·TTG····:NUM·· B' E'R :'.. : SUPPRESSION' '.': ."';., .:": :.;:.::::::: ::::.:::::' .............................. ............ :i:::< .. ::::.':~: '.::/.: ..... : .... :.:. : ..... :.': ":::. . :.:.: '::Y: ~::. .:.': ::. :': 

:.: .···.· .• ·:·.·:·.S:.· •• ·P ........ Ei : ... ·C •••.•. 1. .• u:·.'.':: .• : .• : .• ·· .•. ·INP ... :R.··.:::.TE.P. iGNRAM .••• S· ... ·~:.·m .•. ·.·:.· .• :·.·.·.··.G.·· .••. ·.:~ •• O •••••• · ... UP;.·:·.S •••••. ··:.:: •. ·::: •.• :.:.:.·: •.• ' .• ··.;AD··.·::.·:·.··:··:.·· .. :·:·.::.:··:·:1:··.·.
JU:·:: .• YE::':::. PA· •. f.R~ .. ·.·.·p.·:.·.TRI::!OO .. NR· .. ~ ... : ... :: ... : ... :·: •.•• :ADJtrjjICATIONS::EFFECTFOlfi. 

i· UUJ n;r., n;'J::&iAit'Arnii:AriJtrDICATIONS 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

Source: CISIFACTS (Youth released from January - June 1991 

2.2 

3.1 

1.8 

2.3 

3.1 

3.2 

2.2 

3.5 

2.1 

2.1 

1.8 

2.4 

14-32 

0.7 -67.4% 

0.8 -75.4% 

1.2 -33.1% 

0.6 -75.0% 

1.1 -65.3% 

0.8 -74.2% 

0.7 -68.8% 

0.5 -86.5% 

0.5 -78.5% 

0.2 -89.3% 

0.2 -88.1% 

0.7 -73.4% 
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DelinquencyServiJes .....•.. 

15. LOW RISK RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY-BASED 
COMMITMENT PROGRAMS 

Program Description 

Residential community-based commitment programs provide structured environments for youth 
committed to the department and includes appropriate levels of treatment, supervision, education 
and discipline. The programs are designed to address each youth's needs and ensure successful 
reentry into the community. 

A variety of programs have been established which offer youth an array of services. While all 
provide residential services designed to meet individual needs, the programs can be very different. 
Eligibility criteria vary, limiting acceptance to specific age groups and types of offenses. 
Residential care is also provided in a variety of settings, such as in a family-like setting or a 
wilderness campsite. The emphasis of some programs is on individual, family and group 
counseling while others focus on building self-esteem and social skills through recreational and 
work activities. Length of stay in these programs also varies. 

Performance contracting is used to clearly define requirements for release from delinquency 
commitment programs. The contract is negotiated when the youth enters the commitment program 
and release is dependent upon compliance with the agreement. This is designed to prepare youth 
for transition to their home community and ensures accountability for the youth and for the 
program. 

Residential placement of all committed youth is coordinated and arranged by district commitment 
managers in the 11 HRS districts. The Central Placement Authority in the PDJJP headquarters 
unit assists the district commitment managers with difficult to place youth. Ideally, a district 
commitment manager chairs a multi-disciplinary staffing for each youth being considered for 
commitment. If the district commitment manager decides to recommend the commitment of the 
youth during the staffing, the staffing committee recommends the most appropriate programs and 
restrictiveness levels for placement based on the assessed needs of the youth. Recommendations 
are presented to the judge and if the youth is committed, placement is facilitated, based on the court 
ordered level of commitment. 

A shortage of residential placements currently exists within the state. Youth are placed. on 
program waiting lists assigned by commitment managers. In order to expedite program 
placements, youth are considered for lower level commitment programs with judicial concurrence. 
The Florida Legislature, through the Juvenile Justice Act of 1990, authorized creation of 
approximately 1300 residential beds and non-residential slots to help alleviate the placement 
shortage. The implementation of the beds and slots has been delayed due to budget shortfalls and 
siting problems . 

15-1 
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Targeted Youth: Youth classified for this level of placement are generally offenders whose most 
serious current charges or presenting offense is a first or second degree misdemeanor or a third 
degree felony. These offending patterns, in concert with a youth's assessed need for 24 hour per 
day supervision, may warrant service provision in a low risk residential placement. These 
conunitted youth have usually performed unsuccessfully in prevention and diversion programs, 
have weak family and conununity support structures and could benefit from placement in a 
residential program. 

Although this level is designed primarily for first conunitment placements, offending histories of 
referrals may include one prior commitment for a third degree felony or a misdemeanor with an 
associated residential placement. 

More serious first time commitments, such as second degree felony commitments, may also benefit 
from services provided by programs in the low risk residential level. These youth would represent 
cases wherein the circumstances surrounding their offense were mitigated and deemed to not 
represent a moderate or high risk to public safety. 

Low Risk Residential Placement: Placement resources in the low risk residential level include, 
but are not limited to, the following: Short Term Offender Programs (STOP), Family Group 
Homes (FGH), Group Treatment Homes (GTH), and Short Term Elective Programs (STEP). 
These programs provide 24 hour awake supervision with length of stay varying from one to six 
months depending upon program type. 

LOW RISK LEVEL 
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.. ·.·...(.(;roup1? .. eatmentHOmes continued) • 

Population Profile 

A total of 1,306 youth were served in Low Risk Residential Community-Based Programs during 
FY 1991-92. This includes the beginning count on July 1, 1991 and those admitted during FY 
1991-92. Over half, 55.5 percent, of those served were placed in STOP Camps. Table 15-1 and 
Figure 15-1 present numbers of clients served, average daily population, number of youth 
discharged, average length of stay, average age at discharge, age breakdowns, sex, race, and 
average age at the time of the first delinquency referral. 

Table 15-1 and Figure 15-1: 
LOW RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 
POPULATION PROFILE FOR FY 1991-92 

STOP CAMPS 725 78.6 
STEP PROGRAMS 356 27.7 

FAMILY GROUP HOMES 54 16.5 
GROUP TREATMENT HOMES 171 39.4 

1,306 162.2 

(Continued on next page) 
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. .PROGRAM . YOUTH DISCHARGED AVG;LENGTIlOFSTAY 
STOP CAMPS 632 

STEP PROGRAMS 352 
FAMILY GROUP HOMES 46 

GROUP TREATMENT HOMES 121 
/ ...•....... STATEWIDE .......•• L 1,151 

I [] State Average • Program 

STOP CAMPS STEP 
PROGRAMS 

FAMILY 
GROUP 
HOMES 

1.6 months 
1.2 months 
4.4 months 
3.4 months 
1.8 months 

GROUP 
TREATMENT 

HOMES 

.:}AVERAGKAGE.· .. ··'··:104Y<' ,. "'l!s~l!ir:.· .' .'. ····::'16+ .. ··· .... , ..... :: 
;.ATDISCHARGE .·Ye~;~:\y~ariJ.> .: •. ··>y~a~!i::· . NuNtBER 

3.8% 41.1% 55.1% 632 
1.7% 43.8% 54.5% 352 
15.2% 56.5% 28.3% 46 
71.9% 8.3% 19.8% 121 
10.8% . 39.1% .50.1% 1,151 

80% 

STATE~E STOPCA~ STEP 
PROGRAMS 

FAMILY 
GROUP 
HOMES 

GROUP 
TREATMENr 

HOMES 

• 10-13 years 

• 14-15 years 

~ 16+years 

• 

• 

• 
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• 

• 

• 

.- .. SEX . .. 
I. 

PROGRAM: MALE FEMALE NUMBER ,.' 

STOP CAMPS 100.0% 0.0% 632 
STEP PROGRAMS 85.2% 14.8% 352 

FAMILY GROUP HOMES 100.0% 0.0% 46 
GROUP TREATMENT HOMES 100.0% 0.0% 121 

I>C' STATEWIDE .. '.-" ... ' "', 95.4% 4.6% 1,151 

1//·- .•.. ··.-.· .• ·.·~~bciIL\.~? •••. '.- •.••••. _. , .....••••••.. , !·WlnTE:RA~~~~~krE •. , N'lThriU:R. 
STOP CAMPS 45.7% 54.3% 632 

STEP PROGRAMS 46.3% 53.7% 352 
FAMILY GROUP HOMES 39.1% 60.9% 46 

GROUP TREATMENT HOMES 31.4% 68.6% 121 
-..... ···',ST.!.TEWIDE< 44.1% 55.9% 1,151 

I EJ White .Non-~ 

STATEWIDE STOP CAMPS STEP 
PROGRAMS 

FAMILY 
GROUP 
HOMES 

(Continued on next page) 
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A VG. AGE AT FIRST 
. ····pR.OGRAM DELINQUENCY REFERRAL 

STOP CAMPS 13.4 years 
S1EP PROGRAMS 13.5 years 

FAMILY GROUP HOMES 12.8 years 
GROUP TREATMENT HOMES 11.4 years 

c~STATEWIDE. 13.2 years 

I III State Average • Program 

>-u 13.5 Z 

f:l 
13 CI 

Zti;' 

~ ~ 12.5 
~rz.1 >-Ii; Z 12 
Q::e 
~..J 
~ ~ 11.5 

~~ 11 
<rol 
rolQ:: 
t:I 10.5 

~ 
5 10 

STOP CAMPS STEP FAMILY GROUP 
PROGRAMS GROUP TREATMENT 

HOMES HOMES 

Source: Youth served and Average Daily Population (CIS/FACTS clients active FY 1991-92); youth discharged, 
average length of stay, age, average age at discharge, sex, race and average age at first delinquency 
referral (CIS, clients released FY 1991-92). 

There were 1,151 youth discharged from these programs during FY 1991-92. The average length 
of stay in the programs varied from 1.2 months for STEP Programs to 4.4 months for Family 
Group Homes with a statewide average of 1.8 months. The average age at the time of discharge 
was 15.8 years for all Low Risk Residential Community-Based Programs combined. However, 
youth released from Group Treatment Homes were one to two years younger than youth served in 
other programs. Approximately 72 percent of the youth released from Group Treatment Homes 
were between the ages of ten and thirteen. 

About 95 percent of the youth released during FY 1991-92 were male. Racially, nonwhites 
accounted for almost 56 percent of the group and whites the remaining 44 percent. The average 
age at the time of the first delinquency referral is significantly younger for youth released from 
Group Treatment Homes. On average, these youth were only 11.4 years at the time of th~ir first 
referral. The statewide average is just over 13 years. 

Committing Offenses by program type (STOP, STEP, FGH, and GTH) are shown in Table 15-2. 
Statewide for these programs 22.3 percent of the youth did not have a committing offense recorded 
in the Florida Assessment Classification, and Tracking System (FACTS). Committing offense is 
not a required field in FACTS for youth who are transferred or are placed on a revocation of 
furlough. The most frequent committing offense for the remaining youth was a property felony 
(33.4 percent). The second most frequent was "other delinquency" (10.7 percent). The remaining 
categories each accounted for less than 10 percent of the youth. 
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REASON FOR COMMITMENT 
FELONY PERSON 

FELONY PROPERTY 
FELONY VICTIMLESS 

FELONY SEX OFFENSE 
MISDEMEANOR PERSON 

MISDEMEANOR PROPERTY 
MISDEMEANOR VICTIMLESS 

OTHER DELINQUENCY 
MISSING 

• 

Table 15-2: 
LOW RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

COMMITTING OFFENSE BY PROGRAM FOR FY 1991-92 

······STOP ...• ';'; I:;'; ;;'·STEp·:· .. :.: •. : •... .• :; ···FAMILV(3R.HOMES GROUPTX HOMes;· 
····N .. '%': .. ; ... ·;··;;.····N;·: ... :··;:·· ... :::.;;;;.%;; .. ; ....... ·····::·· .. ;N·.;···;· I;:';'" %;:; "'N ; .... ""';'.')(i .. 

39 6.2 34 9.7 3 6.5 6 4.9 
208 32.9 121 34.4 18 39.1 38 31.1 
54 8.5 24 6.S 3 6.5 7 5.7 
11 1.7 1 0.3 0 0.0 2 1.6 
36 5.7 14 4.0 1 2.2 4 3.3 
58 9.2 43 12.2 1 2.2 9 7.4 
20 3.2 13 3.7 1 2.2 3 2.5 
77 12.2 38 10.8 2 4.3 6 4.9 
129 20.4 64 18.2 17 37.0 47 38.5 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released during FY 1991-92) 
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STATEWIDE 
N % 
82 7.1 

385 33.4 
88 7.6 
14 1.2 
55 4.8 
111 9.6 
37 3.2 
123 10.7 
257 22.3 



Statewide, the average number of prior felony referrals for youth in Low Risk Community-Based 
Residential Programs was 3.5 with an average of2.1 prior felony adjudications. Youth served in 
Family Group Homes had the highest number of prior felony referrals (4.4) and the highest number 
of prior felony adjudications (3.0). Table 15-3 provides the average number of prior felony 
referrals and adjudications for each of the programs. 

Table 15-3: 
LOW RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PRIOR FELONY REFERRALS AND ADJUDICATIONS 
BY PROGRAM TYPE FOR FY 1991-92 

GROUP TREATMENT HOMES 
.......... •••• •. :·:.:.:, .. ·.STATEWIDE:<· .•.. ,.: .. >. 

< AVERAGE NUMBER ••...••.... ··AVERAGENUMBER ••.. ·•·••• •. · •• 

.••.••.•..••..••. · •.. ·>9F.J.>RiO~:· ••. · .•. \· •....• · •.••••• >.· ..... · ............ ·\gFP~9R·i •• ··••.·•·• .• ····L:. 
: ••. FELONYREFERRAtS. ·FELONYADJUDICATIONS< 

3.6 
3.1 
4.4 
4.2 
3.5 

2.1 
1.8 
3.0 
2.6 
2.1 

Source: CISIFACTS (clients released during FY 1991-92) 

Table 15-4 summarizes information on the type of admission by program. First Commitments 
accounted for approximately 70 percent of the ach-nissions to Low Risk Community-Based 
Residential Programs. Family Group Homes served the highest percentage of recommitments 
(30.3 percent) compared with the state average of just under 20 percent. Transfers accounted for 
approximately 10 percent of the admissions in each of the programs. 

Table 15-4: 
LOW RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

PERCENTAGE OF POPULATION BY TYPE OF ADMISSION 
FOR CLIENTS RELEASED DURING FY 1991-92 

70.1 19.0 0.5 10.4 
71.6 18.5 0.0 9.9 

FAl\flLY GROUP HOMES 60.9 30.3 0.0 8.7 
GROUP TREATMENT HOMES 65.3 24.0 0.0 10.7 

...••• :.: .... STATEWIDE:::·.·.·:·· . .. . 
69.7 19.8 0.3 10.2 

Source: CISIFACTS (clients released during FY 1991-92) 

Outcome Measurement 
Outcome 1 

632 
352 
46 
121 
1151 

YOUTH PLACED IN LOW RISK RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY-BASED 
COMMITMENT PROGRAMS WILL SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETE THE 
PROGRAM. 
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Definition: Successful completion means youth released to post-residential aftel'care/reentry 
supervision, honorably discharged, or transferred to a less restrictive program, or as 
identified in the Commitment Programs Population Annual Summary. Unsuccessful releases 
include transfers to more restrictive placements, recommitments and transfers to the adult 
system. Transfers to equally restrictive programs are not caderl as successful or unsuccessful. 
They are presented as a separate category of releases. 

Table 15-5 and Figure 15-5 provide the successful completion rates, unsuccessful releases, and 
rates of transfer to equally restrictive programs for each program type. Statewide, 92.3 percent of 
youth released from Low Risk Residential Commurrity-Based Programs were successful 
completions. Only 5.7 percent terminated unsuccessfully and two percent were transferred to 
programs which were equally restrictive. Family Group Homes show the greatest diversion from 
the other programs with over 13 percent transferred to equally restrictive programs and 20 percent 
terminated unsuccessfully. 

Table 15-5 and Figure 15-5: 
LOW RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

TYPE OF RELEASE FROM JANUARY TO JUNE 1991 

STOP CAMPS 285 95.4% 4.2% 0.4% 
STEP PROGRAMS 171 94.2% 2.9"10 2.9% 

FAMILY GROUP HOMES 15 66.7% 20.0% 13.3% 
GROUP TREATMENf HOMES 86 82.5% 14.0% 3.5% 

: .. : ... :<:. STATEWIDE:::::::::::·:·.::···· 557 92.3% 5.7% 

~ 100.0"10 

~ 90.0% 

~ 60.0% 

::3",,>0 70.0% 
S 60.0% 

50.0% 

"" r.l 40.0% 

~ 30.0% 

l: 20.0% 

iii 10.0% 

ffi 0.0% 
Ck STOP CAMPS 

I D State Average • Programs 

STEP 
PROGRAMS 

FAMILY 
GROUP 
HOMES 

Sour.ce: Commitment Programs Population Annual Summary (January - June 1991) 

0.2% 

GROUP 
TREATMENT 

HOMES 

• N is equal to .the number of releases during January - June 1991 minus releases coded as "other", according to the 
Commitment Programs Population Annual Summary. 
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Outcome 2 Part 1 
YOUTH RELEASED FROM LOW RISK RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY-BASED 
COMMITMENT PROGRAMS WILL HAVE NO SUBSEQUENT LAW 
VIOLATIONS WITHIN ONE YEAR OF RELEASE. 

Definition: Given available data, a law violation is best defined as an adjudication or 
adjudication withheld in the juvenile justice system. For this outcome, if a youth has one or 
more readjudications during the year following release (as recorded in CIS) he/she is counted 
as a recidivist. Recidivism is measured for a group released from the program between 
January and June of 1991, to allow for a full year follow-up. These data do not include 
follow-up into the adult system. In addition, the population tracked includes releases that 
were transfers to other programs but excludes releases to the adult system and those reaching 
age 19 • 

..... " ........ :-.. :-:.:::::>.::.:-:; .. ; .. 
........... ;.-:: •.. ;.:.:> .... : ...•. 

Table 15-6 and Figure 15-6 provide a comparison of re-referral, readjudication, and recommitment 
rates for the population studied. Almost 75 percent of the youth released from Low Risk 
Residential Community-Based Programs were rereferred within a year of release, 51.8 percent 
were readjudicated and 38.7 percent were recommitted. Family Group Homes and Group 
Treatment Homes had recommitment rates over 55 percent while STOP Camps and STEP 
Programs recommitment rates were about 20 percentage points less (33.9 and 35.9 respectively). 

Table 15-6: 
LOW RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

RECIDIVISM INTO THE JUVENILE SYSTEM 
FOR YOUTH RELEASED BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNE 1991 

•• • .. •·· ••••• ·i<RATESATONE.YEARAFfERRELEASE:> .... 

STOP CAMPS 313 216 69.0 /14!}: \.47,;6 106 339 
STEP PROGRAMS 184 149 81.0 »96.,>SZZ' 66 35:9 

FAMILY GROUP HOMES 25 20 80.0 ·17><68:0 14 56.0 
90 69 76.7<55·.0 tit ..•. .•. 51 56.7 GROUP TREATMENT HOMES 

612 454 74.2>317>:> 5t8 237 38.7 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released between January and June 1991) 
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Figure 15-6: 
LOW RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

READJUDICATION RATES FOR JUVENILES RELEASED 
BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNE 1991 

10 STATE AVERAGE • PROGRAM 

~ ... 100.0% 

~ 90.0% 

80.0% 
!( KJ% en 
~ 60.0% 

~ 50.0% 

~ 
40.0% 

30.0% 

S=l 20.0% 

~ 10.0% 

~ 
0.0% 

STOP CAMPS STEP 
PROGRAMS 

FAMILY 
GROUP 
HOMES 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released between January and June 1991) 

GROUP 
TREATMENT 

HOMES 

Recidivism rates for individual facilities within each program type are provided in Appendix 15-1 
and include the three types of recidivism rates at six and 12 months after release. Although 
recidivism rates are higher at one year after release than at six months, the majority of recidivating 
offenses are committed during the first six months after release. 

Outcome 2 Part 2 
YOUTH RELEASED FROM LOW RISK RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY-BASED 
PROGRAMS WILL HAVE NO SUBSEQUENT LAW VIOLATIONS OR LESS 
SERIOUS LAW VIOLATIONS WITmN ONE YEAR OF RELEASE. 

Definition: A rank ordering of offenses as used in the Florida Assessment Classification and 
Tracking System (FACTS) is used as the basis for comparing seriousness of pre-placement 
offenses with new law violations in the one year after program release. Offenses are coded 
from one to 39 with one representing the most serious law violation (Murder/Non-Negligent 
M~mslaughter) and 39 the least serious law violation (Other Misdemeanor). Appendix 1 
contains the complete list of offenses with their associated . rank. The most serious law 
violution (with an associated adjudication of yes or withheld) in the ~:me year prior to 
placement and the most serious law violation (with an associated adjudication of yes or 
withh,eld) in the one year after release are recorded for each youth. If the youth is not re­
adjudicated within the year after release no new law violation is recorded. For youth with re­
adjudications, the value of the most ser!ous offense in the one year prior to placement is 
subtracted from the value for the most serious offense in the one year after release. If the 
result obtained is a negative value then the offense after release was more serious, if the result 
is zero then the offenses were of equal seriousness, and if the result is positive then the offense 
after release was less serious. 
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73~4:perce~tof)'outh~eleased·" fr~rriLow Risk R~idelltial COInllluriify-Based Programs 
. liadnosubsequerif law\'iolationoralessserious law violation witl1m one year ufrelease. 
·:R~ults.byprogfanl~"e;VStOPCantps'75~1 percent{STEP ~rogranlS, •. 72.S· percent; 

.. ..J!aiD~YGroup.Hoin~s;72~()perceritfand. Group ·Treath1e1ltH~m~s;68:9.· percent; ..... 

Only 17.2 percent of the youth served in Low Risk Residential Community-Based Programs were 
readjudicated for an offense that was more serious than the most serious offense for which they 
were adjudicated in the one year prior to commitment. See Table 15-7. Another 9.5 percent were 
adjudicated for offenses which were equally serious. The remaining 73.4 percent either had no new 
adjudication or were adjudicated on a less serious violation in. the year after release. Appendix 15-
2 contains seriousness tables by facility for each of the program types. 

Table 15-7: 
LOW RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

COMPARISONS OF SERIOUSNESS OF LAW VIOLATIONS COMMITTED 
ONE YEAR PRIOR TO COMMITMENT AND ONE YEAR AFTER RELEASE 

STOP CAl'vIPS 313 164 52.4 71 22.7 26 8.3 52 16.6 
STEP PROGRAMS 

FAMILY GROUP HOMES 
GROUP 'IX HOMES 

184 
2S 
90 

612 

88 
8 

35 
295 

47.8 
32.0 
38.9 
48.2 

46 25.0 17 9.2 33 17.9 
10 40.0 4 16.0 3 12.0 
27 30.0 11 12.2 17 18.9 
154 25.2 58 9.5 105 17.2 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released between January and June 1991) 

Outcome 3 
YOUTH RELEASED FROM LOW RISK RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY-BASED 
PROGRAMS WILL SHOW A DECREASE IN THE RATE OF OFFENDING 
DURING THE ONE YEAR AFTER RELEASE FROM THE RATE OF 
OFFENDING IN THE ONE YEAR PRIOR TO COMMITMENT. 

Definition: Murray and Cox (1979) introduced the concept of the suppression effect to 
measure change in the rate of o.ffending. The suppression effect is simply a measure of 
percent change. The average number of referrals received in the o.ne year prior to. pro.gram 
admissio.n and the average number of referrals received in the one year after release are 
computed for each yon~il).;i,; f:Vlultiple offenses committed on a single day are counted as one 
referral. Data are Hri:lited to referrals received in the juvenile justice system. The 
suppression effect for referrals is the mean number of referrals post-intervention (Apo.) minus 
the mean number of referrals pre-intervention (Apr) divided by the mean number of referrals 
pre-interventio.n (Apr) o.r: 

(Apo _Apr) 
S= --------. 

Apr 
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The suppression effect for adjudications is calculated in the same manner substituting the 
average number of adjudications for the average number of referrals in the formula above. 

..F()I~iL~~llisk Resideriti~C()rnniunitY-BasedFro~tlUnstherewas.a. reductionof26.7 percent· 

...•..•• iilthenutnberot· referraIS.receivedin thevear'·afterreIease· fromthe'l1umberofreferrals 
······· ... ecei,,~inHi~yearptiot·to,coriunitll1el1t •. iherewa$·.·a.S5~~percerit .. educHo.rlili •. the·ilU111ber 

of ltajudicaijo~iilfh~·yearafter •. rel~s¢ffomtlienliriiber:o( adjudidltlQnsfu.theyea~prior·· . 
......... ' ,· ... t··o'.· •. ·.·c·'.···o·.'·.·m· ,··.··.··m·· ··I·~.·.·:· ···e/·n····:t: .. ·····.·.: .. : ...•..•. :.< ..• ·· ....•..•. :, .••• ' ••.... ::: •. ' ..•.. < .••.. < .•.......•. ; ••..••• : ............... :' •. ' •... 

LUI. ~ .. ;<: ... , .. : .... :: ·'.:··</:>:.<~:.(::: .. -::i.:i·;:.')<~.:: .: ...... . 

In the year after release, referrals were down 26.7 percent from the rate of offending in the year 
prior to commitment. That is, youth in Low Risk Residential Community-Based Programs were 
responsibie for 648 fewer referrals in the year after release than in the one year prior to placement. 
There was an even more substantial reduction in adjudications. Overall, there were 914 fewer 
adjudications for youth in Low Risk Residential Community-Based Programs in the year after 
release than in the year prior to program placement. See Table 15-8. 

Table 15-8: 
LOW RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

SUPPRESSION EFFECTS FOR REFERRALS AND ADJUDICATIONS 
FOR YOUTH RELEASED BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNE 1991 

j •••••••••• i:··:.: ••• ·.j!~iii~:.·.· •• :·.:.· •• · •. · .• ·.·.·: .•••. ·.~wlti~i:·.··::~Ewi~ •• • •.• :· •. :·~iii· ••.• ·•• 
STOP CAMPS 4.1 2.8 -32.9% 

STEP PROGRAMS 3.8 2.9 -25.5% 
FAMILY GROUP HOMES 5.0 5.6 11.9% 

GROUP TREATMENT HOMES 4.7 3.7 -21.2% 
;";-:;' • .. ·•• ••••••• ·.:·,STATEWIDE::, •• · .................... 4.2 3.0 -26.7% 

STOP CAMPS 2.7 1.1 -58.1% 
STEP PROGRAMS 2.5 1.1 -58.3% 

FAMILY GROUP HOMES 2.9 1.7 -41.1% 
GROUP TREATMENT HOMES 3.1 1.7 -46.0% 

1<> .. STATEWIDE·,······· 2.7 1.2 -55.4% 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released between January and June 1991) 

STOP Camps evidenced the greatest reduction in referrals (down approximately 33 percent). 
STOP Camps and STEP Programs were almost equal in adjudication reductions (down 
approximately 58 percent). STEP Programs showed the second highest reductions in referrals 
(down approximately 26 percent). Group Treatment Homes also showed reductions in referrals 
(down approximately 22 percent) and adjudications (down approximately 46 percent). Although 
Family Group Homes showed a decrease in adjudication rates of approximately 41 percent, they 
were the only program to show an increase in the referral rate at one year after release (up 
approximately 12 percent). 
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Changes in the rate of offending (i.e., suppression effects) are shown by facility in Appendix 15-3. 

Outcome 4 
YOUTH WILL DEMONSTRATE IMPROVED ACADEMIC AND PSYCHO­
SOCIAL FUNCTIONING DURING THEm PARTICIPATION IN RESIDENTIAL 
COMMUNITY-BASED COMMITMENT PROGRAMS . 

..... "" .. ;;.' 

·······~·.·])hl;·~fe··Il()~;~!~I~ljj~io:~e~d~~clientftJ . .icfiO~ihgl.·. ........... ... ' .. . 

Data are not being reported by Low Risk Residential Community-Based Programs. The 
assessment of client functioning would entail pre- and post- testing of a representative sample or all 
program participants using a standardized instrument. Currently, although programs may collect 
data on client functioning, they are not required to report it. 

Program Cost 

The total general revenue expenditures for Low Risk Residential Community-Based Programs 
amounted to $5,528,155. The information in Table 15-9 summarizes cost by program type. 

Table 15-9: 
LOW RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

TOTAL GENERAL REVENUE EXPENDITURES 
BY PROGRAM TYPE FOR FY 1991-92 

;J9'fA.~'·\NUMBEROF. ·.·.·COSTPEW · ••••••• ·.AVERAGE·.··· . ·.···COST 

.···EXPENDITURES;{ RESIDENT : JiliSIDENT.: ... : ... · .•...• · ...• ·:.: .. • ..•. ·S.· •• TriA~.Ny. G •. I···.N'f.H.·D·?YV .• ·.··s.· •• •.·.· •. ·· ..•.••.•..•.•. : ..• ·.· .••. ·.· •. · .. ~.p .•• ·.k~S¥E\ .•.. · .••.•.•.••.•. : .••. 

STEP PROGRAMS 
FAMILY GROUP HOMES 

GROUP TREATMENT HOMES 
· .. ·.·· .................. • •• · •• ·.STATEWIDE.::. ..... ' ............. 

........ ... ./;/) .··.riAYS.<; \;.·.»A&" H. ~ 

$2,273,665 28,699 
1,139,181 10,115 

66,411 6,013 
2,048,898 14,441 

$5,528,155 59,268 

$79.22 
112.62 
11.04 

141.88 
$93.27 

48.70 
36.53 
133.94 
103.50 
54.79 

$3,858.01 
4,114.01 
1,478.70 
14,684.58 
$5,110.26 

Source: Total costs are reported from SAl.1AS. The cost per client day was obtained by dividing the number of 
certified client days (CISIFACTS FY 1991-92 Active Cases) into the total cost. The cost per case was obtained by 
multiplying the average length of stay (CISIFACTS clients released during FY 1991-92) by the cost per client day. 

Information from CIS IF ACTS was used in calculating the cost per resident day. The total cost 
was divided by the estimated total number of child days to calculate the average cost per child day. 
Total costs reported each year include the costs of renovations to facilities and other OCO 
expenditures. Therefore, when they are used to calculate cost per resident day, although they 
reflect actual expenditures, they will vary from year to year. Even in the absence of any oca 
expenses, if occupancy of the contracted slotS or beds is not 100%, these costs will differ from the 
contracted amounts that are paid per slot/resident bed. 
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Program Effectiveness 

Successful program completion, recidivism, seriousness of offending patterns, and chronicity 
(measured by changes in frequency of offending) are the key effectiveness measures used to assess 
the outcomes of community-based commitment programs. 

The successful completion rate for Low Risk Residential Programs was 92.3 percent. 
Approximately 95 percent of the youth from two of the four programs (STOP and STEP) 
successfully completed the programs. Group Treatment Homes report a successful completion rate 
12 percentage points lower at 82.5 percent and only 66.7 percent of youth released from Family 
Group Homes terminated successfully. 

Rereferral rates ranged from 69.0 percent for Stop Camps to 84 percent for Family Group Homes. 
The readjudication and recommitment rates were the highest for Family Group Homes and Group 
Treatment Homes. Over 60 percent of the youth from these two programs were readjudicated 
within one year of release and the recommitment rates exceeded 50 percent. However, only 17.2 
percent of youth served in Low Risk Residential Community-Based Programs were readjudicated 
for an offense that was more serious than the most serious offense for which they were adjudicated 
in the one year prior to commitment. 

Measures in changes in the seriousness of offending were positive for all programs. Statewide, 
only 26.7 percent of the youth released from Low Risk Residential COinmunity-Based Program 
were adjudicated within one year of release for an offense that was equally serious or more serious 
than the most serious offense for which they were adjudicated in the year prior to commitment. By 
program, the results were: STOP, 24.9 percent; STEP, 27.1 percent; Family Group Homes, 28 
percent; and Group Treatment Homes, 31.1 percent. 

Decreases in the rate of offending (suppression effects) were more marked for the STOP Camps 
and the STEP Programs. Referrals were down 32.9 percent and 25.5 percent respectively. The 
reduction in referrals for Group Treatment Homes waS only 21.2 percent and Family Group 
Homes were the only program to show an increase in referrals (up 11.9 percent). There were 
greater reductions in the rate of subsequent adjudications for STOP and STEP as well. Both 
programs showed a reduction of approximately 58 percent while Family Group Homes and Group 
Treatment Homes showed reductions of 41.1 percent and 46.0 percent respectively. 

The outcomes for STOP and STEP programs were considerably better than the outcomes for 
Family Group Homes and Group Treatment Homes. However, STOP and STEP programs served 
a greater percentage of white youth who were older than those in Family Group Homes and Group 
Treatment Homes, both at. the time of discharge and at the time of their first delinquency referral. 
Youth in STOP and STEP programs also had fewer felony referrals and felony adjudications prior 
to commitment. Research indicates that younger youth are more likely to reoffend as are those for 
whom their first involvement with the juvenile justice system occurs at an earlier age. There is also 
some indication that black youth are more likely to be rereferred and readjudicated than whites. 

While differences exist between the L::-w Risk Residential Community-Based Programs in terms of 
outcomes for youth served, it is probable that these differences emerge primarily because the 
programs are serving different groups of youth. The exact nature of the differences in their 
relationship to outcomes deserves further study. 
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The average cost per client day for Low Risk Residential Community-Based programs varies 
considerably. Family Group Homes show an average cost of only $11 while the average cost per 
day for Group Treatment Homes is $142. The average cost per case for Family Group Homes was 
the lowest at $1,479 while Group Treatment Homes averaged $14,685 per case. These differences 
~so require further investigation. 

It is also recommended that the calculation of recidivism rates include arrests and convictions in 
the adult system. This may take more than one year to complete. 
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TABLE 15-R 

LOW RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 
RECOMMENDATIONS UPDATE 

'. 

PROGRAM EXPANSION PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT 

NOTE: Low Risk and Moderate Risk Residential 
Programs were combined in one chapter during FY 
1990-91 

• Additional resources will be required if we are 
ensure the availability of appropriate 
programming to divert youth from penetrating 
the system as well as ensure that serious 
offenders are served by programs that meet the 
need for security and protection to the 
community. 

85 Youth were awaiting level 4 placements and 
424 were awaiting level 6 placements on Dec. 
26, 1991. 

According to a study by the Commission on 
Juvenile Justice, 30 percent of these youth 
commit new offenses during this waiting 
period. 
[CYF Delinquency Services] 

• Recidivism studies, which include follow-up 
into the adult system, should be conducted. 
[CYF Research and Development] 

The Florida Legislature, through the Juvenile 
Justice Act of 1990, authorized creation of 
approximately 1,300 residential beds and 
nonresidential slots to help alleviate the 
placement shortage. The implementation of 
the beds and slots has been delayed due to 
budget shortfalls and siting problems. 

Delinquency Services allocated funds to 
conduct a special study of recidivism to 
include adult data. Negotiations between the 
Florida Department of Law Enforcement 
(FDLE) and fIRS are continuing at this time. 
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A close examination of costs related to 
Group Treatment Homes is needed. The 
average cost per day is $142 and the average 
cost per case is $14,684, These costs 
compare with a statewide average of $93 per 
day and $5,110 per case for Low Risk 
Residential Programs. 
[Delinquency Services] 

Family Group Homes and Group Treatment 
Homes should be examined closely in light of 
findings which indicate poorer performance 
on outcomes than the STOP and STEP 
Programs. However, preliminary analyses 
indicate that the programs may be serving 
different groups of youth. 
[Delinquency Services] 

Recidivism studies, which include follow-up 
into the adult system, should be conducted. 
[Delinquency Services Outcome Evaluation] 
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STOP 
FACILITY 

Blackwater 

WithlacQ9Chee 

Alligator Creek 

Myakka 

1. Dickinson 

STATEWIDE . 

APPENDIX TABLE 15-1 A 

STOP CAMPS 
COMPARATIVE RECIDIVISM RATES BY FACILITY 
FOR 6 MONTHS AND 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 

YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

RE-REFERRALS READJUDICA TIONS 
CASES CLOSED JAN ... JUNE 1991 . I CASES CLOSED JAN. ,;.JUNE 1991 

NUMBE~ 6 MONTH 1 YEAR 
OF Recidivism RecidMsm· 

RELEASES ·N .... % N···· % ... 

. NUMBER. : .. 6 MONTH . ··1 1 YEAR 
OF .. . Recidivism . . Recidivism· 

RELEASES N .:% ·N % 

63 32 50.8 38 60.31 63 17 27.0 28· 44.4 

62 41 66.1 43 ··69.4 62 24 38.7 2~ 45.2· 
i .. 

61 34 55.7 43 .70.5 61 22 36.1 29 47.5 

66 48 72.7 54. ~n.8 66 31 47.0 43 65.2 

61 34 55.7 38 62.3 61 17 27.9 21 34.4 

313 189 60.4 ~H; 69.0 i 313 111 35.5 149 47.6 
-----~ --------

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released between January and June 199I) 
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RECOMMITMENTS 
CASES CLOSED JAN. ,;. JUNE 1991 

NUMBER 6 MONTH 1 YEAR 
OF Recidivism Recidivism 

RELEASES N 8/0 N % 

63 13 20.6 20 31.7 

62 19 30.6 20 32.3 

61 16 26.2 19 31.1 

66 26 39.4 34 51.5 

61 10 16.4 13 21.3 

313 84 26.8 106 33.9 

• 
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APPENDIX TABLE 15-1 B 

STEP PROGRAMS 
COMPARATIVE RECIDIVISM RATES BY FACILITY 
FOR 6 MONTHS AND 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 

YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

RE-REFERRALS READJUDICA TIONS 

• 

RECOMMITMENTS 
. CASES CLOSED JAN. ~ JUNE 1991 CASES CLOSED JAN. - JUNE 1991 CASES CLOSED JAN. ~JUNE 1991 

NUMBER 6 MONTH 1 YEAR NUMBER' ··6MONTH 1YEAR' 
STEP OF . Recidivism Recidivism .... ..•. ·OF·. . Recidivism .' Recidivism 

···NUMBER ·6 MONTH 1 YEAR 
i" "'OF' Recidivism Recidivism 

FACILITY RELEASES 'N 0;., . .··N !I/o .·RELEASES ··• .. ·····N>:· •.•.• ··'Yo· 'N •·•· .. /0 RELEASES' N Ofo N "/ .. 
District 4 - Boys 103 72 69.9 81,.' . I· •.. •. 

103 41 39.8 ····51 49.5 7!U·. ...... .-.'.: . 
103 30 29.1 37 35.9 

District 4 - Girls 29 20 69.0 22 75.9 ' .. 29 11 37.9 14 ..... 48.~ . 

District 7 - S.F. 52 45 86.5 46 88.5····· 52 27 51.9 31 ·.···59.6 

29 6 20.7 ~ 27.6 

52 19 36.5 21 40.4 

STATEWIDE 184 137 74.5 149. 81.0 184 79 42.9 96 ····5£2 184 55 29.9 66 35.9 
L-_________ 

...... ----

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released between January and June 1991) 
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FAMILY 
GROUP : 

HOME 

CAS (I) 

11 (l) FA 

11 (II) FB 

STATEWIDE 

APPENDIX TABLE 15-1 C 

FAMILY GROUP HOMES 
COMPARATIVE RECIDIVISM RATES BY FACILITY 
FOR 6 MONTHS AND 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 

YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

RE-REFERRALS READJUDICA TlONS RECOMMITMENTS 
". CASES CLOSED JAN. - .JUNE1991····· .• ' CASES CLOSEDJAK· JUNE 1991 CASES CLOSED JAN •• JUNE 1991 
NUMBER 6 MONTH 1 YEAR NUMBER > 6 MONTH .'. . 1 YEAR NUMBER'·· 6 MONTH 1 YEAR 
..•. OF: •....•...... Recidivisin Recidivism 

RELEAsES .... N %' N' '0/0" 

............. Q.F i ::: ." Recidivism···· .. Recidivism 
RELEASES . N'l % N % 

·•···.··.•·······• •. ·.oF···· •• ··.· •• ·· . Recidivism .. Recidivism 
. RELEAsES N 0/0 '. N 0/0 

11 7 63.6 ~ 72.7 11 6 54.5 . 8 72.7 11 3 27.3 5 45.5 I ..... . 

8 7 87.5 7 87.5 8 4 50.0.562.5 8 4 50.0 5 62.5 

6 5 83.3 5 83.3 :. 6 2 33.3 .. .66.7 6 2 33.3 4 66.7 

25 19 76.0 _ 20 .... 8IUi··· 
- -

17 25 12 48.0 68.1) 25 9 36.0 14 56.0 
~. -----

Source: C1S1FACTS (youth released between January and June 1991) 
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APPENDIX TABLE 15-1 D 

GROUP TREATMENT HOMES 
COMPARATIVE RECIDIVISM RATES BY FACILITY 
FOR 6 MONTHS AND 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 

YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

RE-REFERRALS ! READ.rUnICATIONS 

• 

RECOMMITMENTS 
CASES CLOSED JAN.,..JUNE 1991' .... > CASES CLOSED JAN. ;.JUNE 1991 . CASES CLOSED JAl':.J' .• JUNE 1991 

GROUP NUMIJ.E~· 6 MONTH'·" '1 YEAR 
TREATMENT ·OF,'· Recidivism .' '.' Recidivism 

.. HOME' RELEASES N a/Ii N % 

Volusia 10 9 90.0 9 . 90.0 I . , '. I 

Hillsborough 11 9 81.8 9. ~!& 

Orange 37 23 62.2 2~ 70,3 
,., '.' 

Palm Beach 10 7 70.0 ~' ...... ~q.O .. , .. 
Broward 9 5 55.6 ····6 ""'66.7 .' 

Dade 13 9 69.2 11 . 84.6 

STATEWIDE 90 62 68.9 
69 •..• ' '.76.' i 

Source: C1S1FACTS (youth released between January and June 1991) 

. .NUMnER .·6MONTH 1 YEAR 
I') ·OF.·/. ReCidivism ,'. 

RELEASESN % % 

10 6 60.0 9Q.9 

11 5 45.5 72.7 

37 15 40.5 43.2 

10 

9 

13 

.90 

2 

5 

7 

40 

15-25 

~~:~ 1:1 :::~ 
53.8 n 84.6 

44.4 55 '. 61.1 

,., NlJMIIER . 
OF···,·.··.·· 

.··RELEASES 

10 

11 

37 

10 

9 

13 

90 

. 6 MONTH 1 YEAR 
Recidivism .. . '. Recidivism 

'.,' N % N % 

3 30.0 6 60.0 

5 45.5 7 63.6 

13 35.1 16 43.2 

2 20.0 5 50.0 

5 55.6 6 66.7 

6 46.2 11 84.6 

34 37.8 51 56.7 

• ! 

i 
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APPENDIX TABLE 15-2 A 

STOP CAMPS 
COMPARISONS OF SERIOUSNESS OF LAW VIOLATIONS COMMITTED 

ONE YEAR PRIOR TO COM~dITMENT AND ONE YEAR AFTER RELEASE 
Youth Released January - June 1991 

..... ·...i::./.....t~~Ss,l:lPOpS· I:Ql1Al-LY SI:IqQl1S . MORE SERIOUS 

. ··.TO'fA1/. NQN~-WI:.4W\.:N~W~AW:.>.NEWLt\W .......•. ::.:.. .;m:WLAW< 
·STO~ .... . NUMlJERVIOLATIONS ··::VIOLATIONS .... : ·'VIOLATIONS .: ..... 
CAMP RELEASED :',. , N' ":N< .:%: N ' % 

ALLIGATOR 61 32 52.5 12 19.7 2 3.3 15 24.6 

WITHLACOOCHEE 62 34 54.8 16 25.8 5 8.1 7 11.3 

BLACKWATER 63 35 55.6 17 27.0 3 4.8 8 12.7 . 
1. DICKENSON 61 40 65.6 8 13.1 7 11.5 6 9.8 

MYAKKA 66 23 34.8 18 27.3 9 13.6 16 24.2 

STATEWIDE 313 164 52.4 71 22.7 26 8.3 52 16.6 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released between January alld JUlie 1991). 
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APPENDIX TABLE 15-2 B 

STEP PROGRAMS 
COMPARISONS OF SERIOUSNESS OF LAW VIOLATIONS COMMITTED 

ONE YEAR PRIOR TO COMMITMENT AND ONE YEAR AFTER RELEASE 
Youth Released January - June 1991 

..•.. ':rOl'AJ:j . 

STEP.· NUMBER J-,--:;"';;"";;"';;;~";;';';;":;"';';;;"'-+---'..;...;;;,;;;~,...;;..;;..==-
FACILITY'. ", REtEASED .. . % 

I 

II 

SOUTH FLORIDA 

STATEWIDE. 

103 

29 

52 

184 

52 

15 

21 

88 

50.5 

51.7 

40.4 

47.8 

25 

7 

14 

46 

24.3 

24.1 

26.9 

25.0 

EQUALLY SERIOUS ' ... MORE SERIOUS 
., 'NEWtAWNEWtAW . 

VIOLATIONS ··VIOLATIONS 
N % N % 

7 

1 

9 

17 

6.8 

3.4 

17.3 

9.2 

19 

6 

8 

33 

18.4 

20.7 

15.4 

17.9 

Source: CISIFACTS (yolllh released between January and June 1991). 
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APPENDIX TABLE 15-2 C 

FAMLY GROUP HOMES 

COMPARISONS OF SERIOUSNESS OF LAW VIOLATIONS COMMITTED 
ONE YEAR PRIOR TO COMMITMENT AND ONE YEAR AFTER RELEASE 

Youth Released January - June 1991 

. ··I:QUALLYSERIQU$ MO:RE SI:RIOUS 
.. '. ..>;/ ··TOTAL: NEWLAW .·····NEW LAW 

J?AMILYGliolJr NUMBER. ... ... ... VIOlATIONS 
. . HOME . RELEASED . .. '. ...... . N % 

CA 11 3 27.3 

CB 0 0 0.0 

FA 8 3 37.5 

FB 6 2 33.3 

STATEWIDE 25 8 32.0 

5 45.5 

0 0.0 

4 50.0 

1 16.7 

10 40.0 

2 

o 

1 

4 

18.2 

0.0 

12.5 

16.7 

16.0 

1 

o 

o 
2 

3 

9.1 

0.0 

0.0 

3.3 

12.0 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released between January and Jlme 1991) 
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APPENDIX TABLE 15-2 D 

GROUP TREATMENT HOMES 
COMPARISONS OF SERIOUSNESS OF LAW VIOLATIONS COMMITTED 

ONE YEAR PRIOR TO COMMITMENT AND ONE YEAR AFTER RELEASE 
Youth Released January - June 1991 

. T;:;:~;··· ·TOTAL·····;,~:l~~~.:.~}t;a[t::' ~~V~;:*?~~·,:~~~~:S 
HOME N' ...... ":'."%:":':!:' ,N%N I % 

BROWARD 9 3 33.3 2 22.2 1 11.1 3 33.3 

VOLUSIA 10 1 10.0 4 40.0 1 10.0 4 40.0 

ORANGE 37 21 56.8 8 21.6 2 5.4 6 16.2 

DADE 13 2 15.4 4 30.8 3 23.1 4 30.8 

3 27.3 6 54.5 2 18.2 ~o.:. 0.0 v HILLSBOROUGH 11 

PALM BEACH 10 5 50.0 3 30.0 2 20.0 0 0.0 

STATEWIDE 90 35 38.9 27 30.0 11 12.2 17 18.9 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released between January and June 1991) 
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APPENDIX TABLE 3 A 

STOP CAMPS 
SUPPRESSION EFFECTS FOR REFERRALS AND ADJUDICATIONS 

YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY-JUNE 1991 

<·AVG~NUMBER ····AVG.NUMBER· ·SUPPRESSION 
.......... ' ..... ··.··.·REFERRALS ··'.· ••• ·.··REFERRALsY·.·EFFECTFOR 

ALLIGATOR 

WITHLACOOCHEE 

BLACKWATER 

JONATHANDICKlNSON 

MYAKKA 

ALLIGATOR 

WITHLACOOCHEE 

BLACKWATER 

JONAmANDICKINSON 

MYAKKA 

: ····:····<'STATE:WIDE, .. ;< ... 

··.tYtAR PRIOR.· j YEAR AFrEIi · •• ·.:aEFERRALS·· 

4.3 

4.0 

3.9 

3.6 

4.7 

2.7 

2.3 

2.0 

1.9 

4.7 

2.8 

-35.7% 

42.8% 

47.8% 

-46.2% 

-1.3% 

-32.9% 

:/AVG~.NUMBER>·.(AVG~.NUMBER •• ·).·.SUJ,lPRESSION· 
·ADJiIDiCATIONS·AblUbiCATIONS/·.·EFFECTFOf{'.·.·.· .. 
:<-tnAR:pRJ:OR? ••.• i{VEAR Amli.C AhJriDtCATIONS 

2.7 

2.7 

2.6 

2.4 

2.9 

2.7 

1.1 -58.1% 

0.9 -64.5% 

0.8 -69.8% 

0.7 -72.0% 

2.0 -32.3% 

1.1 -58.1% 
.•..• :.: .•....•. ;;;.= ............ ' ............ --. ~-'-''-------....... ------'--------'-' 

Source: CISIFACTS (vouth released between January and June 1991) 
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APPENDIX TABLE 15-3 B 

STEP PROGRAlVIS 
SUPPRESSION EFFECTS FOR REFERRALS AND ADJUDICATIONS 

YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY-JUNE 1991' 

STEP , 
•...... , PROGRAM 

STEP I 

STEP II 

soum FLORIDA STEP 

..• ,.· •.• ··., .. ,.·STATEWIDE. .... '.,./.' .. 

..... 

. ..•... .~TEJ.'···'·'·:··· 
.......... , .. ' .. ,···.PROGRA:M:,> •...... 

STEP I 

STEP II 

soum FLORIDA STEP 

. .• STAT:EW)])E 

AVG.NUMBER 
REFERRALS 

lYEARPRIOR 

3.8 

3.1 

4.4 

3.8 

··AVG~NUMBER 

.AD.l1JDICATIONS 
iYEARpRIOR . 

2.5 

2.4 

2.8 

2:5 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released between January and June 1991) 
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AVG~NUMBER SUPPRESSION 
REFERRALS· EFFECT FOR 

1 YEAR AFTER REFERRALS 

2.8 -26.5% 

2.0 -34.9% 

3.5 -20.5% 

2.9 -25.5% 

AVG.NUMBER SUPPRESSION 
ADJUDICATIONS EFFECT FOR 
····1 YEAR. AFTER ADJUDICATIONS 

0.9 -62.7% 

1.2 -50.8% 

1.3 -54.5% 

1.1 -58.3% 



I 

. APPENDIXTABLE 15-3 C 

FAMILY GROUP HOMES 
SUPPRESSION EFFECTS FOR REFERRALS AND ADJUDICATIONS 

YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY-JUNE 1991 

·FAMll.Y· 
GROUP 
. HOME 

CA 

CB 

FA 

~!ATEWIDE).: 

"FAMILY 
. GROUP .. 

··•·•· •.. · .•... HOME; ...... . 

CA 

CB 

FA 

STATEWIDE·· 

AVG.NUMBER 
REFERRALS 

1 YEAR PRIOR 

3.9 

7.4 

4.0 

5.0 

AVG. NUMBER .. ' 

ADJUDICATIONS 
"lYEARPRIOR 

3.5 

3.3 

1.5 

2.9 
'. 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released between January and June 1991) 
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AVG.NUMBER SUPPRESSION 
REFERRALS EFFECT FOR 

·1 YEAR AFTER REFERRALS 

3.1 -21.0% 

10.0 35.7% 

4.5 12.5% 

5.6 11.9% 

AVG •. NUMBER SUPPRESSION 
ADJUDICATIONS EFFECT FOR 

1 YEAR AFTER ADJUDICATION'S 

1.8 -47.2% 

1.8 -46.2% 

1.5 0.0% 

1.7 -41.1% 

• 

• 
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APPENDIX TABLE 15-3 D 

GROUP TREATMENT HOMES 
SUPPRESSION EFFECTS FOR REFIERRALS AND ADJUDICATIONS 

YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY-JUNE 1991 

GROUP AVG.NUMBER AVG.NUMBER SUPPRESSION 
TREATMENT REFERRALS· REFERRALS EFFECT FOR 
. HOME 1 YEAR PRIOR 1 YEARAFTER REFERRALS 

BROWARD 4.3 4.9 12.9% 

VOLUSIA 5.7 5.0 -12.3% 

ORANGE 4.1 2.5 -39.0% 

DADE 5.2 4.5 -13.4% 

HILLSBOROUGH 6,2 4Js -22.0% 

PALM BEACH 4.3 3.8 -1l.6% 

.. STATEWIDE ....• 4.7 3.7 -2l.2% 

GROUP AVG.NTIMBER AVG.NUMBER SUPPRESSION 
TREATMENT ADJUDICATIONS ADJUDICATIONS EFFECT FOR 

HOME lYEARPRlOR .. 1 YEAR AFTER ADJUDICATIONS 

BROWARD 3.4 2.9 -16.0% 

VOLUSIA 3.0 l.9 ~36.7% 

ORANGE 2.4 1.1 -54.6% 

DADE 3.4 l.9 -45.3% 

HILLSBOROUGH 4.6 2.6 -43.1% 

PALM BEACH 3.4 1.2 -64.7% 
" 

STATEWIDE 3.1 1.7 -46.0% 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released between January and June 1991) 
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]lelinqu~ncySerVices .', ' 

16. MODERATE RISK RESIDENTIAL 
COMMUNITY-BASED COMMITMENT PROGRAMS 

Program Description 

Residential community-based commitment programs provide structured environments for youth 
committed to the department and includes appropriate levels of treatment, supervision, education 
and discipline. The programs are designed to address each youth's needs and ensure successful 
reentry into the community. 

A variety of programs have been established which offer youth a variety of services. While all 
provide residential services designed to meet individual needs, the programs can be very different. 
Eligibility criteria vary, limiting acceptance to specific age groups and types of offenses. 
Residential care is also provided in a variety of settings including wilderness campsites. The 
emphasis of some programs is on individual, family and group counseling while others focus on 
building self-esteem and social skills through recreational and work activities. Length of stay in 
these programs also varies . 

Performance contracting is used, to clearly define requirements for release from delinquency 
commitment programs. The contract is negotiated when the youth enters the commitment program 
and release is dependent upon complianc.:e with the agreement. This is designed to prepare youth 
for transition to their home community and ensures accountability of the youth and of the program. 

Residential placement of all committed youth is coordinated and arranged by district commitment 
managers in the 11 HRS districts. The Central Placement Authority in the PDJJP headquarters 
unit assists the various district commitment managers with difficult to place youth. Ideally, a 
district commitment manager chairs a multi-disciplinary staffing for each youth being considered 
for commitment. If the district commitment manager decides to recommend the commitment of 
youth during the staffing, the staffing committee recommends the most appropriate programs and 
restrictiveness levels for placement based on the assessed needs of the youth. Recommendations 
are presented to the judge and if the youth is committed, placement is facilitated. 

A shortage of residential placements currently exists within the state. Youth are placed on 
program waiting lists assigned by commitment managers. In order to expedite program 
placements, youth are considered for lower level commitment programs with judicial concurrence. 
The Florida Legislature, through the Juvenile Justice Act of 1990, authorized creation of 
approximately 1,300 residential beds and non-residential slots, to help alleviate the placement 
shortage. The implementation of the beds and slots has been delayed due to budget shortfalls and 
siting problems. 

The boxed and shaded paragraphs which follow describe each type of Moderate Risk Residential 
Community-Based Commitment Program operating in FY 1991-92. 
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Targeted Youth: Youth classified for this level of placement represent a moderate risk to public 
safety. The majority of these youth have generally committed serious property offenses and their 
offending is characterized by frequent and repeated violations. A smaller number of these youth 
have committed more serious crimes against people and may be appropriate for placement in 
programs of moderate risk rather than high risk, if commitment history so indicates. 

Youth placed in moderate risk programs may have had a prior placement in a lower restrictiveness 
level or may have at least one prior felony commitment. Committing offenses for youth in the 
moderate risk level are generally second and third degree felonies. Youth with more serious 
committing offenses coupled with minor offending histories may be appropriate for placement. 
Youth with less serious committing offenses in concert with chronic offending histories may also be 
appropriate for placement in the moderate risk restrictiveness level. 

Resources in this restrictiveness level are designed for youth who require close supervision but do 
not need placement in facilities that are staff or physically secure. Programs provide 24 hour 
awake supervision and include, but are not limited to, the following: Halfway Houses, START 
Centers, Dade Intensive Control (DIC), San Antonio Boys Village' (SABV), Space Coast Marine 
Institute, Florida School for Youth Achievement, Crossroads Wilderness Institute, and Eckerd 
Challenge Programs. Also designated as moderate risk programs are local non-CYF residential 
programs that serve committed delinquent youth, Eckerd Wilderness Camp Programs and ADM 
programs that serve committed youth. 

MODERATE RISK LEVEL (6) 

:,:::::-.:-::':::',::::-<;./:-.:. :;.:::",:-:-:":::::':;:.;::: .... ; .... :.:' ... ;. 
, ............ ; . .: .. :. ........... >::--:::. <.;:'::.:;:;:::.::/;;.:::-: 
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(Space Coast Marine Institute· continued) 

3. Youth with. an interest in participating. in athletics; and 
4. Youth with a chronic history of battery, a record of arson or a 

need for psychotropic medication may be excluded from admission. 

· Theresid~ntial phase of the program focuses on three basic components; work ethic, education; 
·andmarine.skills. ·The work elementisdesignecisoiliat eachyouth·gives·.something back to·the 
conununitYtliroughparticipation in community and envIronmental projects; The. education 

... potiioniprovidfismtensiyetutoring to enable the students to reenter the schooLsystem, and succeed . 
. 1he marine· component is. designed. to.· build the character aIldself' in1age of each youth while 
providing an·· opportunity. to develop recreational· and employment skills which can ·beutilized in 
the community. . . 

· The aftercare: program is designed to ·assist each youth· in.· readJusting ~othe family,colTIl11unity 
and schooL Counselors WilLendeavortn, place the youth in. e~acurricl.llaractivities and assist 
the, fcunilies,iII: any practical way whichd.mproves ' a,youthis chances 'of succeeding; 

· Halfway·· Houses.·'· The state operated Halfway 
House .'., proVides a. ,·structured, .,. residential 
environment for 20~2,8, comrilitted youth;, . Fifteen 
Halfway Houses· are located in the .state~Two 

.. prograins··serve female offenders; YOlithfrom ·14 
to.',Usyearsof'age,whohavebeen< ~Dnvicted ota 
felony ornrst. degn~emisdemeanorcan, be placed in 
a, Halfway Hbuse . following· courtcorrunitment· 
'" " ....... :: .......... " : .. : ": 

Each l:Ia.lfway Houseprograril· uses the· resources 
available in the: community to. enhan~e itsoWIi: 

· services and give the resid.ents anopportunitjr for 
interaction outside the c:onfines·ofthe HalfWay 

.. ..,.---

House: Residents are iilyolved in aniIltensive,. responsibility· oriented prograrii geared toward 
helping them lead more sociidly acceptable lives,. fudividualizedassessments are· conducted and 
performance contracts· written shortly afterthe· youth . enters the prograt11;.. Resident meetirigs· are 
conducted by·· group leaders; These silp:testaff',. along·· with clinicaL social· workers, provide 
in.dividual counseling to· facilitate. a more successful adjustment at· home. after release, as·· well· as 
to improve peer . r~lationships. and social. interaction skills. 

Students may attend> school at the facility, but. placements at public schools, community colleges 
or vocational schools are ericouraged aIld arranged when appropriate. Other residents may be 
em!Jloyed in the. community or involved in. volunteerworkprojects. 

RAFT. This. contracted Halfway Hbuseis. operated. by DISC· Village in. District 2. . Theprogrnm 
was· opened in. September of 1991. to serve adjudic.ateddelinquentfemales: Outcome· data. are not 
available for this program because insufficient time has elapsed to collect foll()w-up . on youth who 
have completed the program. 
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San Antonio Boys Village. . This purchase of 
service Halfway House program provides 
diversified treatmentto committeddelinqllent boys. 
The program. site isaJO acre wooded area in the 
rural community of San Antonio in District 5. The 
program is contracted to provide 24 commitment 
placements to youth from Districts 5; 6, and 8. 
Committedm.aI~s, ages 13througli·17, are eligible 
foradtnission; Parents must be. willing to 
cooperate. and provide transportation for weekend 
visits home~. 

... .---

Two full-time teachers and a teacher: aide, provided: by the Pasco· County School System, are 
employed<at the facility .. After a full· school day; the youth are involved: in either community work 
projects or w9rkexperience ina licensed,full-:seivice wholesale plant nursery operated by the. 
agency. Guided group interaction session.s~using the .. concepts of reality· therapy,· are: held five. 
nights a week and : individual counseling sessions are conducted weekly and as . necessary; . Parents 
oithe youth are encouraged to attend·weeIcly.counseling .. sessions. and to. evaluate. th~ir son's 

.. behavior during weekend home visits:·Thesh~riD.gof:mfol1llatibnbetweeIl.parentsandstaffis an 
integral. part ofthetherapeuti6approach: used by the San Antonio Boys Village; 

Florida. School for Youth . Achievement. '. The 
. FloricIa SchooL for Youth. Achievement is a. 
HalfWay lIouse·program.located in Chiefland and 
is a residential treatment program for adjudicated 

. females between the> ages of 13 and 18 who meet 
the eligibility criteria·for hallWay houses.· ·.The 
program~ whose average length of stay IS 90. days, 
is operated by the Henry··and Rilla White Youth 
Foundation,. Inc;, a non-profit· organization ... It is 
located in District3.· . ... . 

Thecentralgoal·ofthe program is toassjstthegirls 
in the acquisition and enhancement of social,. 
academic,. and vocati()nal skills; and aims at successfully returning the girls to their home 
communities expeditiously. 

The program offers a variety· of services to. accomplish program. objectives which . include group 
and individual· counseling, specialized therapies relative to sexuaL abuse and substance abuse, 
employability, independent living, and leisure. skills training, casc;managemen~ education, 
preventative health . training~. and· parenting classes. 

16-4 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

Short;. Term Adolescent Rehabilitation 
Treatment . (START) Centers. START Centers 
are residential programs for younger; committed 
juvenile offenders; The programs provide 
structured residential environments which offer 

'opportunities for personal: . growth.' social 
. develbpment andJea.rnmg re(?Ponsible behavior: 

Three START Centers are . currently in operation:" 
Leon START Center in Tallahassee, Duval 
START Center in Jacksonville and the DeSoto. 
STARTCenterfuArcarua;The Leon and Duval 

.. ".-s'-

J..-lOgra111sare6peratedby the departinenL The 
DeSotoSTAR'f Center is operated by Outward Bound under contract toHRS. Eachcenter 
hOllses , approximately 24 youth; Youth 13 years' of age. or younger are preferred for placement at 
theLeonan,dDuvatCenters. . Immature 14 year olds may also be considered on. acase-by-case 
basis, ,Theyouthffi1,1st have-been committed {or a feIonyor first. degree: misdemeanor. 

START Centersprovidea. vanet;y oftreatmentactiVitiestlirough staff and peer' interaction, 
indiVidual arid grQup counseling:cmda ~tructured. program ofactivities~ An assessment is 
conductedfollo'Yiiig theyoutb's.admissionand is used to develop a, performance. contract. The 
youth participate., in education' programs conducted, by ,the public schooLsystemj, either in the 
START,Centerot in:thec6mmumtjl. .P<irentaLinvolvemel1t:is encouraged: . The DeSotO ,. Center 
providesastress"6ri(;mted;short;;;te~intGnsive residentiaL program based on the Outward Bound' 

.' philosophy'which operatesina.wilciemess'.setting .. ' . . . 

Eckerd Youth .. Challenge Programs;' The 
.Eckerd.Youth. Challenge:Ptograms :·are··comprised.· 
of tWo residential sites; "Challenge North in 
District 3 and Challenge. South in District 9; The. 
30-bed sites are located in isolated;. rural settings, 
designed to create' a.' camp-like environment. 
Additionally, Challenge North and South operate 
3D-slot reentry·· components; . Challenge. South 
opened in April 1989. Challenge North opened 

. in OctoberJ989. 

The programs serve. male delinquents~' ages 14: 
years and older. The programs provide. 
opportunit~es for youth to take more effective control of their lives, to live within the law and to 
be successfully re,.integratedin their home communities. The programs are committed to the 
following objectives~ . 
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(Eckerd Youth Challenge continued) 

• To provide a residential experience during which youth will engage in activities and receive 
services designed. to strengthen self-esteem, pro-social behavior, basic academic skills and 
interpersonal problem-solving abilities. 

• To provide an aftercare experience during which youth will be provided post-residential 
contact designed to reinforce benefits· derived· from. the residential phase;. to. support youth as 
they apply newly acquired skills, attitudes· and.values ·io their communities; and to assist 
youth in identifying and acquiring needed community resources. 

Overall;. the Challenge Programs endorse seven primary strategies designed· to rehabilitate andre,. 
educate delinquent youth: (1) the development of.positive quality relationships; (2) family 
involvel11ent;.(3} II Challenge II activities designed to be higli.'-impact; high-mterest and high­
adventure; (4) discipline; (5) clinical services designed to meet individual· needs; (6) education 
services~ and (7) ci:ftercareservices: . . 

... 

Crossroads Wilderness Institute. Crossroads 
Wilderness Institute is a residential program 
operated by the· Associated Marine Institutes, Inc~ 
The program is . located in an isolated rural setting 
in HRSDistrlct8, Tht;: Crossroads Program 
provides housing and 24-hour care for 30 
corrunitted.youth. 

Admissions. are restricted to committed youth who . 
are 14 to 18< years of age. and youth who are 
physically able· to participate: in program activities. 
Commitments> for< a: felony offense are preferred 
although firs! degree misdemeanantsareClCCepted 
when there is a history of prior offenses which resultedin residential·commitmenL 

, • ..-=-

The youth are involved in a program of classroom instruction as well as participatory training in 
CPR,. first aid, aquatics~ seamanship, scuba diving and other related skills. Overnight trips help 
to reinforce skills learned in the classroom. Individualized treatment plans are'developed through 
comprehensive assessments of the youth's needs. Specific behavioral, educational, and. vocational 
objectives· are. prescribed:·· Though the.· structured program· experiences and the· counseling and 
case management activities of the program staff; participants are provided the opportunity to 
develop the skills and habits necessary to function in their home communities. Reentry services 
are provided to aid the youth in the transition to their home communities. 
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Dade Intensive Control Program (DIC). This 
program provides an alternative to training schools 
for the serious male offender with an extensive 
history of offenses or commitment for capital, life, 
or first degree felonies; The program offers the 
secure setting of a training school for a shorter time 
frame· ,·and. provides ,jntensive supervision and 
counseling when the youth is released into the 
community...· Located at the Dade,Juvenile 
Detention 'Center,the residential program 
component can house 16 juvenile offenders from' 
30 to 60 days~ Supervision is then provided for 
another 60 days by a special counselor . 

. During Phase I at the detention center, the youth. are provided educational, recreational and 
residentiar care services. Individual and group counseling focuses on youth assuming 
r~<'lFGtlSibility for their'own behavior, using a reality therapy .model and a point system. 
performance.contractmg·isan. integral part. of the.' treatment planning for the. youth: . Upon 
successfulconip letiOIlofPhase' I; the youth is released· to· the conununity, .• ' Renegotiation of the 

.' perfonnancecontractafierPhase IspecifiesthenewgoaIsandterms ofreleasefrom PhaseJL . An 
effort·.ismade.to .. involve the,youth·.incomrilunity activities:andthus. fosterpositive .. relationships in' 

. the. community ... Supervision. continues until the tennsof the perfotmance contract. are met. . If at 
any tirne the youth> fails to. comply with the specifications df the Phase IYcontract,he may be 
retuniedtothe· residential program, . 

. , , 

The admission criteria for the: Dade Intensive Control Program include male youth.age 140r older' 
who would otherwise be placed>ina traming schooL Thespecmccriteriaal'easfollbws: 

• Maley6uth who' h.avecommitted a capitaJ,Jife; or first degree felony; . 

•• Male youth who have committed a second or third degree feIbnywith at least one prior 
commitment 

Population Profile 

A total of 3,025 youth were served in Moderate Risk Residential Community-Based Programs 
during FY 1991-92. Two thirds of those served were placed in halfway houses. Table 16-1 
presents number of youth served, average daily population, number of youth discharged, average 
length of stay, average age, age groupings, sex, race and age at first delinquency referral for each 
program type . 
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Table 16-1 and Figure 16-1: 
MODERA TE RISK RESIDENTIAL 

COMMUNITY-BASED COMMITMENT PROGRAMS 
POPULATION PROFILE FOR FY 1991-92 

' ... ,'.,::,' .... . PROGRAM .. < ...•..... YOUTH·SERVED · ••.• ,/~VG~DAILY pop 
HALFWAY HOUSES 1,997 386.8 

SAN ANTONIO BOYS VILIAGE 77 24.4 
START CENTERS 318 60.4 

DADE INTENSIVE CONTROL 136 13.3 
SPACE COAST MARINE INST. 92 20.6 
CROSSROADS WILDERNESS 117 32.3 

ECKERD CHALLENGE PROGS. 288 56.0 
:.;.-....... ,····,··}<>,..:STATEWIDE:.., .. :,:: ..... ,' ,.: ,'" 3,025 593.8 

,:,<'·'.:PROGRAM.·'>':· '. '.,':.:'.: '.' YOUTH DISCHARGED ·.:.:,AVG. LENGTHOFSTAY 
HALFWAY HOUSES 

SAN ANTONIO BOYS VILIAGE 
START CENTERS 

DADE INTENSIVE CONTROL 
SPACE COAST MARINE INST. 
CROSSROADS WILDERNESS 

ECKERD CHALLENGE PROGS. 

s.o 
~ 4.S 

~ 4.0 

~ 3.S 

I!: 3.0 
>-
~ 2.S 

~ 2.0 
o 
iSl.S 
~ 1.0 

~ O.S 

0.0 

1,540 
55 

249 
116 
76 
88 
229 

2,353 

I EJ State Avaagc; • Program 

(Continued on next page) 
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3.3 months 
4.2 months 
2.9 months 
2.9 months 
2.2 months 
4.3 months 
3.5 months 
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• AVERI\GE AGE 10-13 14-15 16+ 
PROGRAM AT DISC1IARGE YEARS YEARS YEARS NUl\1:BER 

HALFWAY HOUSES 16.0 years 3.6% 45.6% 50.7% \,540 
SAN ANTONIO BOYS VILLAGE 15.9 years 0.0% 54.5% 45.5% 55 

START CENTERS 13.8 years 65.1% 34.1% 0.8% 249 
DADE INTENSIVE CONTROL 16.2 years 2.6% 37.\% 60.3% 116 
SPACE COAST MARINE INST. 15.2 years 1.3% 88.2% 10.5% 76 
CROSSROADS WILDERNESS \6.2 years 0.0% 40.9% 59.\% 88 

ECKERD CHALLENGE PROGS. \6.1 years 1.3% 45.0% 53.7% 229 
STATEWIDE 15.8 years 9.6% 45.3% 45.1% 2,353 

1i!1I1O-13 years • 14-15 years ~ 16+ years 

• III '" '" '" III !;:;~ "'''' III 

~ 
III ~ ex: ~ ~'" ~ '" ~ 

..:'" 
5 "'...:I o~ fil~ II! zo ~~ S :t o III 

~~ ~~ "'Ill 

~ 
zel U 

~~ 0": 

~ ~ :tel 

'" ~ ~~ III 0 
~~ ufil 

~ !-< ~u ~"" 
~ '" Cl t:a :t 

'" U 
III 

SEX 
PROGRAM·· l\ofALE. FEMALE NUMBER 

HALFWA Y HOUSES 81.5% 18.5% 1,540 
SA.N' ANTONIO BOYS VILLAGE 100.0% 0.0% 55 

START CENTERS 100.0% 0.0% 249 
DADE INTENSIVE CONTROL 100.0% 0.0% 116 
SPACE COAST MARINE INST. 100.0% 0.0% 76 
CROSSROADS WILDERNESS 100.0% 0.0% 88· 

ECKERD CHALLENGE PROGS. 100.0% 0.0% 229 
STATEWIDE 87.8% 12.2% 2,353 

(Continued on next page) 
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RACE 
PROGRAM WHITE NON-WHITE NUMBER 

HALFWAY HOUSES 37.5% 62.5% 1,540 • SAN ANfONIO BOYS V1lLAGE 63.6% 36.4% 55 
START CENTERS 28.5% 71.5% 249 

DADE INTENSIVE CONTROL 31.0"10 69.0"10 116 
SPACE COAST MAPJNE INST. 43.4% 56.6% 76 
CROSSROADS WILDERNESS 43.2% 56.8% 88 

ECKERD CHALLENGE PROGS. 26.6% 73.4% 229 
STATEWIDE 36.2% 63.8% 2,353 

10 White • Non-White I 

tl.l '" '" '" ~ 
!-<~ "'", tl.l 

~ 
tl.l >-

~ ~'" ~'" 0 
'" 0 

~~ i:,1 ::> ",...l oi?:i 
0 ~ 

~~ ~~ ~ ;:z:: Otl.l 

~~ ~ ~j u "'0 
!-< !-< ~~ '" ~ ~~ ~ UlU e;~ u2 

~ ~ [2tl. 
~ '" ~ !!l • en () 

Ul 

AGE ATFIRSTDELINQtmNCY 
PROGRAM:, REFERRAL 

HALFWA Y HOUSES 13.0 years 
SAN ANfONIO BOYS VILLAGE 12.8 years 

START CENfERS 11.1 years 
DADE INTENSIVE CONTROL 13.4 years 
SPACE COAST MARINE INST. 12.7 years 
CROSSROADS WILDERNESS 13.1 years 

ECKERD CHALLENGE PROGS. 12.9 years 
, STATEWIDE 12.8 years 

I 0 Slale Average • Program 

• Source: CIS/FACTS (clients released during FY 1991-92) 
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The average length of stay for the 2,353 youth who were discharged during FY 1991~92 was 3.3 
months. Length of stay by program ranged from 2.2 months (Space Coast Marine Institute) to 4.3 
months (Crossroad!! Wilderness Institute). At the time of release youth served in Moderate Risk 
Residential Programs were just under 16 years of age. Youth served in Start Centers were 13.8 
years of age at the time of discharge which is approximately two years younger than youth served 
in other Moderate Risk Residential Programs. 

Youth served were primarily males (87.8 percent) with females accounting for only 12.2 percent of 
those released. Halfway Houses are the only program type for females in the Moderate Risk 
Restrictiveness Level. Racially, the majority (63.8 percent) of the youth were nonwhites with 
whites making up only 36.2 percent. While racial categories are divided into white and nonwhite, 
blacks make up almost 100 percent of the nonwhite category. San Antonio Boys Village is the 
only program that served a larger number of whites (63.6 percent) than nonwhites (36.4 percent). 
Start Centers and Eckerd Challenge programs served over 70 percent nonwhites and Dade 
Intensive Control served 69.0 percent nonwhite. 

The average age at the time of their first delinquency referral for youth released 'from Moderate 
Risk Residential Programs during}"Y 1991-92 was 12.8 years. Youth released from Start Centers 
were considerably younger than the state average at only 11.1 years at the time of their first 
referral. 

Client History 

Statewide close to 60 percent of youth did not have a committing offense associated with their 
current placement. In part, committing offense data are missing because it is not a required data 
element in the Florida Assessment, Classification and Tracking System for youth who are transfers 
or are placed on a revocation of furlough. Other reasons for missing data need further exploration. 
Because of the extent of missing data for committing offense, Table 16-2 is oflimited use. It does 
show that youth in Start Centers and Crossroads Wilderness Institute were placed for felony 
property offenses at a higher rate than youth served in other programs. Revisions to the 
programming which creates the databases used for the purposes of outcome evaluation are planned 
for the coming year. These revisions will enable a match of the original committing offense to 
subsequent placements which result from transfers and revocations. This should eliminate the 
extensiveness of the missing data for committing offense and provide a clearer picture of the 
reasons for placement for youth served in these programs . 
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Table 16-2: 
MODERATE RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

COMMITTING OFFENSE BY PROGRAM 
FOR FY 1991-92 

I· HWH . .'. SAN ANTONIO' . L START 
REASON FOR COMMITMENT F N ..,...... . N I.· ' •. 0/0 •• ". l· N ."/0 

FELONY PERSON 100 6.5 2 3.6 19 7.6 
FELONY PROPERTI 240 15.6 8 14.5 70 28.1 
FELONY VICTIMLESS 163 10.6 1 1.8 IS 6.0 

FELONY SEX OFFENSE 13 0.8 0 0.0 2 0.8 
MISDEMEANOR PERSON 60 3.9 1 1.8 3 1.2 

MISDEMEANORPROPERTI 47 3.1 0 0.0 6 2.4 
MISDEMEANOR VICTIMLESS 23 1.5 0 0.0 4 1.6 

OTHER DELINOUENCY 39 2.5 2 3.6 3 1.2 
MISSING 8SS 5S.S 41 74.5 127 51.0 

DIe . 
-~ .. N -/0 

5 4.3 
12 10.3 
2 1.7 
0 0.0 
1 0.9 
4 3.4 
1 0.9 
0 0.0 

91 78.4 

........ SPACECOAST:··. • ".:CROSSROADS: : •. ::. ~ CHALLENGE:·· L '·:·STATEWIDE 
.•• : .REAsON FOR COMMITMENT' .. · ... N···· . ' 

....• ,...: .... ··:"<·.·:·.N·::··· .. .... :: .. /" .... ····· .... ··/:·N·£ '.:~ 0,.. .. L N: .. ·.• . . ... / . 
FELONY PERSON 5 6.6 6 6.8 8 3.5 145 6.2 

FELONY PROPERTI 10 13.2 25 28.4 22 9.6 387 16.4 
FELONY VICTIMLESS S 6.6 2 2.3 21 9.2 209 8.9 

FELONY SEX OFFENSE 1.3 1.1 0 0.0 17 0.7 
MISDEMF..ANOR PERSON 0 0.0 1.1 7 3.1 73 3.1 

MISDEMEANORPROPERTI 1.3 1 !.l 3 1.3 62 2.6 
MISDEMEANOR VICTIMLESS 2 2.6 0 0.0 1 0.4 31 1.3 

OTHER DELINOUENCY 4 S.3 2 2.3 2 0.9 52 2.2 
MISSING 48 63.2 50 56.8 165 72.1 1377 58.5 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released during FY 1991-92) 

Table 16-3 shows the average number of prior felony referrals and the average number of prior 
felony adjudications for each program type. Youth served in Moderate Risk Residential Programs 
had been referred an average of 5.1 times for felonies and had received an average of 3.3 felony 
adjudications. Only one offense is counted on a single day. 

Table 16-3: 
MODERATE RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS' 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PRIOR FELONY REFERRALS AND ADJUDICATIONS 
BY PROGRAM TYPE FOR FY 1991-92 

HALFWAY HOUSES 
SAN ANTONIO BOYS VILLAGE 

START CENTERS 
DADE INTENSIVE CONTROL 
SPACE COAST MARINE INST. 
CROSSROADSvnLDERNESS 

ECKERD CHALLENGE 
STATEWIDE. 

• AVERAGE NUMBER ..AV~RAGEJ:If(J¥BER 

. ••..••.. : .. OFP .. RIOR.· •.•.. :.· .. · .•..... ·.·.·.···.: •. ·.... ···OFPRIoR . 
. .FELONY REFERRALS" ·FIiL()rWADitmid~ONS· 

4.9 
4.8 
5.6 
5.9 
4.5 
5.7 
5.7 
5.1 

2.9 
3.5 
3.6 
2.2 
2.3 
3.3 
3.3 
3.3 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released during FY 1991-92) 

16-12 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

The percentage of the population by type of admission is shown in Table 16-4. Just over 40 
percent of the youth were first commitments; almost 37 percent were recommitments; and 22.5 
percent were transferred from another program. San Antonio Boys Village served the highest 
percentage of first commitments (54.5 percent); Space Coast Marine Institute had the highest 
percentage of recommitments (52.7 percent); and Dade Intensive Control had the highest 
percentage of transfers (34.5 percent). 

Table 16-4: 
MODERATE RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

PERCENTAGE OF POPULATION BY TYPE OF ADMISSION 
FOR FY 1991-92 

START CENTERS 
DADE INTENSIVE CONTROL 
SPACE COAST MARINE INST. 
CROSSROADS WILDERNESS 

ECKERD CHALLENGE 

40.5 
54.5 
46.6 
48.3 
32.9 
35.2 
27.9 
40.2 

Source: C]SIFACTS (clients released during FY 1991-92) 

:P~~CE~ 
. RECoMi\tLTMENT 

36.8 22.2 
32.7 12.7 
34.9 18.5 
17.2 34.5 
52.7 14.5 
35.2 29.5 
45.9 25.3 
36.8 22.5 

249 
116 
76 
88 
229** 

2,353 

• Eight youth (.5%) were admitted to Halfway Houses on a revocation of furlough. They are included in the N 
presented . 

... Two youth (.9%) were admitted to Eckerd Challenge on a revocation of furlough. They are included in the N 
presented. 

Outcome :Measurement 

Outcome 1 
YOUTH PLACED IN RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY-BASED COMMITMENT 
PROGRAMS WILL SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETE THE PROGRAM. 

Definition: Successful completion means youth released to post-residential aftercare/reentry 
supervision, honorably discharged, or transferred to a less restrictive program as identified in 
the Commitment Programs Population Annual Summary. Unsuccessful releases include 
transfers· to more restrictive 1llacements, recommitments and transfers to the adult system. 
Youth transferred to equally restrictive programs are not counted as successful or 
unsuccessful. 

. The.··SllCC~sfi1I····c~htpIetiO~:· •• ~~t~· •.• for.··moder~ie.·risk .•. residelltiaJ·;·pr()gram~· •• ~~S •• ·71;.9:·;i>c;cerit •• ·· 
.··.Sllcce~sfulprogram·:.·completiori;·.rates.by·.·program·.:wer¢:.t~ade:liltensiveCol1troh •.. iOO.O.: .... 

... . : percent; Cros~roadsWilderness:thstitute, 95;5 percent; San Aritomo BoysVHla~e;84.8··· 
. percelit;HalfwaYlIouses;:73.5p~rcent; Start Centers~71~8percent;Eckerd> Challenge··· 
Pr()gram5;43~OperceritfandSpace:Coast Maririe:lristilute,27:2 percent.· . . . 
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Table 16-5 and Figure 16-5 show successful completion rates by program. Statewide, the 
Moderate Risk Residential Programs had a successful completion rate of 71.9 percent. Fifteen 
percent were unsuccessful releases and the remaining l3.5 percent were transfers to equally 
restrictive programs. Space Coast Marine Institute had the highest rate of unsuccessful releases 
(36.4 percent) and the second highest rate of transfers to equally restrictive programs (36.4 
percent). Eckerd Challenge Programs had the second highest rate of unsuccessful releases (19.0 
percent) and the highest rate of transfers to equally restrictive programs (38.0 percent). 

Table 16-5 and Figure 16-5: 
MODERATE RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

TYPE OF RELEASE FROM JANUARY TO JUNE 1991 

,H' . • .' Transfer to" 
...tJ'Mii&~~:' 'E4uallyruJ'rittLve 

HALFWAY HOUSES 
SAN ANTONIO BOYS VILLAGE 

START CENTERS 
DADE INTENSIVE CONTROL 
SPACE COAST MARINE INST. 
CROSSROADS WILDERNESS 22 

ECKERD CHALLENGE 100 

letiOlit·."·.',·.ruieasd: •.•. ·•·• 
16.2% 

84.8% 6.1% 
71.8% 9.7"10 
100.0% 0.0"10 
27.2% 36.4% 
95.5% 0.0% 
43.0% 19.0% 
71.9% 14.6% 

I 0 StateAvcrage • Program 

&l 100.0% 

~ 90.0"10 

~ 80,0"10 

;.. 70.0"10 
..l 

~ 60.0% 

~ 50.0"10 

u 40.0"10 
t5 .. 30.9% 

~ 20.0"10 

~ 10.0"10 

"" 0.0% 

~~ 
0 '" Ul~6 Int; 
~ Ul 

~~ 0",0 ~i~ 8i g ~g~ o 0 

~ U 

'" 
SOl<rce: Commihnellt Programs Population Annual Summary Jor January - June 1991 

9.1% 
18.5% 
0.0% 

36.4% 
4.5% 

38.0% 
13.5% 

·tIl en 

!I ~'" 
g~ 
tIlUl 
til 0 

~~ 

* N is equal to the number oj releases cfuring January - June 1991 minus releases coded as "other", according to the 
Commihnent Programs Population Annual Summary. 

Unsuccessful releases include transfers to more restrictive placl::ments, recommitments and 
transfers to the adult system. Transfers to equally restrictive placements were counted neither as 
successful nor unsuccessful releases. 
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,9utCf'::de 2 Part 1 
YuUTH RELEASED FROM MODERATE RISK RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY­
BASED COMMITMENT PROGRAMS WILL HAVE NO SUBSEQUENT LAW 
VIOLATIONS WITHIN ONE YEAR OF RELEASE. 

Definition: Given available data, a law violation is best defined as an adjudication or 
adjUdication withheld in the juvenile justice system. For this outcome, if a youth has one or 
more readjudications during the year following release (as recorded in CIS) he/she is counted 
as a recidivist. Recidivism is measured for a group released from the program between 
January and June of 1991, to allow for a full year follow-up. These data do not include 
follow-up into the adult system. In addition, the population tracked includes releases that 
were transfers to other programs but excludes releases to the adult system and those reaching 
age 19. 

Table 16-6 and Figure 16-6 provide a comparison of re-referral, readjudication, and recommitment 
rates for the population studied. Recidivism rates for individual facilitif~s within each program type 
are provided in Appendix 16-1. The tables in appendix 16-1 also provide comparisons of 
recidivism rates at six and 12 months after release for each of the three recidivism measures. 
Although recidivism rates are higher at 12 months for most programs, the majorit<; of recidivating 
offenses are committed during the first six months after release. 

Table 16-6: 
MODERATE RISK PROGRAMS 

RECIDIVISM INTO THE JUVENILE SYSTEM 
FOR YOUTH RELEASED BETWEEN JANUARY AND .JUNE 1991 

.... • RATES AT ONEYEARAFTERRELEASE 
TOTAL RELEASES . PERCENT. .: ... : PERCENT·· . ...: PERCENT •• 

....•.. : .. : PROGRAM ... : .. :. > .. JAN~!~i·· REREFERRED READJUDlCATED ruicoMMIriEb 
HALFWAY HOUSES 823 69.9 

I 

.42~0 .: ... 31.5 
SAN ANTONIO BOYS VILLAGE 37 64.9 40.5 .. 32.4 

START CENTERS 135 92.6 74.8 65.2 
DADE INTENSIVE CONTROL 50 72.0 i 24;0: 20.0 
SPACE COAST MARINE INST. 35 82.9 /i5;7 48.6 
CROSSROADS WILDERNESS 41 75.6 39;0 29.3 

ECKERD CHALLENGE 104 79.3 40.4 28.8 
.' ....•..•...• STATEWIDE· ... :. ..... 1225 73.7 453 34.9 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released between January and June 1991) 
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Figure 16-6: 
MODERATE RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

READJUDICATION RATES FOR JUVENILES RELEASED 
BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNE 1991 

@ State Avc:rage • Program 

>-tIl 0 

~~ ~....J Iii"': 
~~ ~ III Ill-~ <til 

~tIlO ~~ o2S 
~g ~j Iii III Ot::!o ii Illd u 

2S U 
~ > 
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Source: CISIFACTS (youth released between January alld June 1991) 

There is a shortcoming that discourages comparison of rates between program types. Youth served 
in the more restrictive programs for older youth, e.g., halfway houses, are more likely to be 
arrested. and convicted in the adult system than the youth served in programs, e.g., START 
Centers, for younger delinquents. Because the rates reported herein only reflect recidivism into the 
juvenile system, the rates for some programs may be deflated because of new law violations 
handled by the adult court. 

Outcome 2 Part 2 
YOUTH RELEASED FROM MODERATE RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 
WILL RAVE NO SUBSEQUENT LAW VIOLATIONS OR WILL HAVE LESS 
SERIOUS LAW VIOLATIONS WITHIN ONE YEAR OF RELEASE. 

Definition: A rank ordering of offenses as used in the Florida Assessment Classification and 
Tracking System (FACTS) is used as the basis for comparing seriousness of pre-placement 
offenses with new law violations in the one year after program release. Offenses are coded 
from one to 39 with one representing the most serious law violation (Murder/Non-Negligent 
Manslaughter) and 39 the least serious law viol'lt~on (Other Misdemeanor). Appendix 1 
contains the com:plete list of offenses with their associated rank. The most serious law 
violation (with an associated adjudication of yes or withheld) in the one year prior to 
placement and the most serious law violation (with an associated adjudication of yes or 
withheld) in the one year after release are recorded for each youth. If the youth is not re­
adjudicated within the year after release no new law violation is recorded. For youth with re-
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adjudications, the value of the most serious offense in the one year prior to placement is 
subtracted from the value for the most serious offense in the one year after release. If the 
result obtained is a negative value then the offense after release was more serious, if the result 
is zero then the offenses were of equal seriousness, and if the result is positive then the offense 
after release was less serious • 

••••••• 

Only 21 percent of youth served in Moderate Risk Residential Programs were readjudicated for an 
offense that was either equally serious or more serious than the most serious offense for which they 
were adjudicated in the one year prior to commitment. Seventy-nine percent either had no new 
adjudication or were adjudicated on a less serious violation. See Table 16-7. Dade Intensive 
Control had the lowest number of youth adjudicated for either an equally serious offense or a more 
serious offense at 12.0 percent. Appendix 16-2 contains seriousness tables by facility for each of 
the program types . 

Table 16-7: 
MODERATE RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

COMPARISONS OF SERIOUSNESS OF LAW VIOLATIONS COMMITTED 
ONE YEAR PRIOR TO PLACEMENT AND ONE YEAR AFTER RELEASE 

FOR YOUTH RELEASED BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNE 1991 

I. . .. ...•. ·....22@L ............ '/.TOTAF\N-d~~-&~ ••. • .•. ~~~~;'~.~.. ....EQU~;~~ous ••. ·.l\i?:~kW~s .. 
i PRor.RA.M ·>:;NP?dBER ViOLATIONS. .' VIOLATIONS' .... ••.•... vIOLATIONSi<· .. VIOLATIONS 
I:··· •• ·• ••• :·. ···;··'LL·:;:':·<'·; •...... ); RELEASED .:.. .·.·N·.·, I ,:". ~,," .•. ·; ••.•• N·;····· •.. ~ ......... i::··,·N;.:··· ..• , : .. ~ •. ' ..... ;· .• :N .. ·· •.•• , •••. 'W'.: .. . 

HALFWAY HOUSES 823 477 58.0 196 23.8 60 7.3 90 10.9 
SAN ANTONIO BOYS VIllAGE 37 22 59.5 9 24.3 3 8.1 3 8.1 

START CENTERS 
DADE INTENSIVE CONTROL 
SPACE COAST MARINE INST. 
CROSSROADS WILDERNESS 

ECKERD CHALLENGE 
.•.. : STATEWIDE. 

135 
50 
35 
41 
104 
1225 

34 
38 
12 
25 
62 
670 

25.2 
76.0 
34.3 
61.0 
59.6 
54.7 

50 
6 
10 
7 
19 

297 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released between January and June 1991) 

37.0 
12.0 
28.6 
17.1 
18.3 
24.2 

22 16.3 
0 0.0 
4 11.4 
2 4.9 
11 10.6 

102 8.3 

29 
6 
9 
7 
12 
156 

21.5 
12.0 
'1.5.7 
17.1 
11.5 
12.7 

The same caution mentioned earlier applies in this case as well. Seriousness data are based on 
adjudications in the juvenile system only. Programs that serve older youth who are more likely to 
be filed in adult court will show lower rates than programs that serve younger delinquents who are 
more likely to be rereferred and readjudicated in the juvenile system . 
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OutcQme 3 
YOUTH RELEASED FROM MODERATE RISK RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY­
BASED COMMITMENT PROGRAMS WILL SHOW A DECREASE IN THE 
RATE OF OFFENDING DURING THE ONE YEAR AFTER RELEASE FROM 
THE RATE OF OFFENDING IN THE ONE YEAR PRIOR TO COMMITMENT. 

DefinitiQn: Murray and CQX (1979) intrQduced the cQncept Qf the suppressicJn effect to. 
measure change in the rate Qf offending. The suppressiQn effect is simply a measure Qf 
percent change. The average number Qf referrals received in the Qne year priQr to. prQgram 
admission and the average number Qf referrals received in the Qne year after release are 
computed fQr each yQuth. Multiple Qffenses cQmmitted Qn a single day are cQunted as Qne 
referral. Data are limited to. referrals received in the juvenile justice system. The 
suppressiQn effect fQr referrals is the mean number Qf referrals pQst-intervention (ApQ) minus 
the mean number Qf referrals pre-intervention e~pr) divided by the mean number Qf referrals 
pre-interventiQn (Apr) Qr: 

(ApQ _Apr) 

s= .-------------
Apr 

The suppressiQn effect fQr adjudications is calculated in the same manner substituting the 
average number Qf adjudicatiQns fQr the average number Qf referrals in the fQrmula abQve. 

• For-Moderate Risk Residential Community;.Based.Commitment:Programs there Was a 
reduction of39i7percent'iri,the-number Qfreferrals-·receivedin· the year after release 
fromthe:numbero.f referrals received; in the year priOr to. 'co.mmitment. There was .a 66.6 
percent reduction in the Ilumber o.f adjudications in the year -after release from the 
number o.fadJudicatio.nsiri:ilie year prior to commitrnent. . 

In the year after release, referrals were down 39.7 percent from the rate of offending in the year 
prior to commitment. That is, youth in Moderate Risk Residential Programs were responsible for 
2,303 fewer referrals in the year after release than in the one year prior to placement. There was 
an even more substantial reduction in adjudications. Overall, there were 2,487 fewer adjudications 
for youth in Moderate Risk Residential Programs in the year after release than in ;.he year prior to 
program placement. See Table 16-8. 
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Table 16-8: 
MODERATE RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

SUPPRESSION EFFECTS FOR REFERRALS AND ADJUDICATIONS 
FOR YOUTH RELEASED BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNE 1991 

MODERATE RISK AVG.NUMBER AVG.NUMBER SUPPRESSION 
RESIDENTIAL REFERRALS REFERRALS EFFEcrFOR 

PROGRAMS 1 YEAR PRIOR 1· YEAR AFTER REFERRALS 
HALFWAY HOUSES 4.55 2.46 -45.9"10 

SAN ANTONIO BOYS VILLAGE 5.00 1.97 -60.6% 
START CENTERS 5.82 5.61 -3.6% 

DADE INTENSIVE CONTROL 4.44 2.64 -40.5% 
SPACE COAST MARINE INST. 4.63 2.86 -38.2% 
CROSSROADS WILDERNESS 4.32 2.76 :36.1% 

ECKERD CHALLENGE PROGRAMS 5.15 2.87 -44.3% 
STATEWIDE. 4.74 2.86 -39.7% 

MODERATE RISK AVG.NUMBER AVO. NUMBER SUPPRESSION 
RESIDENTIAL ADJUDICATIONS . ADJUDiCATIONS EFFECT FOR 

PROGRAMS lYEARPRIOR·. l··YEARAFfER ADJUDICATIONS 
HALFWA Y HOUSES 2.97 0.86 -71.0% 

SAN ANTONIO BOYS VILLAGE 3.54 0.81 -77.1% 
START CENTERS 4.01 2.33 -41.9% 

DADE INTENSIVE CONTROL 1.82 0.34 -81.3% 
SPACE COAST MARINE INST. 3.17 1.17 -63.1% 
CROSSROADS WILDERNESS 2.49 0.93 -62.7% 

ECKERD CHALLENGE PROGRAMS 3.09 0.93 -69.9% 
STATEWIDE ., 3.05 1.02 -66.6% 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released between January and June 1991) 

San Antonio Boys Village evidenced the greatest reduction in referrals (down approximately 61 
percent). Dade Intensive Control showed the greatest reduction in adjudications (down 
approximately 81 percent). 

START Centers were the only program that failed to show at least a moderate reduction in 
rereferrals. For this program the reduction in referrals was only 3.6 percent, indicating that youth 
from START Centers are referred. for new offenses in the year after release at almost the same rate 
for which they were referred in the one year prior to their commitment in a START Center. 

Changes in the rate of offending (i.e., suppression effects) are shown by facility in Appendix 16-3. 

Outcome 4 
YOUTH WILL DEMONSTRATE IMPROVED ACADEMIC AND PSYCHO­
SOCIAL FUNCTIONING DURING THEIR PARTICIPATION IN MODERATE 
RISK RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY-BASED COMMITMENT PROGRAMS. 

e Data are not available to.measurec1ientfunctioning: 
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Data are not being reported by moderate risk residential community-based commitment programs. 
The assessment of client functioning would entail pre- and post- testing of a representative sample 
or all program participants using a standardized instrument. Currently, although programs may 
collect data on client functioning, they are not required to report it. 

Data were obtained from one program, the Eckerd Challenge Program, that should be reported 
here. The program did conduct pre~ and post- testing on two standardized tests, one measuring 
academic perfonnance (PIAT-R), and the other self-concept and psychological/social functioning 
(MAPI). The data pertaining to the PlAT pre-test and post-test grade equivalent scores for the 
1991-92 graduates indicate improvement from the pre-test to post-test scores in all sub-tests for 
youth exiting from both facilities (EYCP North and EYCP South). These youth showed an overall 
average improvement of eight months, with an average length of stay of 3.5 months. The pre-test 
and post-test scores of the MAPI show improvement on all four subscales (Self-Concept, Personal 
Esteem, Impulse Control, and Social Conformity). 

Program Cost 

The total general revenue expenditures for Moderate Risk Residential Community-Based 
Commitment Programs amounted to $14,274,321. The average cost per client day was $66 and 
the average cost per case totaled $6,582. The information in Table 16-9 summarizes cost by 
program type. 

Table 16-9: 
MODERATE RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 
TOTAL COST, COST PER CLIENT DAY, AND 

COST PER CASE FOR FY 1991-92 

HALFWAY HOUSES $9,265,467 141,275 $66 
SAN ANTONIO BOYS VILLAGE 385,351 8,917 43 

START CENTERS 1,610,431 22,067 73 
DADE INTENSIVE CONTROL 467,669 4,868 96 
SPACE COAST MARINE INST. 434,125 7,515 58 
CROSSROADSvnLDERNESS 841,847 11,793 71 

ECKERD CHALLENGE 1,269,431 20,434 62 
STATEWIDE· $14,274,321 216,869 $66 

101 $6,624 
129 5,575 
90 6,568 
88 8,454 
70 4,044 
130 9,280 
106 6,585 
100 $6,582 

Source: Total costs are reponed Jrom SAA1AS. The cost per client day was obtained by dividing the number oj 
certified client days (CISIFACTS FY 1991-92 Active Cases) into the total cost. The cost per case was obtained by 
multiplying the average length oj stay (CISIFACTS clients released dun'ng FY 1991-92) by the cost per client day. 

* Space Coast Marine Inst. has residential and nonresidential components. The contracted dollars per day are tlte 
same Jor both components. In order to estimate the total expenditures incurred Jor residential care, the 
percentage oJtotal client service daysJor residential care was computed. This percentage was then multiplied by 
the total expenditures Jor residential and nonresidential combined to provide the estimated expenditures Jor the 
re.vidential component. 
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Cost per day figures ranged from $43 (San Antonio Boys Village) to $96 (Dade Intensive Control) . 
The average cost per case ranged from a low of $4,044 (Sp!!.~e Coast Marine Institute) to a high of 
$9,280 (Crossroads Wilderness). 

Information from CISIF ACTS was used in calculating the cost per resident day. The total cost 
was divided by the estimated total number of child days to calculate the average cost per child day. 
Total costs reported each year include the costs of renovc:.tiom; to facilities and other OCO 
expenditures. Therefore, when they are used to calculate cost per resident day, although they 
reflect actual expenditures, they will vary from year to year. Evern in the absence of any OCO 
expenses, if occupancy of the contracted slots or beds is not 100%, these costs will differ from the 
contracted amounts that are paid per slot/resident bed. Contracted rates are also included in Table 
16-9. 

Program Effectiveness 

Successful completion, rereferrals, readjudications, recommitments, seriousness of offending and 
changes in the frequency of offending (suppression effects) are key measures in assessing the 
effectiveness of the Moderate Risk Residential Community-Based Programs. 

The statewide successful completion rate was 71.9 percent. However, the programs show a great 
deal of variability in terms of successful completion. Only 27.2 percent o(the youth who were 
released from Space Coast Marine Institute were successful terminations. Challenge Programs 
also showed a low rate of successful completions with only 43 percent terminating successfully . 
All other Moderate Risk Residential Community-Based Programs had successful completion rates 
above 70 percent. The reasons for the low successful completion rates for Space Coast Marine 
and Challenge Programs needs further exploration. The provider for Space Coast (Associated 
Institutes, Inc.) reports concerns regarding the truncated length of stay (only 2.2 months) resulting 
from a shortage of residential beds. 

Readjudication rates also varied by program type with 34.9 percent ~r;atewide readjudicated in the 
juvenile system within one year of release. Only 20 percent of youth from Dade Intensive Control 
were readjudicated in the juvenile system within one year of release. However, youth released from 
DIC were older at the time of program release than youth released from other programs. DIC 
youth were also the oldest of the youth served in Moderate Risk Residential Community-Based 
Programs at the time of their first delinquency referral. Research indicates that younger youth and 
youth who enter the juvenile delinquency system at an earlier age are more likely to recidivate than 
older youth and youth who are older when they enter the juvenile ju~iice system for the first time. 
Youth from DIC are also more likely than the others to be referred to the adult system for future 
offenses and the data presented are limited to the juvenile system. 

Youth from START Centers had the highest readjudication rate with just under 75 percent 
readjudicated on a new offense within one year of release. These youth are significantly younger 
than youth served in any of the other Moderate Risk Residential Programs. They were only 13.8 
years old at the time of discharge. They were also the youngest at the time of their first referral to 
the juvenile system at only 11.1 years of age. Youth from Space Coast Marine Institute also had a 
high readjudication rate with just over 65 percent readjudicated on a new offense within one year of 
release. These youth were about one year younger at the time of discharge than youth served in the 
other programs. It is likely that the differences in recidivism rates are more reflective of the clients 
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served than on the type of services the clients received. These differences however should be 
explored through further study. 

Twenty-one percent of the youth released from Moderate Risk Residential Community-Based 
Programs were readjudicated within one year of release for an offense that was equally serious or 
more serious than the most serious offense for which they were adjudicated in the one year prior to 
commitment. START Center (37.8 percent) and Space Coast Marine Institute (37.1 percent) had 
the highest percentage of youth readjudicated on an equally or more serious charge. The next 
highest rate was 22.1 percent for Challenge Programs. 

Measures of chronicity (suppression effects) show the greatest decrease in the rate of rereferrals 
for San Antonio Boys Village with a decrease of just over 60 percent. START Centers showed the 
smallest decrease with referrals down only 3.6 percent. R ~adjudication rates were down 
approximately 67 percent statewide with Dade Intensive Contre i showing the greatest reduction 
(down 81.3 percent). Youth from DIC, however, are more likely than youth in the other programs 
to be referred to the adult department of corrections for future law violations. It is recommended 
that the calculation of recidivism rates be revised to include arrests and convictions in the adult 
system. This may take more than one year to complete. 

The average cost per day for Moderate Risk Residential Community-Based Programs was $66. 
San Antonio Boys Village was the least expensive at $43 and Dade Intensive Control had the 
highest average cost per day at $96. 
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TABLE 16-R 

MODERATE RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 
RECOMMENDATIONS UPDATE 

PROGRAM EXPANSION 

NOTE: Low Risk and Moderate Risk Residential' 
Pro§Tams were combined in one chapter during 
FY 1990-91. 

Additional resources will be required if we are to 
ensure the availability of appropriate 
programming to divert youth from penetrating the 
system as well as ensure that serious offenders are 
served by programs that meet the need for security 
and protection to the community. 

85 Youth were awaiting level 4 placements and 
424 were awaiting level 6 placements on Dec. 26, 
1991. 

According to a study by the Commission on 
Juvenile Justice, 30 percent of these youth commit 
new offenses during this waiting period. 
[CYF Delinquency Services] 

Recidivism studies, which include follow-up into 
the adult system, should be conducted. 
[CYF Research and Development] 

The Florida Legislature, through the 
Juvenile Justice Act of 1990, authorized 
creation of approximately 1,300 residential 
beds and non-residential slots to help 
alleviate the placement shortage. The 
implementation of the beds and slots has 
been delayed due to budget shortfalls and 
siting problems. 

Delinquency Services allocated funds to 
conduct a special study of recidivism to 
include adult data. Negotiations between 
the Florida Department of Law 
Enforcement (FDLE) and HRS are 
continuing at this time. 
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PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT 

• The reasons for the low successful 
completion rates for Space Coast Marine 
Institute and Challenge Programs need 
further exploration and should include an 
analysis of the relationship between length 
of stay and successful completions. 
[Delinquency Services] 

• The high readjudication rates for START 
Centers and Space Coast Marine Institute 
should be explored through further study. 
An initial examination indicates that these 
differences may be more reflective of the 
clients served than on the type of services 
the clients received. 
[Delinquency Services1 

• Recidivism studies, which include follow-up 
into the adult system, should be conducted. 
[Delinquency Services Outcome Evaluation] 
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APPENDIX TABLE 16-1 A 

HALFWAY HOUSES 
COMPARATIVE RECIDIVISM RATES 

FOR 6 MONTHS AND 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 
YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

RE-REFERRALS READJUDICATIONS i 
CASES CLOSEDJAN . .;.JUNE 1991 ..... . .' CASESCLOSEDJAN .. - JUNE 1991" , 

.. .... NPMQER 6 MONTH'" , . lYEARL 
HA..,FWAY Of . ReCidiViSm Recidivism 

HOUSE' RELEASES N' '% ··N .... 0/0'" 

NUMBER ··6MONTH. . 1 YEAR ' ..... of' ....•..•... . "ReCidiViSm' .•.• . RecidiViSm 
1 

RELEAsES N' "% N .%. ' 
PENSACOLA BOYS BASE 43 29 67.4 3~ 74;4 43 13 30.2 l8 41.9 

CRISWELL 47 29 61.7 :J2 ~8.,j 47 19 40.4 I' 20' 42.6 I - .... 

ALACHUA 51 34 66,7 ;37 ns 51 21 41.2 1-·.·26. 51.0 
DUVAL 76 41 53.9 5L (i7.J 76 17 22.4 I·', 'p 35.5 

NASSAU 54 31 57.4 3,6 66,7 54 20 37.0 21 38;9 
VOLUSIA 63 42 66.7 46 73.0 63 25 39.7 1.7 42.9 

BRIIT 53 36 67.9 38. 'U,1 53 22 41.5 26 49.1 
HILLSBOROUGH D6 16 7 43.7 7 43.1 16 4 25.0 5 , 31;2 

POLK WEST 52 34 65.4 36 69,2 
BREVARD 54 33 61.1 39 7~.2 

ORANGE I 37 26 70.3 'P 73.0 

52 14 26.9 19 I 36,5 
54 22 40.7 24 4.:1.4 
37 12 32.4 17 45.9 

ORANGE II 15 7 46.7 7 46.7 15 3 20.0 3 20.0 
PRICE 54 25 46.3 29 ~3.7 54 13 24.1 19 35.2 
MIAMI 40 32 80.0 3(; ?O.Q 40 22 55.0 27 67.5 
DADE 35 24 68.6 25 71-4· . 35 10 28.6 11 31.4 
B.O.C. 48 28 58.3 3Q (iZS" 48 14 29.2 15 31.2 

HILLS. ALL 35 29 82.9 31 8~.6 ". 35 13 37.1 17 48.6 
FSYA 50 33 66.0 36 72.0 50 20 40.0 24 48.0 

STATEWIDE 823 520 63.2 575 69.9 ~JI~~ __ 284 34.5 346 42.0 

Source: CIS/FACTS 6'Outh reIeasedJanuary-JuneI991) 
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RECOMMITMENTS 
1 

CASES CLOSED JAN; -JUNE 1991 ! 

._. NPMB~R 6 MONTH 1 YEAR 
OF Recidivism Recidivism 1 

RELEASES N % N % 
43 8 18.6 12 27.9 
47 11 23.4 12 25.5 

I 

51 20 39.2 22 43.1 
76 13 17.1 20 26.3 ! 

54 12 22.2 16 29.6 
63 18 28.6 19 30.2 
53 19 35.8 20 37.7 
16 4 25.0 4 25.0 
52 9 17.3 14 26.9 
54 17 31.5 19 35.2 
37 10 27.0 11 29.7 
15 2 13.3 2 13.3 
54 10 18.5 16 29.6 
40 19 47.5 24 60.0 
35 7 20.0 8 22.9 
48 9 18.7 9 18.7 
35 8 22.9 12 34~3 

50 16 32.0 19 38.0 

L _ 823 212 25.8 259 31.5 

• 
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APPENDlX TABLE 16-1 B 

SAN ANTONIO BOYS VILLAGE 
COMPARA TIVE RECIDIVISM RATES 

FOR 6 MONTHS AND 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 
YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

RE-RE FERRA LS READJUDICATIONS 
.. CASES CLOSEDJAN;~JUNEi9!H ·······CASESCLOSE])JAN:; JUNE·19!H··· 

NYMIJER ····.6 MONTHIYEAR· 
OF· . Reddivism ReddiVism 

NUMBER·< ·.··6 MONTH ....... ···1 YEAR 
OJr·ReddiviSrri .... .. . ReddiviSm 

• 

RECOMMITMENTS 
... ·CASESCLOSEnJAN .• JUNE 1991 

NUMBER ...... . •. :6 MONTH ... 1 YEAR 
.. OF ........•.•. ReCidivism Recidivism FACILrrY 

RELEASES RELEASESNI%· ... ··N r%{ .•.• RELEASES >N I % ...... N I % . 

San Antonio 
Boys Village 37 I 21 I 56.8 I 241 ~4.9_ 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth reJeasedJalluary-June 1991) 

37 13 35.1 
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APPENDIX TABLE 16-1 C 

START CENTERS 
COMPARATIVE RECIDIVISM RATES 

FOR 6 MONTHS AND 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 
YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

RE-REFERRALS READJUDICATIONS RECOMMITMENTS 
····· •• ·CASESCLOSEDJAN . ..:JUNE1991'.············· ........ CASESPLOSEDJAN~;:;JUNE1991 ..... ·····CASESCLOSEDJAN.;;JUNE 1991 .. 

START 
CENtER 

LEON 

DUVAL 

DESOTO 

STATEWIDE 

:tW~E]r . .1YEAR~ 

RELEASES % 

42 40 95.2 I ,5.2 

45 39 86.7 '.93.3 .•.. 

48 40 83.3 . 89.6 • 

135 1 119 1 88.1 I 1251 92:(, 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth releasedJanumy-June 1991) 

• 

NUMBER6MONTH .. , ........ ····lYEAR . 
1··.···O:Ji'· 

RELEASES b-0-~~~""""~~~~""""" 
42 31 

4S 30 

48 25 52.1.31> 64.6 

13S 86 
..... ' ......... ,:. ··1 ... 0: ... : ..• 

63.7 I 161 .. 74.8 
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·····.fflJl\fB:Jj;R •• : 6 MONTH < tYEAR 
OF ·R~Cidivisn1 ReCidivism .. 

RELEASES ·N· % .. N % 
. .. 

42 30 71.4 33 7K6 

4S 23 S1.1 29 64.4 

48 21 43.8 26 54.2 

135 74 54.8 88 65.2 

• 
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FACp:..IT¥ 

Dade Intensive 
Control Program 

• 
APPENDIX TABLE 16-1 D 

DADE INTENSIVE CONTROL PROGRAM 
COMPARATIVE RECIDIVISM RATES 

• 
FOR 6 MONTHS AND 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 

YOUTH RELEASED .JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

RE-REFERRALS 
. CASES CLOSED JAK';; JUNE 1991 

NUMBER· .·c7c:CfYEAR· 
IOF 

.. RELEASES· ...% 

50 1 31 1 62.0 136 <I n.~ 

READJUDICATIONS 
...... ··CASESCLOSEDJAK;:;:JUNE1991····· 
~lJiR···· .. ·(rMONm·· .:I}:··JYEAR .. : •. :. 
• > ot H.pRe!=i!liviSrn.< Reddivbni. 

RELEAsES ···N:.···I··~/q/ :·.··· •• ·N<··.·· •....•... % .. 
.. I 

50 7 14.012 24.0· 

RECOMMITMENTS 
CASEsCLOSEOJAN; "..JUNE 1991 

NUMBER· 6 MONTH 1 YEAR . . ........ 9F ..• ... .. . ....... Recidivism Recidivism 
RELEASES ..... NI··% NI .~'., 

50 6 12.0 10 20.0 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released January - June 1991) 

. ;~., 
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iNSTITUTJ:!: . 

Space Coast 
Marine Institute 

APPENDIX TABLE 16-1 E 

SPACE COAST MARINE INSTITUTE 
COMPARATIVE RECIDIVISM RATES 

FOR 6 MONTHS AND 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 
YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

RE-REFERRALS 
CASESCLOSEDJAK",JUNE199L 

NUMBER ···lYEAR . 
'QF 

RELEASES % 
-

35 25 71.4 29 82.9 

READJUDICATIONS 
. ··CASES·CLOSEJ)JAN;;;JUNE1991 .......... . 

'NUMBER .... ···6MONm·· ... ··• .. ··· .. ·lYEAR·· 
'.' .OF>( . . Reddi\iisni . Recidivism 
RELEAsEsNrl'jciNI.% 

35 17 48.6 I· 23165.7 

RECOMMITMENTS 
. ··.·CASES CLOSED JAN. ~ JUNE 1991 
~ElI.· '6 MONTH . '.1 YEAR' 

. OF .'. Recidh'ism . ReCidiVism 
"RELEASES ! N % N "/0 

L- ~5 ____ 13 37.1 
_.-17 48.6 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth re/easedJanuary -June 1991) 
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FACILITY 

CWI 1-10 

CWI 11 

STATEWIDE 

• 
APPENDIX TABLE 16-1 F 

CROSSROADS WILDERNESS INSTITUTE 
COMPARATIVE RECIDIVISM RATES 

FOR 6 MONTHS AND 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 
YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

RE-REFERRALS READJUDICATIONS 

• 

RECOMMITMENTS I 

. CASES CLOSEDJAN;.;.JUNE 1991 ....... CASES:Cl.05EI>J1\N;;;'JUNE1991 ...... . CASES CLOSED JAJIl .• : JUNE 1991 
NUMBER· ···6MONTH l·l:YEAR ..... .. oj .... .. Recidhistri· ···Reddivism··· 

RELEASES N ... "/0 ·N %~ 
.···:~::S· •• ·· · .••.• : ••• ~~i~;~: ... : .••••. : •..••• ~~~~;f;: •.••..•••••. NUMBER 1 6 MONTH 1 YEAR 

OF .....• . . Recillivism Recidivism 
RELEASES ·:··;·N·:···· ~'/Q N . %, 

. , ... 
26 18 69.2 20 1 76,9 

15 11 73.3 11 73.3 

..: .... : .. : ... : ......... . 
26 9 34.6 : .••.. : .. ~91··· J~;S 

15 5 33.3···6·· 40.0 

26 7 26.9 8 30·6 

15 4 26.7 4 26.7 .... .. 

41 29 70.7 31 .... 75.6 14 34.1 li6 .. , 39.0 41 41 11 26.8 12 29.3 
- - ------- -- -- --

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released January - June 1991) 
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APPENDIX TABLE 16-1 G 

ECKERDCHALLENGEPROGRAMS 
COMPARATIVE RECIDIVISM RATES 

FOR 6 MONTHS AND 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 
YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

RE-REFERRALS READJUDICATIONS 
CASESCLOSEDJAK ;;JUNE·1991·.'· .'.'.', .,.. . ....... ·····,······CASESCLOSEDJAN;;,JUNEf99r .,. 

NlJM)JER6 MONm' .. ··lYEARNUMBER' '·····6MONTH ·····'·'LYEAR 
clLULENGE .. OF ··ReddMsin ···<Becidivism· 1<..QF.':RccidiVbrif···' RecidivislD 

RECOMMITMENTS 
CASES CLOSED. JAN. -JUNE1991 

NUMBER 6 MONTH 1 YEAR 
. .. .qF> ReCidivism Recidivism 

PROGRAM RELEASES N ... ' .•. % .. ,.,. ····N ·1'/0 ~RELEA§E~i>Nd<% ·.·.·>NL% RELEASESN I % NI .. % 
.. , .... ". 

CHALLENGE NORTII 52 39 75.0. 41 ,. ··.78;8 

CHALLENGE SOlITH 52 35 67.3· , •. 4i ....~~.~ 
52 21 40.4 :;~i·'··· ·.4~.f 52 14 26.9 17 32.7 

52 13 25.0 32;7 52 13 25.0 13 25.0 

STATEWIDE 104 -r-;---, 71.2 1\J3 I 79.8 
............... ', 

104 34 32.7 ·42 '40.4 104 27 26.0 30 28.8 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released January - June 1991) 
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APPENDIX TABLE 16-2 A 

HALFWAY HOUSES 
COMPARISONS OF SERIOUSNESS OF LAW VIOLATIONS COMMITTED 
ONE YEAR PRIOR TO PLACEMENT AND ONE YEAR AFTER RELEASE 

Youth Released January - June 1991 

LESSSERIQPS, EQUAL):., Y SERJQUS . MORE SERIOUS 
'fQTAJ.. . ~() N.EW :r,..I\W NEW LAW NEW LAW NEW LAW 

HALFWAY .t'WMB~i. V{OLATIONs ... .vlOLAtioNS VIOLATIONS VIOLATIONS 
HOUSE RELEASED . :,'llt· .. :: ... 

% N·'···i '% N 
. ... % .... 

N % 

BETTER OUTLOOK CENTER 48 33 68.8 12 25.0 2 4.2 1 2.1 

VOLUSIA 63 36 57.1 15 23.8 6 9.5 6 9.5 

ALACHUA 51 25 49.0 16 31.4 3 5.9 7 13.7 

HILLS -D6 16 11 68.8 1 6.3 1 6.3 3 18.8 

BRITT 53 27 50.9 15 28.3 5 9.4 6 11.3 

CRISWELL 47 27 57.4 13 27.7 5 10.6 2 4.3 

POLK WEST 52 33 63.5 9 17.3 3 5.8 7 13.5 

PRICE 54 35 64.8 16 29.6 1 1.9 2 3.7 

HILLS -ALL 35 18 51.4 8 22.9 2 5.7 7 20.0 

DADE 35 24 68.6 9 25.7 0 0.0 2 5.7 

PENSACOLA BOYS BASE 43 25 '58.1 6 14.0 5 11.6 7 16.3 

FL SCHOOL FOR YOUTH 
50 26 52.0 9 18.0 5 10.0 10 20.0 

ACHIEVEMENT 

DUVAL 76 49 64.5 15 19.7 7 9.2 5 6.6 

NASSAU 54 33 61.1 12 22.2 2 3.7 7 13.0 

MIAMI 40 13 32.5 13 32.5 6 15.0 8 20.0 

ORANGE 37 20 54.1 10 27.0 4 10.8 3 8.1 

ORANGE II 15 12 80.0 2 13.3 1 6.7 0 0.0 

BREVARD 54 30 55.6- 15 27.8 2 3.7 7 13.0 

STATEWIDE 823 477 58.0 196 ~3.8 ... _&Q_-- .. 7.3 90 __ 10.9 
--------------

Source: CIS/FACTS (youth released January-June 1991) 
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'APPENDIX TABLE 16-2 B 

START CENTERS 
COlVIPARISONS OF SERIOUSNESS OF LAW VIOLATIONS COMMITTED 
ONE YEAR PRIOR TO PLACEMENT AND ONE YEAR AFTER RELEASE 

Youth 'Released January - June 1991 

L~SS S~m:()US T'.EQUALI;\, S.r:lUO(JS . MOlU! SERIOUS 

~TA,JtT 

CENTER 

LEON 

DUVAL 

DESOTO 

. STATEWIDE 

1;PTAL NO NEW LAW~~WLl\.w . NEWLAW NEW LAW 
NUMlJli:R . VIOLA,1;IONS VIOLATIONS 

fJ:LEA..SEJ)tf % 

42 

45 

48 

135 

7 

10 

17 

34 

16.7 

22.2 

35.4 

25.2 

17 

20 

13 

50 

40.5 

44.4 

27.1 

37.0 

8 

6 

8 

22 

19.0 

13.3 

16.7 

16.3 

N % 

10 23.8 

9 20.0 

10 20.8 

29 21.5 

Source: CISIFACTS (Yollth released January-June 1991) 
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APPENDIX TABLE 16-2 C 

CROSSROADS WILDERNESS INSTITUTE 
COMPARISONS OF SERIOUSNESS OF LAW VIOLATIONS COMMITTED 
ONE YEAR PRIOR TO PLACEMENT AND ONE YEAR AFTER RELEASE 

Youth Released January - June 1991 

L¥S~-s.tmQV$-MQ~SERious 

INSTITUTE 

DI-DIO 

Dll 

STATEWIDE 

... TOTAL . NEWLAw . NEW14W 
NUMlJE~VIOLATIONS 

RELEASED· %·N % 

15 

26 

41 

9 

16 

25 

60.0 

61.5 

61.0 

3 

4 

7 

20.0 

15.4 

17.1 

1 

1 

2 

6.7 

3.8 

4.9 

2 

5 

7 

13.3 

19.2 

17.1 

SOl/rce: CISIFACTS (yomh released Janl/ary - JI/ne 1991) 
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APPENDIX TABLE 16-2 D 

ECKERDCHALLENGEPROGRAMS 
COMPARISONS OF SERIOUSNESS OF LAW VIOLATIONS COMMITTED 
ONE YEAR PRIOR TO PLACEMENT AND ONE YEAR AFTER RELEASE 

Youth Released January - June 1991 

.. 
·L~SS s~JqOV$ ~Ql1ALLY S·KRIOUS MOtu: SJ.i:RIOUS 

ECKERQ TOTAL NQNEWLAW NEWLl\W N~WLAW NEW LAW 
CHALLENGE NUMBER VIOLATlOl'iS . VIOLATIONS· VIOLATIONS VIOLATIONS 
PROGR4M RELEASE.D[ 

N .... % N .. % N .% N % 

NORTH 52 27 51.9 11 21.2 7 13.5 7 13.5 

SOUTH 52 35 67.3 8 15.4 4 7.7 5 9.6 

STATEWIDE 104 62 59.6 19 18.3 11 lOLL-. 12 11.5 

Sou:-ce: CISIFACTS (youth released January-June 1991) 
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APPENDIX TABLE 16-3 A 

HALFWAY HOUSES 
SUPPRESSION EFFECTS FOR REFERRALS 

YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY-JUNE 1991 

.. AVG:liU,MBEJli ···.·.·AVG>NUMBER· .... SU}JPRESSION 
··.·REFURRAtSi .. ···ruim£R.RALs: •..........• EFF.li;CTFOR· 

lYEARPR.IOk. ·.:i.yJS\RA:FTilt..roi)Jj:R.RALS.·: . 
BETTER OUTLOOK CENTER 4.25 2.19 -48.5% 

VOLUSIA 4.92 2.30 -53.3% 

ALACHUA 3.43 2.49 -27.4% 

IllLLSBOROUGH - D6 5.31 1.56 -70.6% 

BRITT 5.00 3.08 -38.4% 

CRISWELL 4.09 2.02 -50.6% 

POLK WEST 4.67 2.62 -43.9% 

PRICE 4.44 2.28 -48.6% 

IllLLSBOROUGH - ALL 5.31 3.31 -37.7% 

DADE 4.60 1.46 -68.3% 

PENSACOLA BOYS BASE 3.77 ·2.00 -46.9% 

FL SCHOOL FOR YOUTH 
4.20 2.16 -48.6% 

ACHlEVEMENT 

DUVAL 4.54 2.24 -50.7% 

NASSAU 4.70 2.22 -52.8% 

MIAMI 7.03 5.85 -16.8% 

ORANGE II 3.67 0.80 -78.2% 

ORANGE 5.14 2.62 -49.0% 

BREVARD 3.54 2.06 -41.8% 
',.:::-i . •••..•.•..•.... . • •• i~TATEWIDi\······ 4.55 2.46 -45.9% 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released January - June 1991) 
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APPENDIX TABLE 16-3 B 

HALF'VA Y HOUSES 
SUPPRESSION EFFECTS FOR ADJUDICATIONS 

YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY-JUNE 1991 

AVG.NUMBER AVG. NUMlJER SUPPRESSION 
HALFWAY AJ)JUDICATIONS ADJUDICATIONS EFFECT FOR 

HOUSE 1 YEAR PRIOR 1 YEAR AFTER AD.JUDICAl'IONS 

BETTER OUTLOOK CENTER 2.50 0.65 -74.0% 

VOLUSIA 2.94 0.84 -71.4% 

ALACHUA 2.24 0.88 -60.7% 

IllLLSBOROUGH - D6 3.88 0.56 -85.6% 

BRIIT 3.70 1.32 -64.3% 

CRISWELL 2.55 0.72 -71.8% 

POLK WEST 3.35 0.79 -76.4% 

PRICE 2.85 0.59 -79.3% 

IllLLSBOROUGH - ALL 3.37 1.20 -64.4% 

DADE 2.83 0.54 -80.9% 

PENSACOLA BOYS BASE 2.63 0.84 -68.1% 
FL SCHOOL FOR YOUTH 

3.06 0.92 -69.9% 
ACHIEVEMENT 

DUVAL 2.86 0.59 -79.4% 

NASSAU 3.11 0.81 -74.0% 

MIAMI 4.58 2.40 -47.6% 

ORANGE II 2.07 0.27 -87.0% 

ORANGE 2.87 0.76 -73.5% 

BREVARD 2.39 0.69 -71.1% 

STATEWIDE 2.97 0.86 -71.0% 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released January - June 1991) 
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APPENDIX TABLE 16-3 C 

START CENTERS 
SUPPRESSION EFFECTS FOR REFERRALS AND ADJUDICATIONS 

YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY-JUNE 1991 

. 

. START. 
.·.CENTER 

LEON 

DUVAL 

DESOTO 
.. 

STATEWIDE. 

MODERATERlSK 
. RESIDENTIAL: ' .. 

.. " . PROGRAMs: ' .. 

LEON 

DUVAL 

DESOTO 
...... ........ ' .'. 

,'. . STATEWIDE. 

AVG. NUMBER AVG •• NUMBER SUPPRESSION 
'. ··REFERRALS. REFERRALS EFFECT FOR 
·····lYEARPRIOR· 1 1YEARAF'FER REFERRALS 

6.21 

6.33 

5.00 

5.82 

6.29 

5.80 

4.85 

1.3% 

-8.4% 

-3.0% 

5.61 -3.6% 
----~----------~ 

. AVG~N11MBER AVG~N:uMB.ER ' .. SUPPRESSION 
'AnJUDICATIONSADJUDICATIONS ..... EFFECT FOR 
'. lYEARPRJOR . <lYEARA:FTER ADJUDICATIONS 

4.38 2.48 -43.4% 

3.89 2.58 -33.7% 

3.79 1.98 -47.8% 

4.01 2.33 -41.9% 

Source: CJSlFACTS (Youth releasedJanuary-June 199J) 

16-42 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

APPENDIX TABLE 16-3 D 

CROSSROADS WILDERNESS INSTITUTE 
SUPPRESSION EFFECTS FOR REFERRALS AND ADJUDICATIONS 

YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY-JUNE 1991 

CWI 1-10 

CWI 11 

STATEWIDE· . 

CWI 1-10 

CWl11 
. 

..•......... STATEWIDE 

. AVG~NUMBER AVG~NUMBER SUPPRESSION 
......... ·REFEItRALS··. ···.REFERRALs.· 

lYEARPRIOR ·lYEARAFTER 

4.15 

4.60 

4.32 

2.81 

2.67 

2.76 

: .. : .. 
EFFECT FOR 
REFERRALS 

-32.3% 

-42.0% 

-36.1% 

.•••.. .A:YG.NUMB,£R .A'vG;NTJMB~R.. SuPPRESSION. 
ADJUDICATIONS. ADJUDICATIONS· EFFECT FOR· 

... .IIYEARpRlOR·· ···:tYEARAFTER .·ADJUDICATIONS· 

2.77 

2.00 

2.49 

0.88 

l.00 

0.93 

-68.2% 

-50.0% 

-62.7%, 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth re/easedJanuary-June 1991) 
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APPENDIX TABLE 16-3 E 

ECKERDCHALLENGEPROGRAMS 
SUPPRESSION EFFECTS FOR REFERRALS AND ADJUDICATIONS 

YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY-JUNE 1991 

. " ....... . 

..... 

'PROG~ 

NORTH 

SOUTH 
'. ",' . 

STATEWIDE ." 

.. 
PROGJ{Al\:[ 

NORm 

SOUTH 

AVG.NUMB.EjR AVO.NUMBER SUPPRESSION 
"REFESRALSREFERRALS . EFFECTFOR 
tYEARPRIOR .' . 1 YEAR AFTER REFERRALS 

4.90 

5.40 

5.15 

2.87 

2.87 

2.87 

-41.4% 

-46.9% 

-44.3% 

.. /:AVG~.NlJ1\1BER '.' AVG~NUMBER: Sup'ltESSION 
. ~JUDICATIOITS • ADJlJDICATU)l'TS> , EFFECT FOR 

'" .... ,' ... , 
•. "" lYEARPRIOR lYEARAFTERADJUD1CATIONS 

2.92 

3.25 

3.09 

1.04 

0.81 

0.93 

-64.4% 

-75.1% 

-69.9% 

Source: CISIFACTS (Youth reieasedJanuary-June 1991) 
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.Delinquency Services> 

17. HIGH RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

Program Description 

Level eight, high risk residential programs provide the most secure residential setting in the juvenile 
delinquency system for committed youth. Youth classified for tins level of placement require close 
supervision in a structured residential setting that provides 24 hour per day secure custody, care 
and supervision. Placement in programs in tllls level is prompted by a concern for public safety 
that outweighs placement in programs at lower restrictiveness levels or in the youth's home. 

Youth assessed in need of placement in tllls level have been adjudicated and committed for major 
property offenses, assaultive felony offenses in the first, second and tlllrd degree categories and 
may have multiple prior commitments and residential placements. Youth have demonstrated an 
inability to adjust to programs in lower restrictiveness levels and require placement in residential 
settings that are staff or physically secure. Length of stay in r~sidential placement is long term (6-
12 months) and intensive com.'11unity supervision is provided following successful completion of 
residential placement. 

Through a variety of programs which assist personal development and self-awareness, these 
programs attempt to reduce further delinquent acts and increase s~lf-sufficiency. Placement 
resources in tllls level include training schools, the Florida Environmental Institute (FEI), 
Hillsborough Alternative Residential Program (HARP), Broward Control Treatment Center 
(BCTC) and serious habitual offender programs. [Sex Offender Treatment Programs which are 
also level eight restrictiveness are evaluated in chapter 19 oftllls report] . 

...•• ··.·Mal~Ydtiili~thariyfirst.Qrsec()~ddegieefeIQny adjudiCation; . 

..• ~, •.••• ~~th",,¥Jhif<!·l!egree"dj(uIi~lltiQnandtwo ·0< morepreviOils fu!Oh¥ . 

.. . ... ~. iMale·yotithadj'UdicatecIforaVi6Ientlriisc1emetmorwhi16miesIdentiaLcotnnli11nel1tstatus; • 

.•....... ·.·(J~~r.lt1aI~ ••• Y~u~ •• ~a.Y·b~:ad~i~d··u~~~r.eXtraordiriary •• Circul11s~ces.when·.aullioriied··by .. 
tliePDJJP assistantsecreci.r);. ... 
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Both· programs·. serve· serious male juvenile offenders· who meet training school admission criteria. 
SeIecteci.you~in these programs are placed in transitional cottages during the last part of their 
stay aSpreparntionfor return to the commuruty. . 

. As part Of the agreement reached. in .. the Bobby· M.·. Consent Decree, . both training schools have 
Teducedtl1elrsecu~populationsfrom over. 500 each prior to the con~ent deyree to a· cap. of 100 

irt![~~lfJi~g~~l~¥~S~~~J;~:~: 
IDGH RISK LEVEL (8) 
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Florida ·A.ugustus Secure Care Unit (FASCU). 
• Opel"atedbytheNa.tiollllF Center on Illstitutions 
arid Alterriativesof Alexandria, Virginia.; the 

.. Floncfu AugUstus ·.Secure Care·· Umt is·· a.. serious 
()ffendeipiogfan1 for male <ie1inquentyouth; ages 
J4ft7yeat~t:)f~()·Jneetth¢:stat.lltorycriteriaof 
i~t~no~:liliblhi~·o.ffendet;it.· ••• J.h.~·program .operates·. 
·Wt:W9:P~~;·.rU#~.M9~~"·t#Si4~n.tiaIi.ap4·.nme. 

... ri:i:6J.#hit:ret::ri.P.Y··;firiqrii¢sid~vtiat(.··.:· •• The:··ptogfam .. 

·.·~~~~::.·: •• ~l~~~f:~~b~1~me~~j~r~·····c.~~~:.· 
•. tffi:t~p~ilti6·;.·:~Jssihrih· •••. wiih>I>eer'··group.·.···counseling: 
a.ri9:fan{i!ym~i1ipy;/:: ..•.. .... ... ..... ... . 

Flortda AlIlUStw Secure 
Care Unit (FASCU) 

.. ..--

i'jlr"~;'ilill!ij •• 
~~$iY§.~#~~mS~B#·B~P.i~rteiK~~~?F?ti~FtJh~¥~;> .... . · .. :\i,· .................... :. . .... : ...•.••..•..•....•. ' •••.••... > 

;.: .. .;.:: .. ; ............. :.::.;.:.:-:- ...... , .•...... ," '.:- :.;: ..... . 

·~iliffi~~~ht~.:m~·pi6~f~.i~Ifuiit6d·tdiligs6~6ils.H~kihiaF()ff~h~6r;o\lth8fPtlvalC6rillty. 'the 
'pi(,gtaM:qp~i.i~4·mDXppf::tQ99L) ..... ... . ..... /. ... .... .. .... .. ..... . .. . 

..··;~~~· .• ~~I~:.:~~ht~ .••• d~iii:~b •• ~;~·~; •••.••. ~athl.».each.···r·······..;.;.>=· .= .... = •. ;;..;. ... ""'. ~~--"'-~=---..;=~=~.: .. 

l~iltt~~~~i.l.~ 
!\;q;~(jIJ~~·:§§t~go.~pi~:}~r;~taria;:F18iid~. 
·wliile.·~·.newf3.ciIityi$:p~irig: c(jnstiijcted.· ill' West 
Pallii:B~bh;·Jjie.·:progHt#s~ryestij~Ie·youtli·frOIl1. 

····Pa1ffiBea~l1::GB~iitywho:irt~ithe}$fu.tutbI'Y. enteric!;· 

···~~~h~~~!~~r~tU:~·b~W~~~~sbf·.··fs •• ~~:~m1~~ili~.·. 
·Yesic1entiaEplhlse;.Whitif·an.additionai 15 . can.be • 
. ' setv~ciilI·tIieafteI"c~fc;:pli#~ •• bftreattnentlThe • 
•. ·ayentg¥)el1gtliQf'$.y·iS·i1inemonths·.iii·ea.chofthe •. 
·tw()p~es;«· .. :.« ......•.••.•• ». ...•..... . "--_-,...........,... ____ ~--......,...--.I ... 

: '::':' .:'-. :;:::: ::\"';' ::;:::".: ...... .... -: '::- <~:;:./ ::::.::»:;:::~:.>'.:" 
...... ;.'.> ..• ;;:.-...... ..;. ..• :: ..... 

:;~R~t~:~i~ce~';;~i~~:;~~~~~~~~r~~:;!l:!~~~. 
thetapyapproa.cli; VJjth·grouptherapy helddailY~. Every other part of the prograinfoUo\Vsup qn 

·thetreatinentpllUis:al1dc(munitments made in group· therapy ..• Residents are taught to be· caring 
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(PBye continued) 

aridconfrontivewith eachotherandt() be responsible for their peer conununity. The approach is 
· .a.cognitive;.1)ehavioral. one, . focusing On changing.· habitual·thinkirig patterns. which have· allowed 
theyo~tht(}J\lstify harmirig others and himself. Social thinking problem areas which are 
· eIIlPhasiZ&Fmclude: .•.•.... learning to .. Uown"their behavio:rsinstead. of blaming others, victim 
awarertess:~nctempathyfor others,fuld .thelmportanceofself-discipliire. andmutual.cooperation, 
thes.e.·al6jliefifstsf¢ps}.nleaniingtheskills necessary to~old do)Vn aj()b. ill the co~wiityand 

·.··~j~~~~:~d~;~fr¢~~~e~~6~~~~~~~:li~;as: •. such· .~ .. ang~f·.·lnanagel11ent~.·.decisi()fi-l11akirig~ 
· . ",. , ..... , .. :::.;:.::\:.; ........................... :::: .. : .... .. ," .. 

:~"i~8~j~~~~~~i:ei~1~~~~~~j=~:Ei 
··.Chartgehartnfiifbeha~ibEtQcariflg~hdpful,responsible behaviorto,,{af4 oti1ers;>.After the youth 
doIl1J?l¥esthetr~aftnerifphaSel) at the·ceriter; hebegiIlsthe aft~rcarepliaSeinthecommunitY.: .. ;\ . 

;:~~i.~;~~rj~~~~~fi4~~~~e~ir~~~~~~~~>~~··¥~hq~ 
' .................. . 

"":.>: .. ::.:' .... 
..... :'.-:: ... : ... . 

.. ....--

HARPiS.:~~olistic:orientcil treatment program· for youth,· specifically" designed.· [or the "millti- . 
·problem~'.~dent population; ... " 'The treatment program· model consistsofa graduated,thtee~level 
hieiaichythrorig}iwhlclfstudentsmoveas .theydemonstrate aco~isten~reducti(m mmaladaptiye 

••• ~~~~~~~&~~1:r-~~~)itr#:iie~:r~~e~~:;~:~~~:~;.~~~~~~o~:~i~i0ation. in·. 

I>fogriun<ifti~i#esilicillde:an on~~iteedllcattomlt and vocational prOg;am; mdi"Vidual, .grollp·· and.: 
fimilY·.coUl}Selmg;:. mentarhealth·. overlay services; drug education· and < counseIing,employment 
experiences~>Stfucti.ll"ed recreational and leisure a~tivities,. and: medi'calservices,· . . 
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Release from all of the above programs is contingent upon the youth1s completion of llislher 
perfonnance contract. Agreement by the committing court may also be a factor in the youth1s 
release. 

Population Profile 

Eight hundred and nineteen youth were served in High Risk Residential Programs during FY 1991-
92. There were 445 youth discharged during the fiscal year with youth spending just over seven 
and half months in the programs. The average age of youth at the time of discharge was 16 years. 
Almost half (49.4 percent) were age 16 or over at ~e time of release. The High Risk Residential 
Programs serve male delinquent youth with the exception ofBCTC which is an all female program. 

Statewide, 64 percent of youth served in High Risk Residential Programs are nonwhite. BCTC, 
FEI and PBYC shows approximately equal numbers of blacks and whites. EYDC, F ASCU, and 
HARP are over two thirds nonwhite. Dozier also served a higher percentage of nonwhites (58.7 
percent) than whites (41.3 percent). 

The average age of these youth at the time of their first delinquency referral was 12.4 years. These 
youth were younger at the time of their first referral than youth served in any of the other 
delinquency commitment programs. 

Numbers served, average daily population, number discharged, average length of stay, average age 
at discharge, age categories, sex, race, and average age at first delinquency referral are shown by 
program in Table 17-1 and Figure 17-1. 

Table 17-1 and Figure 17-1: 
IDGHRISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 
POPULATION PROFILE FOR FY 1991-92 

>P.JlOGRA1t{, >:VOUTIISERVEn ••.•.. AVG~.DAmYPOPULATION< 
DOZIER 319 120.9· 
EYDC 317 122.9· 
BCTC 58 18.9 

FEI 42 19.8 
PBYC 23 14.5 

FASCU 36 18.2 
HARP 24 13.3 

. STATEWIDE 819 328.5 

• ADP inside the fence was 93.7 for Dozier and 100.2 for EYDC. 

(Continued on next page) 
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PROGRAM YOUTH DISCHARGED AVG. LENGTH OF STAY 

DOZIER 179 7.2 months 
EYDC 160 8.2 months 
BCTC 42 4.6 months 
FEr 25 9.6 months 

PBYC 11 5.0 months 
FASCU 19 8.6 months 
HARP 9 14.5 months 

. STATEWIDE .. 445 7.6 months 

@itateAverage • Program 

• 

OOZIER EYOC BCTC FEl PBYC FASCU HARP 

(Continued on next page) 
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AVG. AGE AT 
! 

10-14 15 16+ 
.PROGR.AM . DISCHARGE Years Years Years NUMBER 

DOZIER 16.0 years 17.4% 34.1% 48.6% 179 
EYDC 15.9 years 20.6% 33.8% 45.6% 160 
BCTC 16.2 years 14.3% 26.2% 59.5% 42 

FE! 16.5 years 4.0% 20.0% 76.0% 25 
PBYC 16.2 years 9.1% 45.5% 45.5% 11 
FASCU 15.9 years 15.8% 52.6% 31.6% 19 
HARP 16.5 years 22.2% 22.2% 55.6% 9 

<STATEWIDE 
~; . 16.0 years 17.3% 33.3% 49.4% 445 

I 0 IO·14years • 15 years !llIiI16+ years 

1 

STATEWIDE DOZffiR EYDC B.CTC FEI PBYC FASCU HARP 

..pftriG~;:· ••• ·I.M1!~~ .S~MALEn.~~i: 
DOZIER 100.0% 0.0% 179 
EYDC 100.0% 0.0% 160 
BCTC 0.0% 100.0% 42 
FEI 100.0% 0.0% 25 

PBYC 100.0% 
FASCU 100.0% 
HARP 100.0% 

.. STATEWIDE. 90.6% 

0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
9.4% 

11 
19 
9 

445 

** CISIFACTS data entry error shows afemale released during FY 1991-92from both EYDC and FASCU. 

(Continued on next page) 
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RACE 
PROGRAM WHITE NON·WHITE NUMBER 

OOZIER 41.3% 58.7% 179 • EYDC 25.0% 75.0% 160 
SCfC 47.6% 52.4% 42 

FEI 48.0% 52.0% 25 
PSYC 54.5% 45.5% - 11 

FASCU 26.3% 73.7% 19 
HARP 33.3% 66.7% 9 

STATEWIDE, 36.0% 64.0% 445 

! 0 White • Non-White I 

• 
STATEWIDE DOZIER EYDC BCTC FEI PBYC FASCU HARP 

.. 
AVG.AGEATFIRST> . :.:.:- :.'. 

PROGRAM.' DELINQUENCV.REFERRAL 
OOZIER 12.4 years 
EYDC 12.3 years 
SCfC 13.6 years 

FEI 12.5 years 
PSYC 10.3 years 

FASCU 12.3 years 
HARP 13.1 years 

STATEWIDE 12.4 years 

(Continued on next page) 
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I D State Average • Program 

OOZIER EYDC BCTC FEI PBYC FASCU HARP 

Source: Youth served and Average Daily Population (CISIFACTS, clients active liT 1991-92); youth discharged, 
average length of stay, age, average age at discharge, sex, race and average age at first delinquency referral 
(CISIFACTS, clients released FY 1991-92). 

Note: Youth from these programs are typically released to Post Placement Services. See the Post Placement Services 
chapter for more infonnation on the nonresidential aftercare components . 

Client History 

Data on committing offenses are presented in Table 17-2. Statewide, approximately half (51.1 
percent) of youth released from High Risk Residential Programs did not have a committing offense 
recorded in the Florida Assessment Classification and Tracking System (FACTS). Committing 
offense is not a required data element for transfers and youth placed on a revocation of furlough. 
Because of the extent of missing data for committing offense, Table 17-2 is oflimited use. It does 
show that youth served in Dozier had a higher incidence of property felonies than any other offense 
category. Revisions to the programming which creates the databases used for the purposes of 
outcome evaluation are planned for the coming year. These revisions will enable a match of the 
original committing offense to subsequent placements which result from transfers and revocations. 
This should eliminate the extensiveness of the missing data for committing offense and provide a 
clearer picture of the reasons for placement for youth served in thes~ programs . 
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Table 17-2: 
HIGH RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

COMMITTING OFFENSE BY PROGRAM FOR FY 1991-92 

.::.:: .DOZIER: . EYDe BCTC 
::. REASON' FOR COMMITMENT: .:. :.:'. .. N::··· .,\0.: .... N '%" :::' .:. N:·· 1%' I: 

FELONY PERSON 37 17.1 3 1.5 3 7.1 
FELONY PROPERTY 92 42.6 11 5.5 3 7.1 
FELONY VICTIMLESS 35 16.2 8 4.0 5 11.9 

FELONY SEX OFFENSE 13 6.0 1 0.5 0 0.0 
MISDEMEANOR PERSON 6 2.8 3 1.5 5 11.9 

MISDEMEANOR PROPERTY 4 1.9 1 O.S 0 0.0 
MISDEMEANOR VICTIMLESS 1 0.5 2 1.0 0 0.0 

OTHER DELINQUENCY 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
MISSING 28 13.0 170 85.4 26 61.9 

N 
2 
3 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
19 

··:::.::;:'·REASON·FOR·COMMITMENT:·::: ·'::: .. ·/:··N"':::·:·· .. :::::.:::.%::{ ....... ":':::::N:>·. :: .. :;.:.;:.-:;;.%:;.:: ..... : :'···· ... :::N···· ::": ;:::-:; .. :.%<.: .: ·::::::::::.:::N:.::::>·· 

FELONY PERSON 5 26.3 9.1 3 33.3 54 
FELONY PROPERTY 2 10.5 0 0.0 11.1 112 

FELONY VICTIMLESS 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 49 
FELONY SEX OFFENSE 2 10.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 16 

MISDE!l.rnANOR PERSON 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 14 
MISDEMEANOR PROPERTY 2 10.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 7 

MISDEMEANOR VICTlMLESS 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 
OTHER DELINQUENCY 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

MISSING 8 42.1 10 90.9 5 55.6 266 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released during FY 1991-92) 

FEJ:' 
:'. % 

8.0 
12.0 
4.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

76.0 

.:;:>.:::%.: 

10.4 
21.5 
9.4 
3.1 
2.7 
1.3 
0.6 
0.0 

51.1 

Table 17-3 shows the average number of prior felony referrals and the average number of prior 
felony adjudications for each program type. Youth served in High Risk Residential Programs had 
been referred an average of 7.6 times for felonies and had received an average of 4.6 felony 
adjudications prior to their placement. Only one offense is counted on a single day. 

Table 17-3: 
IDGH RISK RESDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PRIOR FELONY REFERRALS AND ADJUDCATION 
BY PROGRAM TYPE FOR FY 1991-92 

DOZIER 7.5 4.5 
EYDC 8.7 5.3 
BCTC 

FEI 
PBYC 

FASCU 
HARP 

:::. STATEWIDE: 

5.5 
5.9 
10.9 
6.3 
4.2 
7.6 

Source: CISIFACTS (clients released during FY 1991-92) 
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Over 60 percent of the youth served in High Risk Residential Programs were recommitments. First 
commitments accounted for 22.9 percent and 16.6 percent were transfers. See Table 17-4. 
Recommitments ranged from a low of 11.1 percent (HARP) to a high of 76.1 percent (BCTC). 
The lowest first commitment rate was for PBYC at 9.1 percent. FASCU had the highest 
percentage of first commitments (47.4 percent). HARP had the highest rate of transfers served 
(55.6 percent). 

Outcome 1 

Table 17-4: 
HIGH RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

PERCENTAGE OF POPULATION BY TYPE OF ADMISSION 
FOR CLIENTS RELEASED DURING FY 1991-92 

~ 

PERCENT. PERCENT ,'. 
PROGRAM FIRST PERCENT· TRANSFERS NUMBER 

·'COMMITMENT ' RECOMMITMENT IN:·.>· . .,.' ... ..: 

DOZIER 22.9 60.3 16.8 179 
EYDC 19.4 61.3 19.4 160 
BCTC 14.3 76.1 9.5 42 

FEI 44.0 52.0 4.0 25 
FASCU 47.4 47.4 5.3 19 
PBYC 9.1 72.8 18.2 11 
HARP 33.3 ILl 55.6 9 

STATEWIDE: 22.9 60.4 16.6 445 

Source: CISIFACTS (clients released during FY 1991-92) 

Outcome Measurement 

IT IS EXPECTED THAT MOST OF THE YOUTH SERVED IN mGR RISK 
RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS Wn..L SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETE THE 
PROGRAM. 

Definition: For Training Schools (Eckerd and Dozier), BCTC and HARP, successful 
program completion is defined as release to furlough, aftercare, honorable discharge or 
transfer to a less restrictive program. For FEI, FASCU and PBYC, successful completion is 
based on transfer from the residential component to the nonresidential component. 

Successful program completion rates by program were: . Doiier, . 69.8peicerit;EYIlG,8~.9 .•. ' •.. 
. percci1t;J3CTC;85 percent; FEI~ 100 percent; FA.seU, 80.0 perceht;PBY'(:;;85\7perceht; and HARP; 53$ percent· . .... . 

The successful completion rate for the High Risk Residential Programs was 79.6 percent The 
remaining 20.4 percent were either recommitted on a new charge or were sent to the adult system. 
Successful completion rates ranged from a low of 53.8 percent (HARP) to a high of 100 percent 

• for BCTC and FEI. See Table 17-5 and Figure 17-5. 
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Table 17-5 and Figure 17-5: 
HIGH RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

TYPE OF RELEASE FROM JANUARY TO JUNE 1991 

Transfer to.. . .... 
'. 

PROGRAM TYPE N" Successful I. Unsuccessful .. EquullyRestridive 
Completions Releases. Programs. 

DOZIER 106 69.8% 23.6% 6.6% 
EYDC 107 86.9% 6.5% 6.5% 
BCTC 18 85.0% 15.0% 0.0% 

FEI 8 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
FASCU 15 80.0% 20.0% 0.0% 
PBYC 7 85.7% 14.3% 0.0% 

HARP** 13 53.8% 38.5% 7.7% 

b·············· .... 
STATEWIDE 274 78.6% 15.9% 5.5% 

I 0 State Average • Program 

100.0% 

Q 90.0% 
~ 

'" 80.0% 
~ 
~ 70.0% 
~ 

~ 60.0% 
..:l 

~ 50.0% '" '" ~ 
tJ 40.0% 
tJ 
~ 

'" 30.0% 

~ 
tJ 20.0% 
~ 
~ 

10.0% g., 

0.0% 

DOZIER EYDe BCTC FEI FASCU PBYC HARP 

Source: Commitment Programs Population Annual Summary (January - June 1991) 
* N is equal to the number oj releases during January - June 1991 minus releases coded as "other", according to 

the Commitment Programs Population Annual Summary. . 
** The source Jor HARP was C1SIFACTS (youth released January - June 1991). One case was missing subsequent 

placement data and is not included in the total. Another youth was released because he reached age 19 and 
could not be classified as successJul or unsuccessJul. He is also not included in the totals presented. 

Outcome 2 
IT IS EXPECTED· THAT HIGH RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS WILL 
MAINTAIN COMMITTED YOUTH IN A SECURE SETTING. 

Definition: Maintaining youth in a secure setting is defined as the absence of escapes from the 
programs. Data are obtained from CIS/FACTS for clients released during FY 1991-92. 

," :. , .. <",:: . ' .. : .. :'::::" 
DuringFY 1991-92 Dozier had 16 escapes, EYDGhad 19; BCTC hadfive,FASCUhadsix.. 
andFEI, PBYC andHARP had no escapes. 
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Escapes were down 63.6 percent for Dozier and 32.1 percent for EYDC from FY 1990-91. 
FASCU had an increase from 2 to 6 escapes, FEI, PBYC and HARP continue to have a zero 
escape rate. See Table 17-6. 

Table 17-6: 
HIGH RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 
NUMBER OF ESCAPES FOR FY 1991-92 

DOZIER 
EYDC 
BCTC 
FEI 

FASCU 
PBYC 
HARP 

Source: CISIFACTS (clients released during FY 1991-92) 

19 
5 
o 
6 
o 
o 

}-NYM-~~~9F: ..•.. 
:VOUTHSERYED.· 

434 
477 
58 
42 
36 
23 
24 

Note: The number of escapes represents the number of youth who escaped (CISIFACTS clents released FY 1991-92). 
N is the number of cases served (CISIFACTS Active Clients FY 1991-92) in the residential components of each 
program listed. 

Outcome 3 Part 1 
IT IS EXPECTED THAT YOUTH RELEASED FROM A IDGH 
RESIDENTIAL PROGRAM WILL NOT HA VE SUBSEQUENT 
VIOLATIONS WITHIN ONE YEAR AFTER RELEASE. 

RISK 
LA'V 

Definition: Given available data, a law violation is best defined as an adjudication or an 
adjudication withheld in the juvenile justice system. For this outcome, if a youth has one or 
more readjudications during the year following release (as recorded in CIS) he/she is counted 
as a recidivist. Recidivism is measured for the group released from the program between 
January and June of 1991, to allow for a full year follow-up. These data do not include 
follow-up into the adult system. In addition, the population tracked includes releases that 
were transfers to other programs but excludes releases to the Adult System and those 
reaching age 19. 

Statewide, the recidivism rate (readjudications into the juvenile system within one year of release) 
was 31.9 percent for High Risk Residential Programs. Three measures of recidivism are presented 
for comparison in Table 17-7. Figure 17-8 shows the readjudication rates for juveniles released 
from High Risk Residential Programs. These measures inc1ud~ rereferrals, readjudications, and 
recommitments. It is important to note that readjudication and recommitment rates for High Risk 
Residential Programs are expected to be underestimates because data were not available to follow 
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youth into the adult system. Table 17-8 contains separate recidivism rates for the two training 
schools programs for youth released from inside the fence and those released from the transitional 
cottages. Youth released from inside the fence at EYDC had the lowest rereferral rate of any 
training school placement. Six and 12 month comparison for all three recidivism measures are also 
provided in Table 17-8. Although recidivism rates are higher at 12 months after release than at six 
months, the majority of recidivating offenses are committed during the first six months after 
release. 

Table 17-7: 
HIGH RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

RECIDIVISM INTO THE JUVENILE SYSTEM 
FOR YOUTH RELEASED BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNl1991 

DOZIER 
EYDC 
BCTC 

FEI 
FASCU 
PBYC 
HARP 

69 
86 
27 
11 
15 
6 
15 

72.5% 
68.6% 
59.3% 
36.4% 
66.7% 
50.0% 
46.7% 

.··.·STATEWIDE.······ 229 65.1% 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released between January and June 1991) 
Note: Rereferrals. readJudications and recommitments include Juvenile data only. 

100.0% 

90.0% 

~ 80.0% 
>-
~ 70.0% 
0 

~ 60.0% 
'" r.l 

~ 50.0% 

Z 
0 

~ 
40.0% 

I 
30.0% 

20.0% 

10.0% 

0.0% 

Figure 17-7: 
IDGH RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

READJUDICATION RATES FOR JUVENILES RELEASED 
BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNE 1991 

I II] State Average • Program 

DOZIER EYDC BCTC FEI FASCU PBYC 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released between January and June 1991) 
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14.5% 
19.8% 
44.4% 
0.0% 
13.3% 
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6.7% 
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Table 17-8: 

HIGH RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 
COMPARATIVE RECIDIVISM RATES BY PROGRAM 
FOR 6 MONTHS AND 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 

FOR YOUTH RELEASED BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNE 1991 

RE-REFERRALS READJUDICA TIONS 
······CASESCLOSEDJAN;·~·JUNEJ991< :·:'CASES CLOSEDJAN~;';JUNE199f 

Pl{QGRAM<I~~~i~~i~~:;~~;~ 
.1._._. _ _ _ i 

NUMBER .·:·>.9¥· ... ·:·· .•. 1'--'::,.=;,;:::.::.:.;~:......J--===-..:.;.:::~~ 
.RELEASES •... 

DOZIER INSIDE FENCE 35 23 65.7 (25 }71A 
DOZIER TRANS. COTTAGE* 30 20 66.7 h50:d 

EYDC INSIDE FENCE 21 10 47.6jI52.4> 

EYDC T~gT~OTTAGE* ~~ ~~ ~i:~.~:.~~J 

35 II 31.415 42,9 
30 3 1O.0(j' 20.0 
21 6 28.6 ...•... <i2l',€) 
61 14 23.02() 32.8 
27 10 37.0 13.. 48.1 

FEI II 3 27.3>436.4> 
PBYC 6 3 50.0 \350.0 

FASCU 15 8 53.3 ··.10 ·.6.6:7 
HARP 15 7 46.7 7:'465 

11 0 O.O.() '·'0.0 
6 3 50.0350.0. 
15 3 20.05 33.3 
15 2 13.3 3 20.0 

STATEWIDE 221 I 126rS7:0 F 143164;7 221 1 52 I 23.5 171.132.1 

Source: f:1SIFACTS (youth released between January and June 1991) 
* Cottage placement data were missingfor four youth from EYDC andfouryouthfrom Dozier. 
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RECOMMITMENTS 
·····CASES CLOSED JAN. -JUNE 1991 • 

···NUMBER: 6 MONTH ·1 YEAR' ... : .. : ........ -.-: .. :.;-,.:-: .. 
. ··<.···········9l">.··. Recidivism Recidivism 
RELEASES N '% N % 

35 5 14.3 6 17.1 
30 1 3.3 3 10.0 
21 3 14.3 3 14.3 
61 10 16.4 14 23.0 
27 9 33.3 12 44.4 
II 0 0.0 0 0.0 
6 2 33.3 2 33.3 
15 1 6.7 2 13.3 
15 1 6.7 1 6.7 

__ ~~L 32 14.5_ ,--43 ~ 19.5 



Recidivism rates for programs with small numbers should be interpreted with caution since the 
actions of one youth can drastically affect the percentages. 

Outcome 3 Part 2 
YOUTH RELEASED FROM IDGH RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS WILL 
HAVE NO SUBSEQUENT LAW VIOLATIONS OR WILL HAVE LESS 
SERIOUS LAW VIOLATIONS WITHIN ONE YEAR OF RELEASE. 

Definition: A rank ordering of offenses as used in the Florida Assessment Classification and 
Tracking System (FACTS) is used as the basis for comparing seriousness of pre-placement 
offenses with new law violations in the one year after program release. Offenses are coded 
from one to 39 with one representing the most serious law violation (Murder/Non-Negligent 
Manslaughter) and 39 the least serious law violation (Other Misdemeanor). Appendix 1 
contains the complete list of offenses with their associated rank.' The most serious law 
violation (with an associated adjUdication of yes or withheld) in the one year prior to 
placement and the most serious law violation (with an associated adjudication of yes or 
withheld) in the one year after release are recorded for each youth. If the youth is not re­
adjudicated within the year after releac;e no new law violation is recorded. For youth with re­
adjudications, the value of the most serious offense in the one year prior to placement is 
subtracted from the value for the most serious offense in the one year after release. If the 
result obtained is a negative value then the offense after release was more serious, if the result 
is zero then the offenses were of equal seriousness, and if the result is positive then the offense 
after release was less serious. 

Only 13 percent of youth served in High Risk Residential Programs were readjudicated in the 
juvenile system for an offense that was either equally serious or more serious than the most serious 
offense for which they were adjudicn..ted in the one year prior to commitment. Eighty-seven percent 
either had no new adjudication in the juvenile system or were adjudicated on a less serious 
violation. See Table 17-9. Not surprisingly, FBI had no youth readjudicated in the juvenile system 
for either an equally serious offense or a more serious offense within one year of release. This 
program serves youth who would otherwise be sent to adult court and any readjudications for these 
youth are in the adult system. Appendix 17-1 contains seriousness tables for the two training 
schools with figures separated for youth released from inside the fence and youth released from 
transitional cottages. 
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Table 17-9: 
HIGH RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

COMPARISONS OF SERIOUSNESS OF LAW VIOLATIONS COMMITTED 
ONE YEAR PRIOR TO PLACEMENT AND ONE YEAR AFTER RELEASE 

FOR YOUTH RELEASED BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNE 1991 

OOZIER 69 46 66.7 17 24.6 2 2.9 4 5.8 
EYDC 86 60 69.8 13 7.0 7 8.1 IS.1 6 
BCTC 27 14 51.9 7 0.0 6 22.2 25.9 0 

FEI 11 11 100.0 0 0.0 
PBYC 6 3 50.0 2 33.3 

FASCU 15 10 66.7 3 20.0 
HARP IS 12 80.0 1 6.7 

< STATEWIDE:: 229 156 68.1 43 18.8 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released between January and June 1991) 

0 
1 

11 

0.0 
16.7 
6.7 
6.7 
4.8 

o 
o 
1 
1 

19 

0.0 
0.0 
6.7 
6.7 
8.3 

The same cautions mentioned earlier apply in this case as well. Seriousness data are based on 
adjudications in the juvenile system only. Programs that serve older youth who are more likely to 
filed in adult court will show lower rates than programs that serve younger delinquents who are 
more likely to be rereferred and readjudicated in the juvenile system. Also, rates for programs with 
small numbers should be interpreted with caution since the actions of one youth can drastically 
2.:ffect the percentages. 

Outcome 4 
YOUTH RELEASED FROM IDGH RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS WILL 
SHOW A DECREASE IN THE RATE OF OFFENDING DURING THE ONE 
YEAR A~"'TER RELEASE FROM THE RATE OF OFFENDING IN THE ONE 
YEAR PRIOR TO COMMITMENT. 

Definition: Murray and Cox (1979) introduced the concept of the suppression effect to 
measure change in the rate of offending. The suppression effect is simply a measure of 
percent change. The average number of referrals received in the one year prior to program 
admission and the average number of referrals received in the one year after release are 
computed for each youth. Multiple offenses committed on a single day are counted as one 
referral. Data are limited to referrals received in the juvenile justice system. The 
suppression effect for referrals is the mean number of referrals post-intervention (Apo) minus 
the mean number of referrals pre-intervention (Apr) divided by the mean number of referrals 
pre-intervention (Apr) or: 

(Apo _Apr) 

S=--­
Apr 

The suppression effect for adjudications is calculated in the same manner substituting the 
average number of adjUdications for the aversge number of referrals in the formula above. 
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For' Highlusk Resiclerithu Programs there-was a· reduction of56~6 percenfiil the number 
. · ... ·ofrefei:rhlsi'eceivedillfhejuvenilesysteIil·. iti theYe~r after release f'fbffi the. number of 
··referbtls.received iri·theyearpriorto commitment/l'lierewasan80.1 percent reduCtion 

•. . •.•.•.••.• 'iDthe lllunberof' adjtidiciitionsirfthe' jtivenile system>lrltheyeal' after release . frOID the, 
'. ·'>···I1u~ber()fadjtldicati()#si~>~heyearpriortocommitm~~t~. . 

in the year after release, referrals were down 56.6 percent from the rate of offending in the year 
prior to commitment. That is, youth in High Risk Residential Programs were responsible for 597 
fewer referrals in the juvenile system in the year after release than in the one year prior to 
placement. Overall, there were 486 fewer adjudications for youth in High Risk Residential 
Programs in the juvenile system in the year after release than in the year prior to program 
placement. See Table 17-10. 

Table 17-10: 
IDGH RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

SUPPRESSION EFFECTS FOR REFERRALS AND ADJUDICATIONS 
FOR YOUTH RELEASED BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNE 1991 

DOZIER 5.4 2.7 .-51.2% 
EYDC 4.7 2.3 -51.8% 
BCTC 5.6 1.6 -71.4% 
FE! 3.7 0.6 -82.8% 

PBYC 4.8 2.3 -51.8% 
FASCU 3.9 1.5 -62.0%1 
HARP 3.3 1.1 -67.3% 

2.1 -56.6% 

3.3 0.6 -82.8% 
2.8 0.6 -78.9010 

BCTC 
FE! 

PBYC 
FASCU 
HARP 

'···<.STATEWIDE 

3.0 
1.7 
2.5 
1.8 
2.1 
2.8 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released between January and June 1991) 

0.9 
0.0 
0.7 
0.5 
0.2 
0.6 

-70.3% 
-100.0% 
-73.2% 
-73.9010 
-90.6% 
-80.1% 

Changes in the rate of offending (i.e., suppression effects) for training schools separated by 
transitional cottage and inside the fence are shown in Appendix 17-2. 
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OutcGme 5 
IT IS EXPECTED THAT CLIENTS WILL MAKE A SUCCESSFUL REENTRY 
INTO THE. COMMUNITY AS EVIDENCED BY THEm PARTICIPATION IN A 
VOCATIONALIEDUCATIONAL OR EMPLOYMENT SETTING. 

Definition: Procedures have not been instituted to collect this type of data systematically on 
those released from commitment programs. The Aftercare program at EYDC provides a 
series of transitional steps which start with employment on the grounds while the youth are 
still at EYDC and culminates with employment in the home community under supervision fm" 
six months after leaving the institution. Eckerd reports the number of youth who obtain jobs 
during the aftercare component and the number in jobs or in school who h~d been in the 
community for six months. 

.At~C~39P~rCeritweteihvdlvciiur all educational program at six monthsaft~r release and .' 
.' .··<24.1percenfwereelllpldyooaisolhe tifuedl.1ring . the six months after release~ . 

..At]<~;46'.lperbent ~ithei#uilisJccessfully completmg> the program were placed in jobs . at·.· 
. •.• .·tlieilinepf dlscfuirge;· ahd 26.7 percent returned t<J schooL .' 

Outcome 6 
IT IS EXPECTED THAT CLIENTS WILL DEMONSTRATE AN 
IMPROVEMENT IN LEVEL OF FUNCTIONING AS It.. RESULT OF 
PARTICIPATING IN A IDGH RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAM. 

Definition: This type of data is not systematically available from commitment programs. FEI 
tracks the number of youth who receive th~ir GED. EYDC tests youth on the Millon 
Adolescent Personality Inventory (MAPI) which measures improvement in self-concept, 
personal esteem, impulse control and social conformity. 

~,At.~~EcluriniFVl~~f292~eightyouthie~ei\ied:theii:q~D.' . 

,,·~ ... ·.,· .....•• At!E)1)C,·.·{luririg.· •• FY'· •• 19~1-9i,~····.~b8 .• ··i8~; ••• ·were . ~.r~- •• ' and·post~.···test~d··.on· the.· •• MAPI .... ·youth· 
.. ·.Sliowed improvemen((jtltheSeit:concepBand' Personal. Esteem Subscales: and showed no 

charig~ on the IIripulseColltt<Jr and: Social ComorrilltySubscales. . 

Previous studies from the nonresidential Associated Marine Institute programs indicate that earning 
the GED is associated with lower recidivism. FEI's emphasis on preparing students for the GED is 
an important part of their rehabilitation program. 

The relationship between improvements on personality measures such as the Millon Adolesc~nt 
Personality Inventory and subsequent criminal involvement has not been studied. However, the 
data which are being collected would provide a good opportunity to examine whether such a 
relationship exists. 
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Program Cost 

SAMAS expenditures for FY 1991-92 for the high risk residential programs totaled $18,931,519 
and are reported in Table 17-11. The cost per client day was obtained by dividing the number of 
certified client days into the total cost. The average length of stay was multiplied by the cost per 
client day to detennine the cost per case. The cost per client day averaged $158 and ranged from 
$82 (FE!) to $181 (EYDC). The average cost per case was $36,540. PBYC had the lowest 
average cost per case at $14,435 and EYDC had the highest at $45,083. 

··.··~;db~~f· 

Table 17-11: 
HIGH RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 
COST EXPENDITURES FOR FY 1991-92 

•·.· .. ··TOTAL······ I NUMBER OF COST PER AVERAGE 
. COST ..•.. RESIDENT CLIENT LENGTH OF 

,'-: ",' ............. ....... I:·. DAYS DAY I STAY IN DAYS ~ ;.;. 

DOZIER S7,506,077 44,162 S170 220.3 
EYDe 8,132,723 44,899 181 248.9 
BeTe 1,112,967 6,920 161 140.3 
FEI 589,780· 7,227 82 291.6 

FAseu 680,027 6,646 102 261.0 
PBye 499,320 5,289 94 152.9 
HARP 410,625 4,854 85 441.2 

STATEWIDE S18,931,519 119,997 S158 231.6 

COST CONTRACTED 
PER DOLLARS 

CASE. PER BED DAY 
S37,444 N/A 
45,083 N/A 
22,.564 NiA. 
23,797 S60· 
26,706 S117 
14,435 S114 
37,326 N/A 

S36,540 N/A 

Source: Total costs are reported from SAJ.1AS. T.he cost per client day was obtained by dividing the number of 
certified client days (CISIFACTS FY 1991-92 Active Cases) into the total cost. The cost pel" case was obtained by 
multiplying the average length of stay (CISIFACTS clients released during FY 1991-92) by the cost per client day. 

* FEI has residential and nonresidential components. The contracted dollars per day are the same for both . 
components. In order to estimate the total expenditures incurred for residential care, the percentage of total 
client service days for residential care was computed. This percentage was then multiplied by the total 
expenditures for residential and nonresidential combined to provide the estimated expenditures for the residential 
component. 

Program Effectiveness 

The basic outcome measures available for the high risk residential population are recidivism, 
seriousness of offending, and chronicity (measured using suppression effects). It should be noted 
that, with the exception of EYDC and Dozier, recidivism rates and other outcome data are based 
on small numbers of youth. Th~g~ figures should be interpreted with caution because they are 
subject to great fluctuation from year to year. A second caution is to note that recidivism and other 
outcome data are based on data available from the juvenile system only. Especially for High Risk 
Residential Programs this limitation results in underestimates of the youth criminal involvement 
after release. Many of these youth because of their age and criminal histories are direct filed or 
waived to adult court when they commit new offenses after release from a High Risk Residential 
Program. 

The successful completion rate for High Risk Residential Programs was 79.6 percent and ranged 
from a low of 53.8 percent for HARP to a high of 100 percent for FEr and BCTC. The low 
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successful completion rate for HARP deserves further study. Almost as many youth were sent to 
the adult justice system as were successfully terminated from the program despite an average 
length of stay which almost doubled that of other high risk programs (14.5 months versus 7.6 
months). 

Statewide, just over 65 percent of youth released from High Risk Residential Programs were 
rereferred to the department within one year of their release. Almost 32 percent were readjudicated 
within a year and just over 19 percent were recommitted to fIRS. These data must be viewed as 
underestimates of the actual recidivism rates because they do not include data from the adult justice 
system. 

Only 13 percent of youth released were adjudicated in the juvenile system for an offense which was 
equally or more serious than the most serious offense for which they were adjudicated in the year 
prior to commitment. This finding suggests that the programs are having a positive impact on the 
youth being served. However, further study is needed in order to determine if the finding will hold 
when data from the adult system are examined as well. 

Two other positive outcomes in the juvenile system were noted for the High Risk Residential 
Programs. There was an overall decrease of 56.6 percent in the rate of offending in the year after 
release from the rate of offending in the year prior to commitment. And, there was a reduction of 
80.1 percent in the number of adjudications received by youth in the year after release from the 
year prior to commitment. These findings are promising but will also need to be examined in light 
of data from the adult system . 

There is extremely limited information available on client functioning and client reentry into the 
community. Academic and social progress has not been measured consistently across programs. 
There is some indication from an earlier study of the nonresidential programs operated by the 
Associated Marine Institutes that GED completion is significantly related to lower recidivism rates. 
However, most programs do not currently track and report on the number of youth who graduate 
or complete the GED. Other measures of academic progress may also be important measures of 
program success and should be considered in the future. 

Eckerd Family Youth Alternatives has explored the availability of standardized tests to measure 
both academic achievement and changes in personality, behavior, and self-concept. They currently 
administer the Millon Adolescent Personality Inventory (MAPI) to measure changes in personality, 
behavior and self concept. The Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT-R) is given to measure 
academic progress. 

In order to better assess the impact of the programs, testing and reporting in the areas of academic 
and social changes would need to be implemented for all program participants or a representatiw 
sample. 1bis information coupled with recidivism data (which includes adult data), would providl.. 
a more complete assessment of the immediate as well as the long-range impact of the High Risk 
Residential Programs. 

The cost associated with the High Risk Residential Programs deserve further exploration. The 
average cost per client day varies widely ranging from $82 per day (FEI) to $181 per day (EYDe). 
The average cost per case also varies considerably and ranges from a low of$14,435 (PBYC) to a 
high of $45,083 (EYDC). The reasons for the variability should be explored. It appears to be 
much more expensive to ope~~te the larger training school programs than the community-based 
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programs. One of the conununity-based programs, HARP, is as expensive as the training schools 
but primarily because the average length of stay is approximately twice that of the other programs . 
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TABLE 17-R 

HIGH RISK RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 
RECOMMENDATION UPDATE 

!lECOMM~~PA.r.IQNSlN 199.l9lJT(2QMf/ .•. /':<:. f~QG~§§P.1¥¥J9.?k~~>:··· .• : ..•.. ·...J99.1.~P()R.T .. · .. 
EVALUATIONREPORT·pp··<·p·· p . . ........ ·······RECOMMENDATION .. 

-~--

PROGRAM MAINTENANCE PROGRAM MAINTENANCE 

These programs continue to provide needed high 
security treatment for serious youthful offenders. 

• All contracts should be reviewed for !he inclusion I This issue will be addressed in a special 
of appropriate client functioning outcomes. [CYF project in FY 1993-94. 
Delinquency Services with CYF Outcome 
Evaluation] 

• Systematic collection of recidivism data, to 
include following youth into the adult system, 
should be implemented for all programs. [CYF 
Research and Development] 

Delinquency Services allocated funds to 
conduct a special study of recidivism to 
include adult data. Negotiations between the 
Florida Department of Law Enforcement 
(FDLE) and HRS are continuing at this time. 

1& Follow-up should be conducted to insure that A follow-up examination found that youth 
youth released to Reentry are placed on a Reentry were being placed in Reentry appropriately. 
counselor's caseload and are followed There was an error in the computer 
appropriately. 58.6 percent of releases from programming that searched for subsequent 
Dozier to Reentry had no subsequent placement placement information. This programming 
data and 65.6 percent of those from EYDC had no error has been corrected. 
subsequent placement data in FACTS. [CYF 
Delinquency Services] 
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• Systematic coHection of recidivism data, to 
include following youth into the adult system, 
should be implemented for all programs. 
[Delinquency Services Outcome Evaluation] 

• The low successful completion rate for 
Hillsborough Alternative Residential Program 
(HARP) deserves further study. [Delinquency 
Services] 

• Testing and reporting in the areas of academic 
and. socialJbehavioral changes need to be 
implemented in order to better assess the 
impact of programs. [Delinquency Services] 

• The costs associated with High Risk 
Residential Programs deserve further 
exploration. The average cost per client day 
ranges from $82 per day to $181 per day. 
[Delinquency Services] 
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APPENDIX TABLE 17-1 

TRAINING SCHOOLS 
COMPARISONS OF SERIOUSNESS OF LAW VIOLATIONS COMMITTED 

ONE YEAR PRIOR TO PLACEMENT AND ONE YEAR AFTER RELEASE 
Youth Released January - June 1991 

/.~jlif~:liii~:;r;';i'il);II!"~ Isi"Iii ~1'1~ltllri~~II~~i.~08E ~~mOV§··· 
DOZIER TRANSITIONAL COTTAGE 30 24 80.0 4 

DOZIER INSIDE THE FENCE 35 20 57.1 11 

~~ D6ihi~~Att:iilitiA§t~·. 69 * 46 66.7 17 

13.3 1 3.3 

31.4 1 2.9 

24.6 2 2.9 

1 

3 

4 

3.3 

8.6 

5.8 

.. 'i ·'i<}ii .... :\' ..... ·i;;!'{' . ,.:.!?!~ .. ; ;:H~~~~~~lkl~~i_t~'1I~:l·i t~M~!i~jf !1~°rfl~~~~j 
RECEASE ............... ' ···· •. NUMBER ..... :.YIOLATIONS<:;:.·.·.·<·VIOLATIONS:; ... VIOLATIONS<.< .... VIOLATIONS . · .. LocAtION:\:<'. ··./~i.ltXsi:6· . .. .... '.. . 'o;oS: 

EYDC TRANSITIONAL COTTAGE 

EYDC INSIDE THE FENCE 

··t¥rib4itbiilibiA§~~··.::.·:··· 

Source: CISIFACTS (Youth released January - June 1991) 

61 

21 

86 * 

41 

15 

60 

67.2 

71.4 

69.8 

* Data were missing on cottage placement for four youth from Dozier and four youth from EYDC. 
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APPENDIX TABLE 17-2 A 

ARTHUR G. DOZIER TRAINING SCHOOL 
SUPPRESSION EFFECTS FOR REFERRALS AND ADJUDICATIONS 

YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY-JUNE 1991 

•.........•.•••......••..•. « •.•.••........••••••••..•.... " 

······<:RELEAS:E:LOCATION . 
:AVG~NUMBER ••. AVG.NUMBER .•...• SUPPRESSION 

•..... ·R.EF'E~S<. ..REFERRALS·····/EFI?ECT:FOR 
. .......• 1 YEAR PRIOR .•. ·.iYEARAFrER. . •......•..... REFERRALS·'· 

DOZlER TRANSITIONAL COTTAGE 4.3 2.4 -43.5% 

DOZlER INSIDE THE FENCE 6.5 2.8 -56.2% 

5.4 2.7 -5l.2% 

'·A.VGJ:l'sJJMB~R(( :.AVG/NUMBER.?·iSUPPRESSION" 
AriiurilCATioN§.AriirinicATihNs':/EFFEcTFoIi,··· ' 

." ··:!YEARiruOR.. •• l.Y'EARAFTER" "ADJuDiCATIONS 
DOZlER TRANSITIONAL COTTAGE 2.8 0.4 -85.7% 

DOZlER INSIDE THE FENCE 3.8 0.7 -81.3% 

3.3 0.6 -82.8% 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released January - June 1991) 
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APFENDIXTABLE 17-2B 

ECKERD YOUTII DEVELOPMENT CENTER 
SUPPRESSION EFFECTS FOB. REFERRALS AND ADJUDICATIONS 

YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY-JUNE 1991 

EYDC TRANSITIONAL COTTAGE 

EYDC INSIDE THE FENCE 

: i.·.· ••. · .•. ,.· •••. ".· •..• ,· .• , •.. ' .••. E ..•• · .• ·.y ...• · ..• ·.DC.l1.\L.L ..•..• · ..• · .•• ·.im ...• · .••. ·.' •.• LEASES}/> 
;:;.: ... ; .... ::: ..... ; .. : .... 

..; . 

... .A VG/NUl\fBERAVG~NUMBERSUPPRESSION .. 
:RE~jcR.RALS:REFE:R.RA.LS .> iEFFECTFOR 

!:YEARPIDOR· ••.• · .: ..•. !':YEA1fAFTElt\ •. :·.REFERRALS.·.··:. 
2.6 -38.0% 

6.3 1.5 -76.0% 

4.7 2.3 -51.8% 

EYDC TRANSITIONAL COTTAGE 2.5 0.7 -70.9% 

EYDC INSIDE THE FENCE 3.6 0.3 -90.9% 

L...·:..;.;;.<..;... •••••••• ..;....· •• ·..;...··~..;... •• Yn..;...;..;...:P..;...}T..;...:::.AL.;...··.· •• ' • ..;...'L..;;;.;:.' . .;...Im..;...·'· ••••• ..;...t;....;g..;...f\..;...~E..;...·S..;... ..• ..;.;;. •.• :·.:..;...L..;...);.;.L.·. ___ 2_.8 __ --L ___ O._6 ___ .i __ -_7_8._9'Yc_o_---I 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released January - June 1991) 
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l.: _________________________ :··_D __ e_li_D_q_U_C_Il_cy_._s_e_rv_i_c_e_s _________________________ O] 

18. POST PLACEMENT SERVICES 

Program Description 

........ :.: ............... : ... :. ":-:--: .. :-. ;.:: ..... -: ........ ",.. '. 

····~~~1:~~·.: .• ·is.· .. a •... ·Co~§tY.-~ased.··.cotnmitment···· 
.•. program. which:proyidesstrticfiirea'~d sp~cialized 
lfeabile.Iiifof'ypuili·fored@e .. t1id'tateof·:fiitllre·.law 

.'. ~(lffi1~%b;:~~ye.~e~~~:g~1~~~~t Cases Per 1,000 of 

•• ~i'l\~~iif~ ~e ~-~~:~~o;;tn 
iesicleijtiaI',~;u.e'liWv~'becit'~bje.tOadjristtQthe: • 2.01 - 2.50 
'·.char.g~fi;$#i'W¢·lj.iglilY'$thictUrederiViforun~~t.Ofa. 

"f1.aiili~~ll~~4lf:.~~~~~lU:~~~~~~~~:~ 
;~~~~J:=~i~g~'·J#;~~,~~.~~~it~:h~c~d~~J~,~~:~~~iiG~t:~J~~~~: : at:H6tPe;\».·:<><'·· .:.... ..... . .. . .. . '. '. '. .. ..... . .. . 

•• ·~¢~llify., •. is ••• ·i·.·~6~pt~~~i~~·.·]J;bghun:.~liich·:.:i~· •. ·individuili~ed· •• ~(i •• ·~t,.·ilib •• ··l1eedS'. ··of 'each' .• youthful . 
•••• ~~~~~ij~:~~.'~~f~~i:N~~:~~.it~~:~iidls ••• ·~~~:~;ee~~~~:~f:dt!~c~ ••• ·(:cji:·· 
·.checkS;cijrrewcheck$;.jobchecks~.· ennwittreachyoutliarici'his!het.par¢lltsilt works. fu· the' 
cOmmUl"liiYasin: ()lltr~6hpro!##n'llithe youth's nei~borh60d'and h6ine~'EacHc6unseibrhas 
anav¢~ag¢~v¢ caS¢Ioad.;i:lf¢igl1t:t6t¢li yo4tliunder'supervisi()#and it tninsitionaFcaseload:' of 
f01J~y()uth'vhofu-ea~()u.t:.t9ber~leasedfroina residential. faCility'.. •... . . 

.' ReI6~e •••• ~()~R~-ent~ ••• ·i~;:.cb~tillieht·.· .. UPon .. the •. recommendation .•.• of •• the .. Re-entry·.··.coUIiselot··· rind. 
sllpernsor~wlibse'dedsi()Ii':'is'based primarily upon the YOllth'scomplclion of his or her . perfonriall&{cClntta.ct. .... . . . . 
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FI()rid~EnVi~onment1il:Jnstitute, Iilc. (FEl)~ 
fiJlyoutltwhoarehmlorably discharged frorn,· 
the· 'residentiai··compOIlents of FEI receive 

. ·.a:ft:ercare.§ernces whithare· contractedthrougn 
. • the Assodated ManrieIilstitutes~ me; Youth 

.. > rir~sibeemplbyedfull-t~ orenrolledm high· ... 
Floridli EnvIromental 
IruUut.e,Inc, _____ 

:,iiPli411.i~t 
:!l: ••• tj;;~~;~~~~~~~hi~#fu~O~;~·w~ 
·~;~i~z;~:.'~~~:~~~~~~n=a~·hl:?~~~!~:!~re~~~:rab~: 
.··:te~ti()hlTofu·th~pf6Sf.inj:requfres·afe<iliInn1entIati()nfiorit FElwiilijudieiaFconcurrence, 

:liJ",""tl; 
ii.falfl1~ ~;~'~:~I'~ 

"II\ill.i: .,-
... w~ifmstiitctl6h~PfaaicaIexp~rierice,~V~IuatiOil.an&creativeguiclimceareproVid&fin 
·· .. ·Hfe.sIGlIsareas;as· appropl1a.te( Th~·youthts belfuViorat henne; . schoo( inciin fue COIlunuruty 

are evaJ\lated bytheirco~l1Sel()i on a weekly basis; Il1ability'to ... cleaF\vith. the privileges. and·· 
.··responsibilitieso'ofaftercarewouldrequiteremstatementili.·theresidentiatcornponent 

:" :.' .,", .'<:.::.-. ..... ':". •... "." .. ", ," . ,"., ,. .-:: .. , . 
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Etkerd ·.YollthChallengePrograms (EYCP) • 
. Aftercare is· provided for ~e, ·months following 
. successful.program::completion ... from the . 
. BrooksVille.prClgranL·:A:ftercaresernees:foryouth 
;exitmgthe .. EckerdChaIlenge· . Program . in 

.• 01{~ch()bee:; are provided. through .. ·Re,-entry; 

lilifi~t~~1i~~~ 
1~.iE~~~~~~~: 

":-':.:;>.':' ,: .......... . 

!~4~til~~f~i~;t~: 
rel~~:~oi#;theresidend~Lcomponelfti;9rthes~ 

., is·.:l'l()t{lithlted'·tb::liVi~g\.;·~gefuetitslr~identihl· 
i8ptiC>riS;·psyt:1i(jtbgiC:iif.·aSsessmehtY:·arid.'trea.tfuent;.· 

Florida Augustus Secure 
Care Unit (F ASCU) 

P.lm Be.ch Youth c ....... -~'iN---'~_ 
(pBYC) 

:Co~t§~~~¥ige~'¥~~#pn;<~P16ywen~~·aii4;.. ..:: 
:: sp¢£ihl:COriSidefutioiis:sucn}as;:.: iriedicat:.tie&iS;,:transportati()n~. ·.financiaL· assistance~·:.·:Coinrri~ty 
.reS()~I'~~S;~~·#~~UnifX~YOca~s!t1ii~d:;pafo/~()mt()rs' :;.: .;.: .. :.. . .... ... . ..... 

;~~~~=t~fr~~id~~~~J;i~;i~~:~~:~~1:~~~ 
indiVidualy()uth:anathh familY.; .. : and' tosignificarit family members occommllllity .·member: 

.. FA$CUscoI1triicttequires[ace-to:;faee.Contacts·withtheyouth:atleastfourtimes·perweek\v1lile 
this Sta:temerliisnotilJ.c:Iudooilitbe P~YCcorttr3.cL . .. . 
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. Post-Commitment Community Control;. The 
court may also place a youth on Community 
Control upon release from· a· commitment program . 

•. The q<>uIt can impose. Community C()ntrol at the 
.. disp~sitidlrhea~:orat any ·tiniebefore the youth 

~11~~~~.~~ 
·G~Wlli)(· Controlriillst.beapproved<py, the 
court, ..•••••••••• ··· . 

Clients Served Per 1,000 
of the 10 - 17 Population 

[] 15-25 

l?JJ 26 - 35 

• 36-45 

····FU).I()tlgJ~ ..... • •• ·· •• ·~ri~i()~s4::·.·Pto~s·.·.·.serve. ·.juvenile r-'~-'--'--~-'--"";"';'-;""';"'''''';''''--~---, 
felonS •• ·.·.···a:nd· ... ····nusdemeananci··· •. · ... who.·.····have·.· .... heen 
·cofumified.'bythiE.CiicuiL.b()uft.··t6·. the·dep~efit· 
··and a.re·:Jater'ieleaseaifrrilri a residentiaL <or 

~.'~II. ~:::~~7:~~~~:j~:: 
~~J~~~sia:a~~~::.:~:·t~~f£t~~W~:~~~~ • 1.01-1.50 

··slgrl:aFurle>llgnA,greement'ljeforetl1eY •. 2.re·.re1eaSoo·· 

·~:t~ilit~t&t~~~I~~bSb~rt!~:?ns . 

.. superVisi()kiY()utlican:b~teleased'sudCeSsrully fiotnsupefviSi()ti>aftertlie cOmpletion of the 
coridliioDsbftbe Fifrl()llghAgr~iiient;Tenrunationrr()inrud()ugli is·· recommended byfilfug a 
·reql'1estfottdmina.tiohoffriflbughWiiliiliedlstrictprogramspecialist, .. 

Population Profile 

According to the CISIFACTS, approximately 5,386 committed youth were served in Post 
Placement Services during FY 1991-92. Table 18-1 and Figure 18-1 show the number of youth 
served, average daily population, number of youth discharged, average length of stay, average age 
at discharge, sex, race, and average age at the time of the first delinquency referral for each of the 
Post Placement Services. 
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Table 18-1 and Figure 18-1: 
POST PLACEMENT SERVICES 

POPULATION PROFILE FOR FY 1991-92 

YOUTH AVG.DAILY 
PROGRAM SERVED POPULATION 

REEl-."fRY 2,156 627.1 

POST COMMITMENT 
2,440 1,207.9 

COMMUNITY CONTROL 

FURLOUGH 557 208.7 

FE! (Nonresidential) 28 9.1 

SPACE COAST MARINE 
79 14.5 

(Nonresidential) 
ECKERD CHALLENGE 

94 25.3 
(Nonresidential) 

FASCU (Nonresidential) 20 6.2 

FBYC (Nonresidential) 12 3.5 

STATEWIDE ", 5,386 2,096.3 

:. YOUTH AVG.LENGTH 
PROGRAM'· DISCHARGED, OF STAY 

REENTRY 1,487 4.6 months 

POST COMMITMENT 
1,059 10.2 months 

CO~YCONTROL 

FURLOUGH 262 9.2 months 

FEI (Nonresidential) 18 6.1 months 

SPACE COAST MARINE 
65 2.4 months 

(Nonresidential) 
ECKERD CHALLENGE 

61 3.8 months 
(Nonresidential) 

FASCU (Nonresidential) 10 6.6 months 

PBYC (Nonresidential) 8 4.2 months 

STATEWIDE 
.. ', ...•.. 2,970 7.0 months 

I 0 St.t. Av .. ·.g. • Progr.m 

REEN11!.Y PCCC FURLOUGH FEI (NR) SPACE ECKERD FASCU (NR) PBye (NR) 
COAST(NR) CHALLENGE 

(NR) 

(Continued on next page) 
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PROGRAM 

REENTRY 

POST COMMITMENT 
CO~TYCONTROL 

FURLOUGH 

FE! (Nonresidential) 

SPACE COAST MARINE 
(Nonrcsidcntilll) 

ECKERD CHALLENGE 
(Nonresidential) 

FASCU (Nonresidential) 

PBYC (Nonresidential) 

I> ... : ,...... "' .. :."" 
.":.' ""."":'. 5rA'I'EWIPE.> 

17.5 

~ 17 
t.l ... 
Z 16.5 
e 
toI 

~ 16 

U 
1:2 15.5 
Q 

~ 
toI 15 

~ 
~ 14.5 
'< 

14 

AVG.AGEAT 10-13 1.4-15 1(r+ 

DISCHARGE YEARS YEARS YEARS NUMBER 

16.2 years 6.1% 34.3% 59.6% 1,487 

16.5 years 4.3% 29.5% 66.2% 1,059 

16.2 years 7.6% 32.5% 59.9% 262 

17.4 years 5.6% 0.0% 94.4% 18 

15.4 years 1.5% 78.5% 20.0% 65 

16.4 years 1.6% 34.4% 63.9% 61 

16.9 years 0.0% 20.0% 80.0% 10 

17.0 years 0.0% 12.5% 87.5% 8 

16.3 years 5.4% 33.1% 61.5% 2,970 

10 Stat_Averago • Pros::=] 

REENTRY PCCC fURLOUGH FEI (NR) SPACE ECKERD FASCU (NR) PBYC (NR) 
COAST (NR) CHALLENGE 

(NR) 

, ...... ., . . :.' ' . SEX ' ,. .. 

·l'ROGRAM MALE FEMALE ". . NmffiER 

REENTRY 90.1% 9.9% 1,487 

POST COMMITMENT 
!lLO% 9.0% 1,059 

CO~TYCONTROL 

FURLOUGH 90.8% 9.2% 262 

FEI (Nonresidential) 100.0% 0.0% 18 

SPACE COAST MARINE 
~OO.O% 0.0% 65 

(Nonresidential) 
ECKERD CHALLENGE 

100.0% 0.0% 61 
(Nonrellidcntial) 

FASCU (Nonresidential) 100.0% 0.0% 10 

PBYC (Nonresidential) 100.0% 0.0% 8 

STATEWIDE 91.0% 9.0% 2,970 

(Continued on next page) 
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RACE .' PROGRA..\i WHITE NON-WHITE NUMBER 

REENTRY 34.4% 65.6% 1,487 

POST COMMITMENT 
47.9"10 52.1% 1,059 

COMMUNITY CONTROL 

FURLOUGH 37.0% 62.9"10 262 

FEI (Nonresidential) 44.4% 55.6% 18 

SPACE COAST MARINE 
4l.S% 58.5% 65 

(Nonresidential) 
ECKERD CHALLENGE 

27.9"10 72.1% 61 
(Nonresidential) 

FASCU (Nonresidential) 50.0% 50.0% 10 

PBYC (Nonresidential) 25.0% 75.0% 8 

>.#~#w,mE: ,,'.',' .,'.' ' 39.5% 60.5% 2,970 

10 Whitc • Non-Whitc I 

• Pol 

~ 
C) 

~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ 
C) 

~ 
12 ... ;:J ~ ~ ~ '" ~~ 

C) « '" re ... 0 « 
'" C) 

~ 
t.t. 

Pol 
C) C) « Pol 

"" '" 
., 

, AVG;AGEATFIRST I '.---, ffiOGRAM . DELINQUENCY REFERRAL 
REENTRY 12.8 years 

POST COMMITMENT 
13.2 years 

COMMUNITY CONTROL 

FURLOUGH 13.3 years 

FEI (Nonresidential) 12.8 years 

SPACE COAST MARINE 
12.9 years 

(Nonresidential) 
ECKERD CHALLENGE 

12.9 years 
(Nonresidential) 

FASCU (Nonresidential) 12.5 years 

PBYC (Nonresidenti~l) 11.3 years 

STATEWIDE 13.0 years 

• (Continued on next page) 
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I 0 SUIte Average • Program 

....1 

~ 13.5 

r.J 
r.;. 13.0 r.J p:: 
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12.5 ~ 
r.J ..... 
;:l<:il 

~ ~ 12.0 

....1>-
r.J:z: 11.S 
1!:Ie, 
fa< 
~ 11.0 

!;;: 
r.J 10.5 

~ 
g 10.0 

< REENTRY PCCC FURLOUGH FEI(NR) SPACE ECKERD FASCU PBYC(NR) 
COAST CRALL. (NR) 

(NR) (NR) 

Source: Youth served and Average Daily Population (CISIFACTS, clients active FY 1991-92) for Re-entry, FEI, 
Space Coast Man'ne, Eckerd Challenge, FASCU. and PBYC. Youth served [Community Control and Furlough 
Statistical Report- GY220, Extract Date 08-16-91, (Clients Active at Beginning of Fiscal Year) and Extract Date 
07-17-92, (Clients Opened in Fiscal Year)] for Post Commitment Community Control and Furlough. Youth 
discharged, average length of stay, average age at discharge, sex, race and average age at first delinquency 
referral (CIS and CISIFACTS, clients released FY 1991-92). 

There were 2,970 youth released from Post Placement Services during FY 1991-92. The average 
length of supervision for these programs was seven months. The average age of youth at the time 
of release was 16.3 years with over 60 percent age 16 or over at the time of release. Youth served 
in Post Placement Services are primarily male (91.0 percent) with females accounting for only nine 
percent. The majority of the youth (60.5 percent) are nonwhites and the average age of the youth 
at the time of their first delinquency referral was 13 years. 

Client History 

The average number of prior felony referrals and adjudications are shown by program type in 
Table 18··2. Statewide, youth served had 4.7 fe10uy referrals and 2.8 felony adjudications prior to 
their placement in a Pqst Placement Services. All youth transfer into Post Placement Services from 
a more restrictive residential program. 
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Table 18-2: 
POST PLACEMENT SERVICES 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PRIOR FELONY REFERRALS AND ADJUDICATIONS 
BY PROGRAM TYPE FOR FY 1991-92 

AVG.NUMBER OFPlUOR AVG.NUMBER OF PRIOR 
--, ,., 

, PROGRAM;:'" ',', "FELONY REFERRALS " FELONY AtiJuDICA nONS 
REENTRY 5.4 3.2 

POST COMMITMENT COMMUNITY CONTROL 
FURLOUGH 

~1 24 
3~ 21 

FEI (Nonresidential) 5.1 2.4 
SPACE COAST MARINE (Nonresidential) 4.7 2.3 

ECKERD CHALLENGE NORTH (Nonresidential) 4.7 2.8 
FASeU (Nonresidential) 5.7 3.2 
PBye (Nonresidential) 10.3 6.1 

Source: CIS and CISIFACTS (clients released during FY 1991-92) 

Outcome Measurement 

Outcome 1 
YOUTH COMMI'ITED TO POST PLACEMENT SERVICES WILL 
SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETE THE PROGRAM. 

Definition: Successful release for youth served in Re-e:..iry. FEI, Space Coast Marine, 
Challenge and FASCU, is defined as an honorable direct discharge from Delinquency 
Services supervision, or placement on Post-Commitment Community Control or Furlough 
status. Data were obtained from the Commitment Programs Population Annual Summary 
(January-June 1991). Successful completion for Post-Commitment Community Control and 
Furlough is defined by the codes "successful completion" and "required by law" in 
CIS/FACTS (January-June 1991). 

Successful completion rates for Post Placement Services ranged from zero percent (F ASeU, based 
on only 3 youth released) to 100.0 percent (FEI, based on 7 youth released). Percentages based on 
small numbers should be used with caution because the actions of one youth can drastically affect 
the percentages. Table 18-3 provides the successful completions, unsuccessful releases and 
transfers to equally restrictive programs for each of the Post Placement Services. Eight hundred 
and seventy seven youth (62.9 percent) successfully completed Post Placement Services during FY 
1991-92. Those who were unsuccessful (36.3 percent) were recommitted to the department or sent 
to the adult system. Figure 18-3 shows the percentage of successful completion by program . 
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Table 18-3: 
POST PLACEMENT SERVICES 

TYPE OF RELEASE 
FOR CLIENTS RELEASED BETWEEN JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

, Tranir.rto .. ,. 
SiJ«tuful Un.lXcu-fjj Equally Restridlve 

.. 

.. , . PaoGRAM" N°· Completion. :' . . '. Rele..-·,'· Pro.r.ms· , 

REENTRY 513 64.3% 34.1% 1.6% 

POST COMMITMENT 
605 56.2% 43.8% 0.0% 

CO~CONTROL 

FURLOUGH 20" 70.0"10 30.0"10 0.0% 

FEI (Nonresidential) 7 100.0"10 0.0% 0.0% 

SPACE COAST MARlNE 
24~· 83.0"10 12.5% 4.2% 

(Nonresidential) 
ECKERD CHALLENGE 

40 97.5% 0.0% 2.5% 
(Nonresidential) 

FASCU (Nonresidential) 3 0.0% 100.0"10 0.0% 
. . 

Sl'ATEWJI)E, .'. 1,395 61.9% 36.3% 0.7% 

Source: Commitment Programs Population Annual Summary (January - June 1991) for Re-entry, FEI 
nonresidential,Space Coast Marine nonresidential, Eckerd Challenge nonresidential, and FASCU nonresidential. 
CIS (clientsreleased January - June .1991) for Post Commitment Community Control and Furlough. 

* For Re-entry, FEI nonresidential, Space Coast Marine nonresidential, Eckerd Challenge nonresidential and 
FASCU nonresidential. N is equal to the number of releases during January - June 1991 minus the number of 
releasea coded as "other" according to the Commitment Programs Population Annual Summary. For Post 
Commitment Community Control and Furlough, N is equal to the number of releases during January - June 1991 
minus the number of children released under service status code "child died". 

** Seven cases had missing data for Space Coast Marine Institute. . 

Figure 18-3: 
POST PLACEMENT SERVICES 

PERCENTAGE OF SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION BY PROGRAM 
FOR CLIENTS RELEASED BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNE 1991 

100.0% 

90.0".4 

80.0% 

10.0".4 

60.04'A 

50.0% 

40.0% 

30.0% 

20.0% 

10.0% 

0.0% 

REENTRY PCCC FURLOUOH FEI (NR) SPACE 
COAST 

(NR) 

ECKERD 
CHALL. 

(NR) 

FASCU 
(NR) 

Source: Commitment Programs Population Annual Summary (January - June 1991) for Re-entry, FEI 
nonresidential, Space Coast Marine nonresidential, Eckerd Challenge nonresidential, and FASCU nonresidential. 
CIS (clients relf!ased January - June 1991) for Post Commitment Community Control and Furlough. 
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Table 18-4 and Figure 18-4 show district comparisons for successful releases for Re-entry . 
District comparisons for Post Commitment Community Control are provided in Table 18-5 and 
Figure 18-5 and district comparisons for Futrlough are illustrated in Table 18-6 and Figure 18-6. 

Table 18-4: 
RE-ENTRY 

TYPE OF RELEASE BY DISTRICT 
FOR CLIENTS RELEASED BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNE 1991 

r--'"". . ... 
DISTRICT· ··:,···N:: 

1 13 46.2% 53.8% 0.0% 

2 45 68.9% 31.1% 0.0% 

3 58 65.5% 24.1% 10,3% 

4 74 71.6% 28.4% 0.0% 

5 63 63.5% 36.5% 0.0% 

6 57 61.4% 38.6% 0.0% 

7 74 67.6% 31.1% 1.4% 

8 24 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 

9 25 44.0% 52,0% 4.0% 

10 25 &0.0% 20.0% 0.0% 

11 55 61.8% 38.2% 0.0% 

STATEWIDE 513 64.3-/_ 34.1-/. 1.68
/. 

Source: Commitment Programs Population Annual Summary (youth released between January and June 1991) 

Figure 18-4: 
RE-ENTRY 

PERCENTAGE OF SUCCESSFUL COMPLETIONS BY DISTRICT 
FOR CLIENTS RELEASED BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNE 1991 

I 0 State ~vcrage • District 

100.0% 

90.0% 

80.0% 
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60.0",0 
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40.0% 
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0.0% 

2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Sou7ce: Commitment Programs Population Annual Summary (youth released between January and June 1991) 
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Table 18-5: 
POST COMMITMENT COMMUNITY CONTROL 

TYPE OF RELEASE BY DISTRICT 
FOR CLIENTS RELEASED BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNE 1991 

Transfer to 

Successful Unsuccessful Equaily Restrictive 

DISTR~cr N • COmpletions Releases lTrigrams· 

1 13 61.5% 38.5% 0.0% 

2 11 63.6% 36.4% 0.0% 

3 78 55.1% 44.9% 0.0% 

4 119 63.9% 36.1% 0.0% 

5 16 68.8% 31.3% 0.0% 

6 77 45.5% 54.5% 0.0% 

7 144 52.8% 47.2% 0.0% 

8 47 42.6% 57.4% 0.0% 

9 80 58.8% 41.3% 0.0% 

10 6 83.3% 16.7% 0.0% 

11 14 85.7% 14.3% 0.0% 

STATEWIDE 605 56.2% 43.8% 0.0% 

Source: CIS (youth released between January and June 1991) 

Figure 18-5: 
POST COMMITMENT COMMUNITY CONTROL 

PERCENTAGE OF SUCCESSFUL COMPLETIONS BY DISTRICT 
FOR CLIENTS RELEASED BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNE 1991 

100.0% 

90.0% 

80.0% 

70.0% 

60.0% 

50.0% 

40.0% 

30.0% 

20.0% 

10.0% 

0.0% 

I 0 State Average • District 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Source: CIS (youth released between January and June 1991) 

18-12 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

Table 18-6: 
FURLOUGH 

TYPE OF RELEASE BY DISTRICT 
FOR CLIENTS RELEASED BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNE 1991 

Transrerto 

Successful Unsuccessful Equally Restrictive 

DISTRICf N Completions' Releases. "Programs, 

1 24 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% 

2 18 72.2% 27.8% 0.0% 

3 7 71.4% 28.6% 0.0% 

4 46 76.1% 23.9% 0.0% 

5 8 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

6 38 44.7% 55.3% 0.0% 

7 1 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

8 3 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% 

9 26 61.5% 38.5% 0.0% 

10 25 92.0% 8.0% 0.0% 

11 7 85.7% 14.3% 0.0% 

STATEWIDE 203 70.0% 30.0% 0.0% 

Source: CIS (youth released between January and June 1991) 

Figure 18-6: 
FURLOUGH 

PERCENTAGE OF SUCCESSFUL COMPLETIONS BY DISTRICT 
FOR CLIENTS RELEASED BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNE 1991 

I 0 State Average • District 
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Source: CIS (youth released between January and June 1991) 
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Outcome 2 
YOUTH RELEASED TO POST PLACEMENT SERVICES WILL HAVE NO 
SUBSEQUENT LAW VIOLATIONS DURING SUPERVISION. 

Definition: Given available data, a law violation is best defined as an adjudication or an 
adjudication withheld in the juvenile justice system. For this outcome, if a youth has one or 
more readjudications during the year following release (as recorded in CIS), he/she is counted 
as a recidivist. Recidivism is measured fu~' a group released from the program during FY 
1991-92. Data presented do not include follow-up into the adult system. In addition, the 
population tracked includes releases that were transfers to other programs but excludes 
releases to the adult system and those reaching age 19 • 

...... ..... 

. .•. • 2&.~ petcent 6ithe: yotifuwereteadjuilicated fora subsequent offense· during Post. Placement ·SerYice$sUperyiSi6#.?:·· . . . .... . .... .. . . 

Three measures of recidivism are presented for comparison l."l Table 18-7. The percentage 
readjudicated represents the percentage of youth who were actually convicted in the juvenile system 
for another crime. Re-referral rates are·also important because they reflect workload issues for the 
department. Each subsequent referral consumes time and money whether a conviction IS 

forthcoming or not. Figure 18-7 only reflects the percent readjudicated into the juvenile system. 

Table 18-7: 
POST PLACEMENT SERVICES 

RECIDIVISM INTO THE JUVENILE SYSTEM DURING SUPERVISION 
FOR FY 1991-92 

> PROGRAM 

REENTRY 1,487 48.1 17.9 
POST COMMITMENT 

1,059 53.3 24.4 
COMMUNITY CONTROL 

FURLOUGH 262 46.9 18.7 

FEI Nonresidential 18 5.6 0.0 
SPACE COAST 

65 32.3 12.3 
Nonresidential 

ECKERD CHALLENGE 
61 36.1 14.8 

Nonresidential 

FASCUNonresidential 10 40.0 30.0 

PBYC Nonresidential 8 87.5 12.5 

STATEWIDE 2,970 49.1 20.0 

Source: CIS and CISIFACTS (youth released dun'ng FY 1991-92) 
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Figure 18-7: 
POST PLACEMENT SERVICES 

PERCENT READJUDICATED INTO THE JUVENILE SYSTEM 
DURING SUPERVISION FOR FY 1991-92 

REENTRY 

I 0 Sbtc Average • Program 

PCCC FURLOUGH FE! (NR) SPACE 
COAST 

(NR) 

ECKERD 
CHAU.. 

(NR) 

FASCU PBYC (NR) 
(NR) 

Source: CIS and CISIFACTS (youth released during FY 1991-.92) 

Readjudication rates during supervision by program were: Post Commitment Community Control, 
34.9 percent; Furlough, 27.9 percent; Re-entry, 25.2 percent; PBYC, 25.0 percent; Challenge, 24.6 
percent; FASCU, 20.0 percent; Space Coast Marine, 16.9 percent; and FEI, 0.0 percent. 

Appendix 18-1 contains recidivism rates during supervision by district for Re-entry, Post 
Commitment Community Control and Furlough. 

Outcome 3 Part 1 
YOUTH RELEASED FROM POST PLACEMENT SERVICES WILL HAVE NO 
SUBSEQUENT LAW VIOLATIONS WITHIN ONE YEAR OF RELEASE. 

Definition: Given available data, a law violation ~§ best defined as an adjudication or an 
adjudication withheld in the juvenile justice system. For this outcome, if a youth has one or 
more readjudications during the year following release (as recorded in CIS), heJshe is counted 
as a recidivist. Recidivism is measured for a group released from the program between 
January and June of 1991, to allow for a full year follow-up. These data do not include 
follow-up into the adult system. In addition, the population tracked includes releases that 
were transfers to other programs but excludes releases to the adult system and those reaching 
age 19 • 
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• . 27.4percentofthe youth were readjudicated in the juvenile system for a subsequent offense 
withiiloneyea.rof release from PostPlacemenf Services. 

Readjudication rates (juvenile data only) by program were: Space Coast Marine, 67.7 percent; 
FASCU, 66.7 percent; Challenge, 45.0 percent; Re-entry, 30.7 percent; Post Commitment 
Community Control, 22.5 percent; Furlough, 20.7 percent; and FEI, zero percent. Rereferral, 
readjudication and recommitment rates are presented for comparison in Table 18-8. The statewide 
rereferral rate at one year after release was 49.3 percent; 27.4 percent were readjudicated and 18.2 
percent were recommitted. Figure 18-8 shows only the percent readjudicated by program. 

Table 18-8: 
POST PLACEMENT SERVICES 

RECIDIVISM INTO THE JUVENILE SYSTEM AT ONE YEAR AFTER RELEASE 
FOR YOUTH RELEASED BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNE 1991 

TOTAL RELEASES· PERCENT PERCENT 
.. /., PROGRAM\,: /.' .... :::J'AN.:JuNEf991:> 

REENTRY 746 19.4 
POST COMMITMENT 

605 38.3 16.2 
CO~JN[fYCONTROL 

FURLOUGH 203 39.4 12.8 

FEr Nonresidential 7 14.3 0.0 
SPACE COAST 

31 83.9 48.4 
Nonresidential 

ECKERD CHALLENGE 
40 67.5 32.5 

Nonresidential· 

F ASCU Nonresidential 3 66.7 0.0 

< sTATEWIDE.·' 1,635 49.3 18.2 

Source: CIS and CISIFACTS (youth released between January and June 1991) 
• Eckerd Challenge Nonresidential isJor the Challenge North Facility only. Youth releasedJrom Challenge South 

are included in the Re-entry program. 
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Figure 18-8: 
POST PLACEMENT SERVICES 

PERCENT READJUDICATED INTO THE JUVENILE SYSTEM AT ONE YEAR 
AFTER RELEASE FOR YOUTH RELEASED BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNE 1991 

100.0% 
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REENfRY 

I 0 Slate Average • Program 

PCCC FURLOUGH FEI (NR) SPACE 
COAST 

(NR) 

Source: CIS and CISIFACTS (youth released between January and June 1991) 

ECKERD 
CRAll.. 

(NR) 

FASCU 
(NR) 

Note: Eckerd Challenge Nonresidential is for the Challenge North Facility only. Youth released from Challenge 
South are included in the Re-entry program. 

Space Coast Marine had the highest rereferral (83.9 percent), readjudication (67.7 percent) and 
recommitment (48.4 percent) rates within one year of release. The average age of youth released 
from Space Coast Marille was 15.4 years making them the youngest group of youth served in the 
Re-entry/Afiercare Programs. Because of their age, this group is more likely than those from other 
Post Placement Services to be rereferred to the juvenile system. However, a rereferral rate of 
almost 84 percent is extremely high and almost half of the youth were reCOITlt11itted within one year 
of release. 

Comparisons of recidivism rates at six and 12 months after release are presented by program in 
Table 18-9. While youth continued to commit new offenses after the six month period, the 
majority of the recidivating offenses occurred during that time period . 
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Table 18-9: 
POST PLACEMENT SERVICES 

COMPARATIVE RECIDIVISM RATES BY PROGRAM 
FOR 6 MONTHS AND 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 

FOR YOUTH RELEASED BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNE 1991 

RE-REFERRALS READJUDICATIONS RECOMMITMENTS 
CASES CLOSED JAN.;'; JUNE 1991 • CASES CLOSED JAN. - JUNE 1991 CASES CLOSED JAN. - JUNE 1991 
. NUMBER 6 MONTH 1 YEAR 

PROGRAM .. or Recidivism Recidivism 
NUMBER 6 MONTH 1 YEAR 
·····OF Reciflivism Recidivism 

. NPMBER 6 MONTH 1 YEAR 
.... ·OF Recidivism Recidivism 

RELEASES .N .... % .. N % RELEASES ·N % N % RELEASES N % N % 

Reentry 746 392 52.5 438 5~.1 746 181 24.3 ~~9 3Q·7 746 114 15.3 145 19.4 
... 

Post Community Control 605 175 28.9 232 3~tl 605 102 16.9 136 ··22.S 605 71 11.7 98 1().2 

Furlough 203 62 30.5 80 39~4 203 33 16.3 142 20.7 203 21 10.3 26 12.8 

FEI Nonresidential 7 1 14.3 1 14.~ 7 0 0.0 0 Q.6 7 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Space Coast Marine Nonres. 31 22 71.0 
Zti .... 83.9 31 16 51.6 21 67.7 31 11 35.5 15 48,4 

Eckerd Chan. Nonresidential* 40 27 67.5 ~7 97.S 40 16 40.0 18 4S!6. 40 12 30.0 13 32.5 

FASCU Nonresidential 3 2 66.7 2 66,7 3 2 66.7 2 66:7 3 0 0.0 0 0.0 

STATEWIDE 1,635 681 41.7 806 49.3 1,635 350 21.4 448 27.4 1,635 229 14.0 ],97 18.2 

Source: CIS and CISIFACTS 6'outh released between January and June 1991) 
'" Eckerd Challenge Nonresidential is for the Challenge North facility only. Youth released for Clrallengl_ Soutlr are ineluded in tire Re-entry program. 
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Appendix 18-2 contains recidivism rates by district for Re-entry, Post Commitment Community 
Control and Furlough. 

Outcome 3 Part 2 
YOUTH RELEASED FROM POST PLACEMENT SERVICES WILL HAVE NO 
SUBSEQUENT LAW VIOLATIONS OR WILL HAVE LESS SERIOUS LAW 
VIOLATIONS WITHIN ONE YEAR OF RELEASE. 

Definition: A rank ordering of offenses as used in the Florida Assessment Classification and 
Tracking System (FACTS) is used as the basis for comparing seriousness of pre-placement 
offenses with new law violations in the one year after program release. Offenses are coded 
from one to 39 with one representing the most serious law violation (Murder/Non-Negligent 
Manslaughter) and 39 the least serious law violation (Other Misdemeanor). Appendix 1 
contains the complete list of offenses with their associated rank. The most serious law 
violation (with an associated adjudication of yes or withheld) in the one year prior to 
placement and the most serious law violation (with an associated adjudication of yes or 
withheld) in the one year after release are recorded for each youth. If the youth is not re­
adjudicated within the year after release "no new law violation" is recorded. For youth with 
re-adjudications, the value of the most serious offense in the one year prior to placement is 
subtracted from the value for the most serious offense in the one year after release. If the 
result obtained is a negative value then the offense after release was more serious, if the result 
is zero then the offenses were of equal seriousness, and if the result is positive then the offense 
after release was less serious • 

Only 13 percent of youth served in Post Placement Services were readjudicated in the juvenile 
system for an offense that was either equally serious or more serious than the most serious offense 
for which they were adjudicated in the one year prior to commitment. Eighty-seven percent either 
had no new adjudication in the juvenile system or were adjudicated on a less serious violation. See 
Table 18-10. Not surprisingly, FEI had no youth readjudicated in the juvenile system for either an 
equally serious offense .or a more serious offens~ within one year of release. This program serves 
youth who would otherwise be sent to adult court and any readjudica"£ions for these youth are in the 
adult system. Appendix 18-3 contains seriousness tables by district for Re-entry, Post 
Commitment Community Control and Furlough . 
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Table 18-10: 
POST PLACEMENT SERVICES 

COMPARISONS OF SERIOUSNESS OF LAW VIOLATIONS COMMITTED 
ONE YEAR PRIOR TO PLACEMENT AND ONE YEAR AFTER RELEASE 

FOR YOUTH RELEASED BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNE 1991 

LESS SERIOUS EQUALLY SERIOUS MORE SERIOUS 
WGHRISK TOTAL NO NEW LAW NEW LAW NEW LAW NEW LAW 

.. RESIDENTIAL NUMBER .. VIOLATIONS VIOLATIONS VIOLATIONS VIOLATIONS 
····PROOMMS RELEASED .N·· 0/0-.. :. N 0,4 N % N % 

REENTRY 746 517 69.3 129 17.3 33 4.4 67 9.0 
POST COMMITMENT 

605 469 77.S 68 11.2 23 3.g 45 7.4 
CO~CONTROL 

FURLOUGH 203 161 79.3 19 9.4 4 2.0 19 9.4 

FE! (Nonresidential) 7 7 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
SPACE COAST 
(Nonresidential) 

31 10 32.3 8 25.8 5 16.1 8 25.8 

ECKERD CHALLENGE 
40 22 55.0 7 17.5 6 15.0 5 12.5 

(Nonresidential) 

F ASCU (Nonresidential) 3 1 33.3 1 33.3 0 0.0 1 33.3 

• 
.STATEWIDK . 1,635 1,187 72.6 232 14.2 71 4.3 145 8.9 

Source: CIS and CISIFACTS (youth released between January and June) 

I 

Seriousness data are based on adjudications in the juvenile system only. Prognims that serve older 
youth who are more likely to be filed in adult court will show lower rates than programs that serve 
younger delinquents who are more likely to be rereferred and readjudicated in the juvenile system. 
Also, rates for programs with small numbers should be interpreted with caution since the actions 
of one youth can drastically affect the percentages. 

Outcome 4 
YOUTH WILL ENTER A VOCATIONALIEDUCATIONAL OR EMPLOYMENT 
SETTING UPON RELEASE. 

r · . Pata arellot availabl~ tbrW~;6titC<lIl1"! 

Program Cost 

The total cost of Post Placement Services excluding costs for Post Commitment Community 
Control and Furlough for FY 1991-92 was $4,104,635. The cost of Post Commitment Community 
Control and Furlough are part of Case Management costs and cannot be disaggregated. The cost 
for the aftercare components of FEI, Space Coast Marine Institute, Eckerd Challenge, F ASCU, 
and PBYC are not accounted for separately from the costs for the residential components. 
Estimates of expenditures for thtl aftercare components were calculated by computing the 
percentage of total service. days accounted for by residential care. This percentage was then 
multiplied by the total expenditures for residential and aftercare combined to provide the estimated 
expenditures for the residential component. The total expenditures minus the cost for the 
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residential component provided the estimates for the aftercare components . 

Table 18-11 provides total cost, cost per client day of supervision, cost per case and contracted 
amounts per day of supervision for each Post Placement Services. The cost per client day of 
supervision ranged from $10 for Re-entry to $126 for PBYC. The average cost per case ranged 
from $1,400 for Re-entry to $19,296 for F ASCU. 
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REENTRY 

POST COMMITMENT 
COMMUNITY CONTROL· 

FURLOUGH· 

FEl (Nonresidential) •• 

SPACE COAST MARINE 
(Nonresidential) •• 

ECKERD CHALLENGE 
(Nonresidential) 

FASCU (Nonresidential) 

PBYC (Nonresidential) 

srATEWlD~ I 

Tat:e 18-11: 
COSTS FOR POST PLACEMENT SERVICES 

FOR FY 1991-92 

... · .. ciY~,!:~I':··~j!~fj}\\;~~m;.!~~~\;~t~W:.~ · E···· 
$2,312,135 229,037 $10 140 $1,400 

SEE NOTE 1 SEE NOTE 1 SEE NOTE 1 310 SEE NOTE 1 

SEE NOTE 1 SEE NOTE 1 SEE NOTE 1 280 SEE NOTE 1 

$271,212 3,319 $82 186 $15,252 

$306,227 5,301 $58 73 $4,234 

$833,875 9,260 $90 116 $10,440 

$218,075 2,271 $96 201 $19,296 

$163,111 1,291 $126 128 $16,128 

NOT A VAII.ABLE NOT A VAII.ABLE NOT A VAII.ABLE 213 NOT A VAII.ABLE 

Source: Total costs are reported from SAMAS. The cost per client day was obtained by dividing the number of certified client days (CISIFACTS FY 1991-92 Active Cases) illto 
the total cost. The cost per case was obtained by multiplying the average length of stay (CISIFACTS clients released during FY 1991-92) by the cost per client day. 

• Note 1: The cost of Post Commitmellt Community Control and Furlough are part of Case Management costs and cannot be disaggregated. The total expenditures for Case 
Management for FY 1991-92 were $37,416,270. This total includes Intake, Case Management Services, Community Control, Post Commitment Community Control alld 
Furlough expenditures. Post Commitment Community Control and Furlough account for a small fraction of the total expenditures cited here . 

.. FEI and Space Coast Marine Institute have residential and nonresidential components. The contracted dollars per day are the same for both componellts. [n order to 
estimate the total expenditures incurred for residential care, the percentage of total client service days for residelltial care was computed. This percentage was thell 
multiplied by the total expenditures for residential and nonresidelltial combined to provide the estimated expenditures for the residential compollent. The total expenditures 
minus the cost for the residential component provided the estimates for the nonresidential compollellts. 
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Program Effectiveness 

The effectiveness of the Post Placement Services can only be partially determined from the data 
currently available. The impact on the juvenile system has been assessed but without data from the 
adult criminal justice system it is not possible to detennine the outcomes for the youth served by 
these programs. These youth are the most likely of all juvenile offenders to be sent on to the adult 
system if they commit another offense. They are older on the average, have already been in a 
training school or serious offender program and are likely to have extensive prior records. 

Only 63 percent of youth released from the Post Placement Services were successfully tenninated. 
Unsuccessful releases were either recommitted to the department or referred to adult court. Almost 
half of the youth served in Post Placement Services were rereferred during services. Twenty eight 
percent were readjudicated and 20 percent were recommitted to the department during services. 

Within the year after release, close to 50 percent were rereferred to the juvenile system, almost 27 
percent were readjudicated and 18 percent were recommitted. While these rates are low in 
comparison to other programs, it is important to remember that they include only juvenile data and 
are underestimates to the extent that further criminal activities of these youth are handled in the 
adult system. 

An examination of seriousness of offending shows that only 13.2 percent of the youth released 
from Post Placement Services were adjudicated in the juvenile system for an offense that was 
equally serious or more serious than the most serious offense for which they were adjudicated in 
the year prior to their placement in Post Placement Services . 

The cost per day of Post Placement Services varies wic.leiy depending on the program. Re-entry is 
the least expensive at an average of $10 per day and Palm Beach Youth Center is the most 
expensive at an average of$126 per day. The average costs per case also vary widely from a low 
of $1,400 for Re-entry to a high of $19,296 for Florida Augustus Secure Care Unit. The 
differences in the type of services provided in these programs needs closer examination in order to 
determine if the costs are in line with the type and intensity of the services provided . 
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RECOMMJ!:NDATIQNS IN 19n (lUT.COME . 
. EVALUATION REPORT 

PROGRAM MAINTENANCE 

Program effectiveness cannot be accurately 
determined without recidivism data that reflects 
subsequent referrals to the adult correctional 
system. 

Funding should be provided to conduct a 
recidivism study annually which includes 
subsequent referrals to the adult correctional 
system. [CYF Research and Development] 

Data should be collected on the employment 
and/or educational status of youth released from 
the programs. [CYF Delinquency Services] 

Follow-up should be conducted to insure that 
youth released to Re-entry from Training Schools 
are placed on a Re-entry caseload. [CYF 
Delinquency Selvices] 

•• 

TABLE 18-R 

POST PLACEMENT SERVICES 
RECOMMENDATION UPDATE 

fROG~S~ ij'ff\'1991"9~ ... 

Delinquency Services allocated funds to 
conduct a special study of recidivism to 
include adult data. Negotiations between 
the Florida Department of Law 
Enforcement (FDLE) and HRS are 
continuing at this time. 

This issue will be addressed in a special 
project in FY 1993-94. 

A follow-up examination found that youth 
were being placed in Re-entry 
appropriately There was an error in the 
computer programming that searched for 
subsequent placement information. This 
programming error has been corrected. 
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·J992 REPORT 
. RECOMMENDATION 

PROGRAM MAINTENANCE 

• Systematic collection of recidivism data, to 
include following youth into the adult system, 
should be implemented for all programs. 
Program effectiveness cannot be accurately 
assessed without this information. 
[Delinquency Services Outcome Evaluation] 

• The wide variation in average cost per day 
($10 to $126) and average cost per case 
($1,400 to $19,296) needs further 
examination in order to determine if the costs 
are in line with the type and intensity of 
services provided. [Delirquency Services] 
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. DISTRICT· 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

STATEWIDE 

APPENDIX TABLE 18-1 A 

REENTRY 

RECIDIVISM INTO THE JUVENILE SYSTEM 

DURING SUPERVISION BY DISTRICT 

FY 1991-92 

RATES DURING SUPERVISION 
TOTAL RELEASES PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 

FY1991:":92: .. REREFERRED READJUDICATED RECOMMITTED 

75 34.7 I 12.0 9.3 

104 43.3 25.0 14.4 

160 38.1 21.9 15.0 

206 39.3 22.3 18.4 

127 57.5 39.4 25.2 

180 48.9 32.2 24.4 

189 47.1 21;7 . 12.2 

94 60.6 35~1 22.3 

124 52.4 24;2 20.2 

70 50.0 ·22.9 17.1 

158 60.1 19.6 15.8 

1,487 48.1 25.2 17.9 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth releas:!d during FY 1991-92) 
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DISTRICT 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

STATEWIDE 

APPENDIX TABLE 18-1 B 

POST COMMITMENT COMMUNITY CONTROL 

RECIDIVISM INTO THE JUVENlLE SYSTEM 

DURING SUPERVISION BY DISTRICT 

FY 1991-92 

RATES DURING SUP,ERVISION 
TOTAL RELEASES PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 

FY1991:;'92, REREFERRED READJUDICATED RECOMMITTED 

35 57.1 31.4 25.7 

27 40.7 I 25~9 14.8 

108 57.4 38.0 37.0 

205 45.4 29.3 .' 18.0 

21 57.1 33:3 14.3 

98 44.9 31.8 28.6 

232 59.5 40.1, 29.7 

94 64.9 50.0 31.9 

180 46.7 25.6 16.1 

29 41.4 24~1 17.2 

30 90.0 50.0 46.7 

1,059 53.3 35.0 25.3 

Source: CIS (youth released FY 1991-92) 

18-27 

! 



DISTRICT 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

STATEWIDE> 

APPENDIX TABLE 18-1 C 

FURLOUGH 

RECIDIVISM INTO THE JUVENILE SYSTEM 

DURING SUPERVISION BY DISTRICT 

FY 1991-92 

RATES DURING SUPERVISION 
TOTAL RELEASES PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 

FY1991:;,n' REREFERRED READJUDICATED RECOMMITTED 

42 38.1 19.0 19.0 

42 35.7 23~8 19.0 

8 25.0 12.5 0.0 

40 45.0 25.0 20.0 

10 30.0 20.0 10.0 

50 48.0 32.0 18.0 

5 60.0 40.0 40.0 

5 60.0 60.0 40.0 

41 56.1 29~3 17.1 

5 80.0 60.0 60.0 

14 85.7 42~9 35.7 

262 46.9 27.9 20.2 

Source: CIS (youth released FY 1991-92) 

18-28 

• 

• 

• 



• 

APPENDIX 18-2 

• 

• 
18-29 



DISTRICT 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

STATEWIDE 
-- - .--.-----~-. 

APPENDIX TABLE 18-2 A 

REENTRY 
COMPARATIVE RECIDIVISM RATES BY DISTRICT 
FOR 6 MONTHS AND 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 

YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

RE-REFERRALS READJUmCATIONS RECOMMITMENTS 
CASES CLOSED JAN.':' JUNE 1991 . . CASES CLOSED JAN. -JUNE 1991 CASES CLOSED JAN. - JUNE 1991 

NUMBER 6 MONTH 1 YEAR 
OF ~~divism Recidivism 

RELEASES N .. % N % 

NUMBER 6 MONTH ... 1 YEAR 
:·'OF':::::'· :.Recidivism " Recidivism 

RELEASES N ,.% N' % 

, ··NUMBER 6 MONTH 1 YEAR 
OF Recidivism Recidivism 

RELEASES N % N % 

16 11 68.S 11 68.8 16 6 37.5 7 43.8 16 4 25.0 5 31.3 

54 27 50.0 34 63.0 54 15 27.8 19 35.2 54 9 16.7 13 24.1 

78 37 47.4 44 56.4 78 15 19.2 20 25.6 78 9 11.5 14 17.9 

103 54 52.4 58 .56.3 103 29 28.2 35 3~,0 103 23 22.3 26 25.2 

66 37 56.1 40 ~Q,6 66 18 27.3 1.7 4(t9 66 8 12.1 12 18.2 

79 37 46.8 43 54.4 79 17 21.5 21 .. , 26.~ 79 7 8.9 10 12.7 

113 72 63.7 7fJ ··69.(} 113 30 26.5 36 ' .: ., 

! .• 
I :.u.9 113 20 17.7 23 20.4 

37 19 51.4 22 59,S· 37 9 24.3 15 40.5 37 8 21.6 10 27.0 

78 43 55.1 46 . 59.0 78 21 26.9 26 33.3 78' 14 17.9 17 21.8 

51 24 47.1 24 47.1 51 9 17.6 9 17.6 51 2 3.9 3 5.9 

71 31 43.7 38 53.5 71 12 16.9 14 19.7 71 10 14.1 12 16.9 

746 392 52.5 _4l!_ ~~·1_ ------- ---
746 181 24.3 -.J29 .... 30.7 ---- ._--- -

74§ ___ 114 15.3 145 19.4 

Source: CISIFACTS (youth released January - June 1991) 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

STATEWIDE 

• 
APPENDIX TABLE 18-2 B 

POST COMMITMENT COMMUNITY CONTROL 
COMPARATIVE RECIDIVISM RATES BY DISTRICT 
FOR 6 MONTHS AND 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 

· YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

RE-REFERRALS READJUDICATIONS 
CASES CLOSED JAN. - JUNE 1991 . CASES CLOSED JAN. - JUNE 1991 ... 

. NUM.iJER 6 MONTH 1 YEAR 
OF Recidivism Recidivism 

NUMBER. ··6MONTH 1 YEAR .... :Q~ ....... Recidivism Recidivism 
RELEASES N % N % RELEASES N % N % 

13 .4 30.8 5 38.5 13 3 23.1 4 30.8 
1 

11 3 27.3 5 45.5 11 2 18.2 3 .. 27.3 

78 21 26.9 24 30.8 78 11 14.1 15 19.2 

119 26 2l.8 36 · 30.3 119 12 10.1 ·15 .. 12.6 
16 10 62.5 lQ · 62.5 16 7 43.8 , I.· 56.3 

77 29 37.7 35 45.S 77 16 20.8 18 23.4 . 

144 35 24.3 53 3(;.8 144 22 15.3 33 . 22.9 

47 20 42.6 2~ 5!5;3 47 15 3l.9 .~O 42.6 

80 24 30.0 33 4l.3 80 13 16.3 16 20.0 

6 1 16.7 2 33.3 6 1 16.7 2 33.3 

14 2 14.3 3 21.4 14 0 0.0 1 7.1 

605 175 28.9 232. 38.3 605 102 16.9 136 22.5 

SOUl'ce: CIS/FACTS (youth released Januaty - June 1991) 
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RECOMMITMENTS 
CASES CLOSED JAN. - JUNE 1991 

NUMBER·. 6 MONTH 1 YEAR 
OF Recidivism Recidivism 

RELEASES N % N % 

13 2 15.4 4 30.8 

11 1 9.1 3 27.3 

78 8 10.3 10 12.8 

119 9 7.6 13 10.9 

16 4 25.0 5 31.3 

77 11 14.3 12 15.6 

144 16 11.1 24 16.7 

47 12 25.6 15 31.9 

80 8 10.0 11 13.8 

6 0 0.0 0 0.0 

14 0 0.0 1 7.1 

605 -~-- 11.7 98 16.2 



DISTRICT 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

STATEWIDE 
----- ----

APPENDIX TABLE 18-2 C 

FURLOUGH 
COl\rlPARATIVE RECIDIVISM RATES BY DISTRICT 

FOR 6 MONTHS AND 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE 

YOUTH RELEASED JANUARY - JUNE 1991 

HE-REFERRALS READJUDICATIONS 
CASES CLOSED JAN. - JUNE 1991 CASES CLOSED JAN.- JUNE 1991 

NUMBER 6 MONm 1 YEAR NUMBER 6 MONTH 1 YEAR 
OF Recidivism Recidivism .. 

. OJ!: I Recidivism' Recidivism 
RELEASES N % N % RELEAsES N' % N % 

24 8 33.3 9 37.5 24 4 16.7 4 16.7 

18 5 27.8 7 ·38.9 18 2 ILl 4 22.2 

7 3 42.9 4 .57.1 7 1 14.3 1 14.3 
, 

46 14 30.4 1~ 39.1 46 7 15.2 9 19.6 

8 1 12.5 1 12.5 8 1 12.5 1 12.5 

38 . 16 42.1 2{) 52.6 38 9 23.7 13 34.2 

1 1 100.0 1 109.0 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 

3 1 33.3 Z M.7 3 1 33.3 2 66.1 

26 12 46.2 16 61.5 26 8 30.8 8 30.8 
, 

25 0 0.0 Q 0.0 25 0 0.0 () 0.0 

7 1 14.3 2 28.6 7 0 0.0 0 0.0 

203 62 30.5 80 
I 

-----
_39.4 I 203 33 16.3 42 20.7 

Source: CISIFACTS (yollth rdeasedJalllwry-June 1991) 
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RECOMMITMENTS i 

CASES CLOSED JAN. - JUNE 1991 I 

·NUMBER . 6 MONTH 1 YEAR I 
I 

OF Recidivism Recidivism I 

REL~ASES N % N % 

24 4 16.7 4 16.7 

18 1 5.6 1 5.6 
I 

7 0 0.0 0 0.0 

46 5 10.9 6 13.0 

8 1 12.5 1 12.5 

38 3 7.9 6 15.8 

1 0 0.0 0 0.0 

3 1 33.3 2 66.7 

26 6 23.1 6 23.1 

25 0 0.0 0 0.0 

7 0 0.0 0 0.0 

203 21 10.3 26 12.8 i 
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DISTRICT 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

APPENDIX TABLE 18-3 A 

REENTRY BY DISTRICT 

COMPARISONS. OF SERIOUSNESS OF LAW VIOLATIONS COMMITTED 

ONE YEAR PRIOR TO PLACEMENT AND ONE YEAR AFTER RELEASE 
Youth Released January - June 1991 

.. : .... :' 
i.ESS ~ERIOUS ~QUALL¥ SERl9V~ "'MORE SERIOUS 

TOTAL NQNEWLAW .. ··N:EW LAW.' •.. ' ••••. "NEWLAW :. NEWLAW 

NUMBER' .' VIOLATIONS . VIOLATIONS : I VIOLATI()NS .. : .... ' Ii' VIOLATIONS 
RELEASED --N" % N ..... i,":% ... N·.· .. ·. 1% N %' 

16 9 56.2 3 18.8 1 6.2 3 18.8 

54 35 64.8 9 16.7 3 5.5 7 13.0 

78 58 74.3 12 15.4 1 1.3 7 9.0 

103 68 66.0 20 19.4 3 2.9 12 11.7 

66 39 59.1 16 24.2 3 4.6 8 12.1 

79 58 73.4 11 13.9 3 3.8 7 8.9 

113 77 68.2 19 16.8 6 5.3 11 9.7 

37 22 59.5 9 24.3 2 5.4 4 10.8 

78 52 66.7 19 24.4 4 5.1 3 3.8 

51 42 82.4 4 7.8 1 2.0 4 7.8 

71 57 80.3 7 9.9 6 8.4 1 1.4 

ST~TEWll)11:_._ _~ 74L _ _ :;17 __ - L. 69.3 129 17.3 -~- 4.4 67 9.0 
~--.-

Source: CIS/FACTS (youth released January - JUlie 1991) 
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APPENDIX TABLE 18-3 B 

POST COMMITMENT COMMUNITY CONTROL BY DISTRICT 

COMPARISONS OF SERIOUSNESS OF LAW VIOLATIONS COMMITTED 

ONE YEAR PRIOR TO PLACEMENT AND ONE YEAR AFTER RELEASE 
Youth Released January - June 1991 

"."., .. , .. ,. ".' .,. '.' LESS SERIOUS ,:. )H{U~J"Y $~RIQP$ M()JlE SERIOUS . . ..... ". ::. 
> ··:·Nll:W.tAW:.' : .. ,.::, .. , '.' ·::TOTAL NONJj:WMW< "NEWLAW ..•. . , ..• , ....• NEW LAW .'... :- > .:/ ....•..... ' ....... , .. ,: 

VIOLATIONS .. I)ISTRICT NUMlJER ... ,. VIOLATIONS'·", 'VIOLATIONS .... • :':VIOLATIONS 
..... , RELEASED I·, ·'N' "%.' >:, ':N": % . "N" ......... % N % 

1 13 9 69.2 2 15.4 1 7.7 1 7.7 

2 11 8 72.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 27.3 

3 78 63 80.8 6 7.7 2 2.6 7 9.0 

4 119 104 87.4 5 4.2 3 2.5 7 5.9 

5 16 7 43.8 4 25.0 3 18.8 2 12.5 

6 77 59 76.6 '11 14.3 4 5.2 3 3.9 

7 144 111 77.1 20 13.9 5 3.5 8 5.6 

8 47 27 57.4 11 23.4 4 8.5 5 10.6 

9 80 64 80.0 7 8.8 0 0.0 9 11.3 

10 6 4 66.7 2 33.3 0 0,0 0 0,0 

11 14 13 92.9 0 0.0 1 7.1 0 0.0 

STATEWIDE 605 469 77:5 68 lL2 23 3.8 45 7.4 

SOllrce: CIS (yollth released January - Jllne 1991) 
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APPENDIX TABLE 18-3 C 

FURLOUGH BY DISTRICT 

COMPARISONS OF SERIOUSNESS OF LAW VIOLATIONS COMMITTED 

ONE YEAR PRIOR TO PLACEMENT AND ONE YEAR AFTER RELEASE 
Youth Released January - June 1991 

... 1·· TOTAL-
C 

DISTJUCT .. ·.~L~!~:]) % 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

STATEWIDE 

24 20 88.3 0 0.0 1 4.2 3 12.5 

18 

7 

46 

8 

38' 

1 

3 

26 

25 

7 

203 

14 

6 

37 

7 

25 

1 

1 

18 

25 

7 

161 

77.8 

85.7 

80.4 

87.5 

65.8 

100.0 

·33.3 

69.2 

100.0 

100.0 

79.3 

1 

o 
3 

1 

5 

o 
2 

7 

o 
o 
]9 

5.6 

0.0 

6.5 

12.5 

13.2 

0.0 

66.7 

26.9 

0.0 

0.0 

9.4 

1 

o 
o 
o 
2 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
4 

5.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

5.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.0 

2 

1 

6 

o 
6 

o 
o 
1 

o 
o 
19 

ILl 

14.3 

13.0 

0.0 

15.8 

0.0 

0.0 

3.8 

0.0 

0.0 

9.4 

Source: CIS (youth released January - June 1991) 
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19. ELAINE GORDON TREATMENT CENTER 

Program Description 

Population Profile 

The program at EGTC is designed for 22 young males, ages 9-14. By October, 1991,22 boys had 
been admitted for treatment. The census of 22 youth has been maintained since. Six youth had left 
the program at the end ofFY 1991-92. One had suc(;essfully completed the program, three were 
sent to more restrictive programs and two were removed for other reasons. 

A workshop presentation by Dr. Ana Campo-Bowen contained a demographic description of the 
boys in the program based on 26 youth. The average age was 13 years, 1 month. Fifty percent 
(13) were white, 46 percent (12) were black and one (4 percent) was Hispanic. The mean number 
of sexual offenses was nine. Nine residents also had documented non-sexual delinquency offenses 
and 17 disclosed by self-report that they had committed non-sexual delinquency offenses. DSM­
III-R Diagnoses included 21 (81 percent) as having a conduct disorder, 10 (40 percent) with 
Attention Deficit Disorder, 13 (50 percent) with any anxiety disorder and 9 (35 percent) with any 
depressive disorder. The percentages exceed 100 percent because some youth had more than one 
disorder; 26 youth were included in the report . 
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Outcome Measurement 

The first clients were admitted to EGTC in November, 1990. Only one had been released as 
having successfully completed the program as of June 30,1992; therefore, data on client outcomes 
will not be available until the 1993 Outcome Evaluation Report. Several youth are very close to 
being discharged. The following outcomes have been listed in the program contract and will fonn 
the basis for data collection during the next year: 

Outcome 1 
CIDLDREN AND ADOLESCENTS ADMITTED WILL SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETE 
THEIR INDIVIDUALIZED TREATMENT PROGRAMS. 

As of June 30, 1992, only one youth had left the program who was considered to have successfully 
completed the course of therapy. He was released to a less restrictive program, CHARLEE. Three 
boys were considered failures because they were discharged to more rc\strictive programs. Two 
more were discharged as "non-completers" because they were only in the pr:ogram a short time and 
were removed for family or judicial reasons. The high ratio of failures to successful completions 
should not, at this early stage, be interpreted as program failure. It should be regarded as part of 

. the process of program development where the program gains experience and determines who it is 
best able to help. 

Outcome 2 
PATIENTS \VILL BE DISCHARGED WITHIN 12 MONTHS. 

As of June 30, 1992, six boys had been released from the program. One was considered a 
successful release because he was released to a less restrictive program He had been in the 
program 18.13 months. Other releases included three who were considered failures because they 
required more restrictive placement and two whose participation was considered incomplete. One 
youth was removed by his family to a program in another state and the other removed by a judge. 
The average length of stay for the "failures" was 16.46 months and for those whose program 
participation was incomplete, it was 6.53 months. 

By June 30, 1992, the boys who were still in the program had been there an average of 9.51 
months. Table 19-1 shows in six month increments how many had been in the program for 
different periods of time. 
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Table 19-1: 
ELAINE GORDON TREATMENT CENTER 

LENGTH OF SERVICES AS OF JUNE 30, 1992 
FOR YOUTH NOT DISCHARGED 

CUMMULATIVE 
. LENGTHOFSERvICES ···NUMBER PERCENT . PERCENT 

0-6 months 6 27.3 27.3 
7-12 months 8 36.4 63.7 
13-18 months 6 27.3 91.'3 
19+ months 2 9.1 100.1 * 

Source: Elaine Gordon Treatment Center staff 
* This number is greater than 100 percent due to rounding. 

Although the average length of stay for youth still in the program is 9.5 months, it appears that the 
length of stay for those who complete the program will exceed the program design of 12 months 
when more are released. The provider and program monitors need to determine the reasons for this 
extended stay and whether program goals can be accomplished in 12 months. 

Outcome 3 
PATIENTS WILL BE MAINTAINED UNTIL DISCHARGE WITH NO INTERIM 
PLACEMENTS IN A MORE RESTRICTIVE PSYCHIATRIC SETTING • 

No data available. 

Outcome 4 
PATIENTS WILL EVIDENCE DECREASES IN DYSFUNCTIONAL BEHAVIORS AND 
ATTITUDES AND MAINTAIN THESE DECREASES FOR 12 MONTHS AFTER 
DISCHARGE. 

No data available. However, six boys have been attending community schools since the beginning 
of the 1~92-93 school year. They are still in residence at EGTC but are being re-integrated into 
the community in preparation for discharge. Attending community schools is a major step toward 
discharge. 

OutcomeS 
PATIENTS WILL HAVE REDUCED INCIDENCE OF POLICE CONTACTS, 
ARRESTS, CONVICTIONS AND INCARCERATIONS FOR SEXUAL AND OTHER 
INDEX OFFENSES WIDCH CAN BE ASSESSED THROUGH OFFICIAL RECORDS 
AND THROUGH SELF-REPORT ASSESSMENTS. 

No data available . 
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Program Cost 

A total of$1,918,624 was expended for this program during FY 1991-92. Based on 22 residents, 
the cost per client for FY 1991-92 was $87,210.18 or $238.93 per day. This is high when 
compared with other delinquency programs such as the "high risk" residential programs that range 
from $82 to $181 per day. However, in-patient psychiatric programs for children average $270 
per day. EGTC is probably more properly compared with children's mental health programs 
because of the large therapeutic component contained in the program design. Nevertheless, it is the 
most expensive program in terms of cost per client under the purview of Delinquency Services. 

Program Effectiveness 

Sex offenders are the most difficult segment of the offender population to rehabilitate and to stop 
re-offense behavior effectively. A monitoring report a"d an annual report from the program 
indicated that start-up problems have been largely resolved and the program is operating smoothly. 
No data are available on the impact of the program on clients as yet, although post-tests will be 
administered as the clients leave the program. However, six youth have been able to attend 
community schools successfully and will be released before the end of the fiscal year. 

It is recommended that the program serve youth who have been adjudicated delinquent. While this 
program is needed by youth from a variety of backgrounds, program capacity is extremely limited. 
Given that the funding for the program is from the Juvenile Justice budget and that the legislative 
intent is to service delinquent youth, these youth have priority for placement. 
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TABLE 19-R 

ELAINE GORDON TREATMENT CENTER 
RECOMMENDATION UPDATE . 

RECOMMENDATIONS IN 1991 
OUTCOME EVALUATION REPOQT 

PROGRAM lVIAINTENANCE 

The new program should be provided an 
opportunity to become operational. Evaluation 
data outlined in the contract should be collected 
and reported in the next Outcome Report. 

PROG~SS iNFY 1991~92>'f 

~ 

Clients were accepted starting November 
29, 1990. Only one client has been 
released from the program successfully, as 
yet; therefore, no outcome information is 
available. 

*Sollrce: The lIpdate illJomwtioll 011 progress toward recommendatiolls was obtainedJrom Program Specialists. 
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1992 REPORT 
RECOMMENDATION 

PROGRAM MAINTENANCE 

The new program should be provided an 
opportunity to become operational. However, 
evaluation data outlined in the contract should 
be collccted and reported in the next Outcome 
Report. 
[Elaine Gordon Treatment Center] 

Monitoring, both fiscal and programmatic, 
should be meaningful and demonstrate that 
the money for this expensive program is being 
spent wisely. 
[ADM program office in District 10] 

Efforts should be increased to have this 
program operate within the projected length 
of stay. 
[Elaine Gordon Treatment Center] 

It is recommended that the program serve 
youth who have been adjudicated delinquent. 
[Delinquency Services] 
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REASON FOR REFERRAL 

Felonies 

01 Murder/Non-negligent manslaughter 
02 Negligent manslaughter 
03 Sexual Battery 
04 Other felonious sex offense 
05 Anl1ed robbery 
06 Other iObbery 
07 Arson 
08 Burglary (breaking and entering) 
09 Auto theft 
10 Grand Larceny 
11 Receiving stolen property - over $100 
12 Concealed fireann 
13 Aggravated assault andlor battery 
14 Forgery and uttering 
15 Felony violation of drug laws 

(excluding marijuana) 
16 Felony marijuana offense 
17 Escape from training school, secure detention, 

or community-based residential program 
18 Resisting arrest \vith violence 
19 Shooting/throwing a deadly missile into an 

occupied dwelling/vehicle 
20 Other felony 

Misdemeanors 

21 Assault andlor battery (not aggravated) 
22 Prostitution 
23 Sex offenses not included in 03, 04, or 22 
24 Petit larceny 
25 Retail theft (shoplifting) 
26 Receiving stolen property - under $100 
27 Concealed weapon (except fireanns) 
28 Disorderly Conduct 
29 Criminal mischief (vandalism) 
30 Trespassing 
31 Loitering and prowling 
32 Misdemeanor violation of dmg laws 

(excluding marijuana) 
33 Misdemeanor marijuana offense 
34 Possession of alcoholic beverages 
35 Other alcohol offense 
36 Violation of hunting, fishing and boating laws 
37 Resisting arrest without violence 
38 Unauthorized use of motor vehicle 
39 Other misdemeanor 
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S.20.19(19),Florida Statutes 

(19) OUTCOME EVALUATION AND PROGRAM 
EFFECTIVENESS.-

(a) It Is the intent of the Legislatur~ to: .. 
1. Ensure that information bEl provided to decIsion· 

makers so that resources are allocated to programs of 
the Department of Health and Rehabilitative Servi~es 
under the Children. Youth, and Families Program; Aging 
and Adult Services Program; Alcohol. Drug Abuse. and 
Mental Health Program; Development~1 Se,,;,ices ~ro­
gram; Economic Services Program; Children s Medical 
Services Program; and Health Program that achieve 
desired performance levels. 

2. Provide information about the cost of such pro­
grams and Iheir diflerential effectiveness so . that the 
quality of such programs can be compared and Improve· 
ments made continually. 

3. Provide information to aid in the development of 
relaled policy issues and concerns. 

4. Provide information 10 the public about the effec· 
tiveness of such programs in meeting established goals 
and objeclives. 

5. Provide a basis for a system of acco· .. ntability so 
that each client Is aHorded the' best pro';jrams to meet 
his needs. 

6. Improve service delivery to clients. 
7. Modify or eliminate activities that are not effec· 

tlve. 
(b) As used In this subsection. the term: 
1. 'Cllent' means any person who is being provi~ed 

treatment or services by the department or by a provider 
under contract with the depar1ment. 

2. 'Outcome' means the condition or circum· 
stances of the cli~nt after services or treatment have 
been provided and the extant of change In modifying or 
stabilizing Ihe original condition or need that led to client 
services or treatment. 

3. 'Program component' means an aggregation 01 
generally related objectives which. because of their spe· 
clal character, related workload, and interrelated output. 
can logically be considered an entl,ty for purl?oses of 
organization, management. accclJnhng. reportll1g. and 
budgeting. 

4. 'Program effectiveness' means the ability of the 
program 10 achieve desired client outcomes. goals, and 
objectives. 

5. 'Program offlce' means any program ollice under 
the Depuly Secretary for Human Services and all pro­
grams under the Deputy Secretary for Health. 

(c) The Department of Health and Rehabilitative Ser· 
vices shall: 

1. Establish within the Children. Youth. and Faml· 
lies Program; Aging and Adult SSlvices Program; Alco­
hol. Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Program; Develop· 
mental Servicl>\s Program; Economic Services Program: 
Children'S Medical Services Program; and Health Pro­
gram a comprehensivo system to annually m.easure and 
report client outcome and program effectiveness for 
each program that er;;ch program office operates or ~on­
tracts. Cllent-outcome measures shall be a reqUired 
provision of all contracts entered int'? by the depart'!lB.nt 
with respect to the provision of services under the juns­
diction of the programs. 

2.a Provide operational definitions of and criteria for 
client outcome and program eHectiveness for each spe­
cific program component, to Include, but not be limited 
to a definilion of successful program completion. 

·b. The Children, Youth, and Families Program 
, Ollice shall define and report recidivism in addition to 

the requirements of this section. 
c. As appropriate, program offices under this sec· 

lion shall report clients who reenter services and treat· 
ment within 1 year of releese, discharge. or successful 
completion of a program. . 

3. Establish goals and objectives lor eech specifiC 
program component. 

4. Establish the Information and specific data ele· 
ments required for the management of client-outcome 
meesures. 

5. Develop a program office-specific, standardized 
terminology and procedures manual to be followed by 
each program. The procedures shall include ~tandard 
formats for the collection of data from the vanous pro· 
gram components with clearly defined documentat!on 
requirements. 

\ ~ , 

6. Establish procedures for the continuous lIow of 
client-outcome information. 

7. Develop procedures to anafyze clienl-outcome 
data in relation to program process. 

8. Implement continuous longitudlnat studies to 
determine the long-range effects of programs. The lon­
gitudinal studies shall track a cohort represent alive sam· 
pie of clients at 5 years after their initial completion of a 
program. Whenever pOSSible, longitudinal studies Shall 
com para a (epresentative sample of clients completing 
Ihe program with a comparable cohort group Ihat did 
not enter the program. 

a. The Children, Youth, and Families Program 
Office shall determine the long-range effect of preven· 
tlon. residential and nonresidential delinquency commit· 
ment programs. programs for dependent children. and 
programs for children in need of services and families in 
need ot ser~ices. 

b. The Aging and Adult Services Program Office 
shall determine the long-range effects of programs, 
including, but not limited to, programs that provi~e co,:,"' 
munity services, in-home care, and other nonresld:nhal 
services, to determine their effect in preventing reslden· 
Ual placement. 

c. The Alcohol, Drug Abuse. and Mental Health Pro· 
gram Office shall determine the long-range effects of 
programs, including, but not limited to, preventi?n, c~m· 
munity-based programs. outpatient programs, Inpallent 
programs, and nonresidential and residential programs 
for children and adults. 

d. The Children's Medical Services Program Ollice 
shall determine the long-range effects of programs. 
including, but not limited to, prevention and early inter· 
ventlon programs, Including infent metabolic screening, 
developmental evaluation, Inpatient programs, and out· 
patient programs. 

e. The Developmental Services Program Office 
shall determine the long-range effects of programs, 
including. but not limited to. prevenlion, early interv~n. 
lion, family support services, developmenlal trall1lOg 
programs, community-based supported employment, 
and community residential programs. 

f. The Economio Services Program Office shall 
determine the long-range effects of programs, Includ· 
ing, but not limited to, programs that Implement the pro­
visions ot the Family Support Act of 1988, Pub. L No. 
100-485, pursuant 10 s. 409.029. 

g. The State Health OHlce shall determine the long­
range effects of programs, Including. but not limited to, 
maternal and child heallh: family planning; the Special 
Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants. an~ 
Children; primary health care; dental health; commUni' 
cable diseases; and environmental health. 

9. Establish appropriate methodology and statistl· 
cal analysis to ensure the reliability, validity, and utility 
of client-outcome data. 

10. Establish appropriate interdistrict evaluation 
teams using private-sector experts to evaluate the qual· 
ity 01 the services delivered by each program. 

Each program of lice under this subsection shall submit 
an annual report to the Speaker of the House of Repre· 
sentatives, the President of the Senate, the Minority 
Leader of each house of the Legislature, the appropriate 
substantive and appropriations (:ommittees of each 
house of the Legislature. and the Governor, no later than 
December 31 01 each calendar year, baginning Decem· 
ber 31. 1992. The annual program-outcome report shall 
contain at a minimum (or each specifiC program compo­
nent, a' comprehensive description of the population 
served by the program, a specific description of the ser· 
vices provided by the program, client-outcome mea­
sure!!. an assessment of program effectiveness, cost, a 
comparison of expenditures to (ederal and state fund· 
lng, Immediate and long-range concerns, the status or 
results 01 the longitudinal stUdies, and recommenda· 
tions to mainlain, expand, improve, modify, or eliminate 
each program component so that changes in services 
lead to enhancement in program quality. The depart· 
ment's Inspector General shall ensure the reliability and 
validity of the information contained in the report. 

(d) The Audilor General shall periodically evaluate 
the cllent-outcome and program-effectiveness system 
to determine iI the process Is achieving the legislative 
intent of this section and shall prepare a report thereof. 
The initial report shall be submitted on December 31. 
1993, and a report shall be submitted every 5 years 
thereafter to the persons specified In paragraph (c). 
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Appendix 3 

Outcome Evaluation Methodology 

Outcome evaluation is the process of assessing the results of Juvenile Justice ~rograms (JJP). The 
status report, the Outcome Evaluation Report, which presents this outcome assessment, is 
produced annually on all HP programs. It is unique in the nation, first, for its focus on outcomes 
for clients and, second, for its comprehensiveness. JJP's outcome evaluation system was 
established under a far-reaching mandate by the Florida Legislature in 1986. In 1991, the 
Legislatur~ extended the mandate to cover six additional HRS programs. The new legislation, 
5.20.19(18), F. S., replaces the original JJP mandate (381.0615, F. S.), with no change in the 
design of the evaluation system used in JIP for the past five years. 

The Outcome Evalua:.:ion Report draws on many sources of information that, due to the cycli(;~l 
nature of the annual outcome evaluation, are continually improved each year. In most cases, 
information comes from existing sources. The sources are described in Chapter I of this report. 
This appendix provides detail on the steps taken to design and conduct the evaluations of each of 
the 19 program components which comprise the report. 

The evaluation of each program component was originally developed based on a written evaluation 
design. Program components were derived based on grouping programs together who had similar 
purposes or goals or whose outcomes were identical. Two outcomes were specified by statute: 
client recidivism and successful program completion. Other outcomes which were pertinent to the 
program component were also included in the evaluation design such as a variety of changes in 
client functioning depending on the nature and intent of the program. Information is supplied in the 
following sections on the specific steps taken to develop the outcome measures and the evaluation 
plans are also described. Figure 1-2 (in Chapter 1 of this report) displays a flow chart 
summarizing the process of planning and implementing the evaluations. Figure A3-1 contains a 
chart that provides detail on the data sources used for each program component. 

Development of Outcome Measures 

Evaluation designs for outcome evaluation began with the development of outcome measures for 
each program component. The steps described below were followed in the development of the 
outcome meas'ues and other indicators of program effectiveness: 

. 1. Outcome staff reviewed published research on outcome evaluation and conducted a survey of 
other states to determine the state-of-the-art in the area. This step is updated each year. 
Published research is reviewed every year and surveys of states are conducted at two to three 
year intervals. 

2. Available Children Youth and Family (CYF) Services' program manuals were reviewed to 
detennine the program purpose and ariy intended outcomes as stated in the manual. 

3. An initial survey of program staff in each district was conducted to detennine the expected 
outcomes for each program component in the child welfare, delinquency and 
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FIGURE A3-1: OUTCOME EVALUATION DATA SOURCES 

(See data sources key) 

CLIENT DEMOGAAPflIC CLIENT LENGTH 

PROGRAIH COMPONENT COUNTS PATA HISTORY OF STAY COST 1 

I. CINS/FINS Intake 6,15 4 4 4 NR 4 

2. CINS/FINS Services 7 7 7 7 13 18 

3. Hurricane Island 10 10 10 10 13 10 

4. Practical and Cultural Education (PACE) 10 10 10 10 13 10 

5. Intensive Learning Alternatives Program (ILAP) 10 10 10 JO 16 JO 

l6. Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 14 14 14 14 19 14 

7. Juvenile Alternative Services Program 1 I 5 I 13 

8. Eckerd Wilderness Canlp Program 10 10 10 10 16 I 10 

9. Delinquency Intake 4 4 4 4 13 1 4 

10. Home Detention II I 4 11 13 12 

11. Secure Detention II I 1 1 13 12 

12. Community Control .1,4 I 1 1 NR 

13. CREST Services, Inc. 10 10 10 10 I 13 I 10 

14. Non-res. Community-Based Commitment Programs 1,4 I 1 I 1 I 1 I 13, 17 I 8 

15. Low-Risk Residential Commitment Programs 1,4 1 I I 1 1 1 J 13 I 8 

16. Moderate-Risk Residential Commitment Prog. 1,4 I I I I I 1 I 13 I 8 

17. High-Risk Residential Commitment Prog. 1,4 1 1 1 13 8 

18. Post-Placement Services 1,4 1 1 1 13 2,8 

p9. Elaine Gordon Treatment Center I 10 10 10 10 13 NR 

Note: NR mea/ls /lot reported; NA means 1I0t applicable. 
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DATA SOURCES KEY 

J. Client JnfomIation System (CIS) - Outcome Evaluation Database for case closures (temlillatiolls ill CIS) FY 
J99J-92 (Ju(v 1, J99J-Jrme 30, 1992). Database cOlltains a joilled file with data from two CIS subsystems: 
Flon'da Protective Servlces System (FPSS cOlltains child welfare referrals and demographic data) and C & F 
providerfile (contains provider data 011 services and dispositiolls for child welfare programs). 

2. CIS - Outcome Evaluation Database for case closures between January 1, 1991 and June 30, 1991. (See 
descn'ptionfor Number 1.) 

3. CIS Outcome Evaluation Database for case closures between July 1, 1991 and December 31, 1991. (See 
descn'ptionfor Number 1.) 

4. CIS - Special ad hoc computer nm. 

5. CIS JASP Client Exit Report. 

6. CIS -Monthly Production Reports (GY216L5 and GI040LS) for July 1991 -June 1992. 

7. Flon'da Network of Youth and Family Services, Inc. Automated Data System (lvlicro-computer based data system 
- contains client-level data). 

8. Delinquency Services Monthly Facility Recapitulation Report, Manual System containing client data for 
Delinquency Commitment programs. Six months of data (from January 1, 1991 to JUlie 30, 1991) was used. 

9. Distn'ct Management Plan Reports. FY 1991-92. 

10. Contract Provider Reports: Annual Reportsfor FY 1991-92. 

11. Detention Population Analysis Report, FY 1991-92. 

12. Supen'ntendent's Monthly Reports, FY 1991-92. 

13. State Automated Management Accounting System (SAlvlAS). Contains expenditure data for all programs. 
Based on an ad hoc computer nm 0, disln'cls were asked to review expenditure data for FY 1991-92. Program 
costs included all expenditures for FY 1991-92 minus those paid oul of funds certified jons'GI'd from the 
previous year, plus all expenditures paid out of 1 991-92 certified funds up through the data 0' the computer nm. 

14. JJDP Program Evaluation Reports. FY 1991-92. 

15. CIS Population Profile Spreadsheet, June 1992. 

16. FY 1991-92 Contracts. 

17. Program SpeCialist. 

18. Follow-up study conducted by tlze Florida Networkfor Children and Youth and the Outcome Evaluation staff. 

19. Amount offederalfunds awarded to state of Florida. 

20. Community Control and Furlough Monthly Statistical Report for June 30, 1992. 
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eINS/FINS and Children's Substanc.e Abuse and Mental Health Program areas. Similar input 
'was obtained from the headquarters-level program managers for each program component. 
Outcomes for the mental health program components were identified through a review of 
measures documented in existing contracts and input from headquarters staff. 

4. Outcome evaluation staff combined the information on outcomes into a draft statement of 
client-oriented outcome measures for each program. 

5. The draft outcome measures were reviewed at many levels, including headquarters program 
managers, district program managers and the statewide CYF Advisory Council (no longer in 
existence). Revisions to the original statements were made where appropriate. A formal 
system-wide review and update of outcome statements was conducted in the spring of 1990. 

6. As a companion to the outcome measures, some indicators of program effectiveness were 
identified which focused on operational concerns rather than client-oriented outcomes. The 
indicators were intended to supplement the client outcome data and provide assistance with 
interpretation. 

7. To meet the statutory provisions and the analysis purposes, programs with similar intent were 
grouped into program components. In some cases, individual programs with identical outcomes 
were grouped together for analysis ana reporting purposes (e. g., foster care and residential 
group care). In other cases, programs of unique intent were not combined with any other 
programs for analysis, such as the Elaine Gordon Treatment for youthful sex offenders. Thus 
program components contain from one to nearly 50 separate programs. Programs aimed solely 
at staff training and pilot programs that have not yet started are not included in the Outcome 
Evaluation Report. 

8. It is important to note that the original methodology or an abridged form of it is followed each 
year to review the outcome measures and revise them as necessary. As outcomes are measured, 
it may be determined that they do not, in fact, answer questions about the program's 
effectiveness and that other indicators are needed. As progra..'11 management and operational 
staff gain more understanding of and experience with outcome evaluation, their involvement in 
measurement increases and becomes more valuable. The outcome evaluation process differs 
from the typical research/evaluation study because its aim is to institutionalize an ability on the 
part of the entire JJP system of services to measure and report routinely information on client 
outcomes or the results of services. Therefore, while refinements may come slowly and 
incrementally, they are meant to permanently affect the way the system looks at and evaluates 
itself. 

Development of Evaluation' Plans 

After the initial development of the outcome measures and indicators, evaluation plans were 
developed. The following steps describe the planning process: 

l. First, evaluation questions were developed to focus the evaluation process. The questions were 
not limited to those which could be answered with available data. The questions addressed 
four areas of interest: (1) a description of the target population; (2) service delivery 
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infonnation such as the type and quantity of services provided; (3) program costs; and (4) 
client outcomes. 

2. For each evaluation question, a detennination was made of the data. necessary to answer the 
question. Available data sources were reviewed and data needs were identified. Data 
collection strategies were developed. 

3. Data sources included: (1) the automated HRS Client Infonnation System (CIS), which 
documents all referrals made to JJP intake, periods of service provision for clients of many JJP 
program components and infonnation on reasons for case closure; (2) several micro-computer 
based and manual data collection systems which are identified in the program component 
write-ups; (3) annual provider reports; (4) program monitoring reports; (5) specific records 
maintained at the program level; (6) the State Automated Management Accounting System 
(SAMAS); (7) district expenditure records; (8) previously completed evaluation studies, and 
(9) interviews with headquarters and district program managers as well as specific program 
administrators. Interview data are not used to measure client outcomes but to assist with 
focusing evaluation questions and interpreting results. (See Figure 6 for specific data sources 
used for each program component.) 

4. Data collection strategies included: (1) using previously prepared CIS reports, (2) developing 
an outcome evaluation database with the assistance of Management Systems staff and running 
ad hoc programs against this database; (3) collecting annual provider reports as well as 
monthly and annual service reports; (4) requesting an ad hoc SAMAS run and having the 11 
HRS districts review and provide more detail in certain program areas; (5) requesting specific 
data from district program managers and from individual program administrators and 
contracted providers; and (6) recently, ensuring that outcome measures are required in all 
provider contracts. 

5. For each program category, an evaluation plan was developed. The plan included the 
following components: program intent, intended client outcomes, general evaluation strategies, 
evaluation questions, data sources, data coJ.lection methods and data analysis methods. Other 
items typically included in an evaluation plan, such as the evaluation purpose, identification of 
the primary audience for the report and the schedule, were specified in statute and therefore not 
included in the individual plans. Collectively, these components comprise the evaluation 
design for the outcome evaluation effort. 

6. The evaluation plans for each individual program component for the first year were reviewed 
by the HRS Office of Evaluation and Management Review and the CYF Advisory Committee, 
meeting the statutory provisions of Section 381.061 (3) (i), Florida Statutes, to ensure the 
reliability validity, and utility of client outcome data. In 1991, the Legislature extended 
outcome' evaluation to six other HRS programs. The new legislation, (S. 20.19 (18), F. S.), 
which also includes JJP, is nearly identical to the old statute. 

Once established, the evaluation plans have been maintained with refinements each year. 
In1provements in the a.vailability and quality of available data have been made each year since the 
first report. A number of program components have seen changes to the databases which supply 
client outcome and other intonnation during the first five years of outcome evaluation. For 
example, FACTS (Florida Accounting and Tracking System) has been added for juvenile 
commitment programs since outcome evaluation began. This addition has affected many JJP 
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programs. While the initial result may be some loss of information for one to two years, most 
frequently the changes represent great improvements once they are fully implemented. When data 
sources change, this affects the comparability of data from one year to another and is noted in all 
year-by-year comparisons . 
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