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Miami-Dade County Public Defender=s Office

Juvenile Sentencing Advocacy Project

1.  
Statement of the problem.
Juveniles transferred to the adult criminal justice system in Miami-Dade County, Florida, are being processed just like adults, with little, if any, attention being paid to assessing the underlying needs and the potential for rehabilitation, i.e., the protective factors in the youth=s life.  These juveniles have been transferred without benefit of a judicial hearing, so there has been no judgment by a neutral judicial officer that there are services in the adult system for them, or that they are inappropriate for services in a juvenile court.  The result has been that too many of these transferred youths are being sentenced as adults, rather than to appropriate juvenile intervention and treatment programs designed to prevent future criminality.  

Miami-Dade County is a large, urban county with a 1997 population of 2.1 million.  The criminal justice system here does not adequately focus on reducing crime and increasing public safety as the major goals of sentencing.  The criminal justice system is a reactive system driven by overwhelming numbers.  In 1997, 21,250 felony cases were handled by twenty judges, and approximately eighty prosecutors and eighty assistant public defenders in adult criminal court.  Of those, 1298 were prosecutorial juvenile transfers (direct files) to adult court.  That amounts to a doubling of the number of juvenile cases transferred in just five years, from 643 in 1992 to 1298 in 1997, according to reports of the Office of the State Courts Administrator.  The Public Defender=s Office data shows that we represented nearly 900 of the 1278 juvenile cases transferred in 1997. 

Preliminary studies show higher recidivism rates among children who received adult sanctions as compared to those retained in the juvenile system.
 Yet, during the last few years, the prosecutorial direct file policies and practices have resulted in an unprecedented number of youths in an unprepared adult system.  These changes in transfer policies were not based upon the available research.

Although Florida law authorizes felony court judges to consider juvenile sanctions in lieu of adult punishment for transferred juveniles
, assistant public defenders have been unable to effectively advocate for the imposition of juvenile sanctions.  Of the 900 transferred juveniles our office represented in 1997, fewer than 50 received juvenile sentences.  This over reliance on adult sanctions is due to large case loads and lack of experience by prosecutors, judges and defenders regarding children and sentencing options.  We recognize that adult sanctions may be appropriate for some youths.  However, the current decision-making process is ineffective because salvageable young people are not receiving minimally adequate advocacy at the sentencing phase.

Our office previously addressed the problems described above in three ways.  First, to prevent children from being direct filed, we assigned two attorneys and one social worker in our juvenile division to work exclusively on cases where the State had indicated an intent to direct file the youth.  Second, in our felony division, we assigned two forensic social workers to work only on cases of youth who had been direct filed.  Third, we have provided some basic adolescent development training to the attorneys, social workers and investigators.  In an office this size, this allocation of resources has been insufficient to make a significant difference in case outcomes. Because our resources are limited and the number of transferred children with complex has increased, we have not been able to make structural changes that would facilitate our social workers= efforts.   It has been nearly impossible for the social workers to intervene early and to engage in the comprehensive sentencing planning necessary for these cases.

The impact of charging youth as adults and not providing effective and meaningful programming, is probably staggering in terms of wasted taxpayer money and the long-term public safety of this community.  Over the long term, the community is likely to be at greater risk from juveniles locked up for years with adults without rehabilitative services and released, than if they had been treated as juveniles, the underlying needs driving the delinquency had been met, and they had the skills to be employed.  

Another consequence has been Athrowing away@ young people, with their unrealized potential.  Furthermore, legislative changes increasing the severity of mandatory and career criminal sentencing, will result in increased long-term incarceration of juveniles with the related expenditure of scarce public resources.

2.  
The Project Goals Are: 

· To enhance our ability to assess and address the actual needs of the youth while meeting the concerns of the court and prosecution.

· To improve client access to programs that work.

· To enhance the quality of legal representation of transferred juveniles.

· To design services to meet the juveniles= needs so they do not re-offend.

· To serve as a catalyst for the development of research-based intervention and treatment programs.

· To determine whether this coordinated comprehensive effort makes any significant difference in the case and life outcomes for these youths and their families.

3. The Project Objectives are:

· To develop a research-based assessment process.

· To develop a model defense-based sentencing program for juvenile transfers.

· To assess at least 300 juveniles.

· To hire two social workers and two graduate students to conduct the assessments and assist with sentencing preparation.

· To increase by two the number of social workers that work with transferred juveniles.

· To increase the number of transferred youths referred to our social services unit by 300.

· To increase the number of written sentencing plans by 50.

· To increase the number of attorneys who receive specialized training in juvenile sentencing to 100.

· To increase the number of youths who receive juvenile sanctions by 50.

· To provide social workers, investigators, paralegal, and attorneys a minimum of 16 hours of training in child interviewing techniques, gathering psycho-social information, reviewing assessments, and preparing and presenting sentencing reports in court.

· To provide attorneys, investigators, social workers, jail personnel and judges a minimum of eight hours of training in child and adolescent development.

· To develop juvenile training materials for defenders in other offices.

· To hold a training and policy conference for practitioners and decision makers.

· To conduct a process and outcome evaluation.

4. Project design and strategy.

We are proposing to undertake a pilot project to address the issues outlined in the problem section above.  The major components of the project are: a) developing a comprehensive client-specific assessment; b) intervening early in Adirect filed@ cases; c) developing a model defense-based sentencing program; d) developing specialized training; and, e) increasing client access to programs that work.

This project involves not only changing the internal operations of the Public Defender=s Office but also expanding linkages to community resources in an attempt to improve long-term results for the clients, their families and the community.  To maximize the impact of the project, we will meet with the State Attorney=s Office and the adult court judges to discuss the design and implementation of this project, and our respective roles.  We expect to accommodate the results of this ambitious and difficult experiment by reallocating our resources and restructuring our office.  We cannot try out these ideas with our present resources because they are inadequate to deal with our statutorily-required, traditional functions.  This Public Defender approach to representing youth in the adult system, and advocating for systemic research-based change is unique and innovative for the country, not just for Miami-Dade County.

The overall project will last eighteen months.  The population to be served through this project is children, age 19 and under, who are transferred to adult court.  A special project team will be set up consisting of a project director, a project manager, a project attorney, four social workers (two are already working with transferred juveniles in the Public Defender=s Office, and two to be hired through the grant), two graduate assistants and a secretary (hired through the grant).  By the end of the first three months we will have developed an assessment process, hired and trained the two social workers, two graduate students, and the secretary.  During the twelve-month period of the Adirect services@ component of the project, we will implement the theoretical and practical aspects outlined in this application.  After the twelve-month direct service period, we will conduct a process and outcome evaluation.

4. Developing a Comprehensive Client-Specific Assessment.

The underlying principle in developing a research-based assessment specifically tailored for juveniles is that children are different from adults.  To that end, Dr. Donald Meichenbaum of The Melissa Institute for Violence Prevention has agreed to develop an assessment process that identifies the youth=s strengths and risk factors.  One context for examining the risk and protective factors is the youth=s cognitive, moral and identity development, and the impact of childhood trauma.  Currently, most pre-dispositional or pre-sentencing reports that are regularly presented to judges focus, almost exclusively, on risk factors alone.  This assessment is intended to help the attorney prepare a sentencing plan to show the court which aspects of each youth can change and where that change can best take place.  The assessment will list and match the young person=s needs and strengths to the intervention or program that will best serve the client=s needs. 

The assessment will serve the following purposes:

· Assess the child=s strengths and protective factors;

· Provide the youth and family with an opportunity to take stock of the protective factors that will begin a turnaround process for him and for any at-risk siblings;

· Recognize that aggressive behaviors occur within a familial and community context and assess for the family=s and the community=s risk and protective factors;

· Include the role of current sociological, environmental, developmental and parental stressors;

· Consider the barriers that may interfere with intervention plans and ways we can anticipate or overcome them;

· Create an individualized client-specific comprehensive assessment;

· Create a computerized database to be used for research purposes and to improve available treatment. 

4. Intervening Early in ADirect Filed@ Cases.

In the juvenile division of the Public Defender=s Office, we have a pilot project where two attorneys and a social worker are responsible for handling all the discretionary direct file cases, i.e., cases in which the State has the discretion to keep the child in juvenile court.  The attorneys and the social worker review the cases, engage experts, and present facts to the State that support keeping the child in juvenile court.  While that pilot project is not funded through this grant, it is part of our early intervention effort.  It typically takes the State twenty-one days to make the final decision to direct file.  Because it is such a short period of time, if the State indicates which children will certainly be direct filed prior to the direct file date, the direct file attorneys will direct a graduate student or social worker to conduct the initial assessment, using the AMelissa@ assessment.  The project attorney will be collaborating with the direct file attorneys to ensure continuity and the earliest intervention possible. 

The trial attorney in adult court is primarily responsible for trial and sentencing preparation once the case is transferred to adult court.  However, the project attorney will initially review the reports generated and obtained in juvenile court, initiate a social services referral, and ensure that the client=s legally mandated special education and disabilities programming is being provided.  If the client is in custody, the project attorney will also refer the case to our Early Representation Unit for the purpose of obtaining release from jail pending trial or to obtain an early resolution of the case.  If appropriate, the project attorney will also consult with the social worker and the trial attorney to: 

· Interview the juvenile and his family;

· Gather the needed information, including clinical evaluations and reports;

· Locate wrap-around services for the youth and his family;

· Identify other agencies that are working with the child=s family to coordinate delivery of services;

· Locate and access charitable organizations and services not usually available to our clients;

· Locate clinicians= services, new providers and support systems; 

· Coordinate meetings with prosecutors, judges and court services; 

· Prepare sentencing reports and coordinate the sentencing hearings.

4. Developing a Model Defense-Based Sentencing Program.

We expect to work with The Sentencing Project and The American Bar Association Juvenile Justice Center to develop a model sentencing program for juvenile transfer cases.  The Sentencing Project=s expertise is in shaping program structure and training sentencing advocates.  They have trained

and assisted adult sentencing programs in over 30 locations.  In the last 3 years, Malcolm Young, Executive Director of The Sentencing Project, has been closely involved with defender advocacy for juveniles in Portland, Oregon, Chicago,  Sacramento (Cal) and New York City.  The Sentencing Project received a grant designed to bring to our office, as a site, other defenders and people who have worked on the same juvenile program issues and are looking for solutions to problems.  

To have a meaningful impact on the sentence the judge will impose, it may be necessary for the social worker to develop an individualized sentencing plan with the attorney.  The juvenile sentencing project will enable our office to provide judges information about our clients, their families, community resources and placement options.  Where appropriate, staff will prepare a comprehensive, client-specific sentencing plan detailing how the needs of the child are going to be met and how concerns for public safety are going to be addressed.  The sentencing plan will be organized around the idea that the youth=s cognitive, moral and identity development, and impact of childhood trauma play a critical role in designing an appropriate and effective treatment plan.  The plan will incorporate and build upon the information gathered in the assessment process.  It will detail such things as where the child will be placed, what will be happening to him, who will be responsible for him, who will be managing his case, and what the aftercare plan is for the child=s re-integration into the community.

In addition to the early screening of cases, the project attorney will assist the trial attorney and the social worker in developing the sentencing plan, including seeking previously untapped alternative funding for individual clients, such as legally mandated funding for special education and disabilities.  The attorney will also serve as in-house consultant on juvenile sentencing issues. 

4. Developing Specialized Training.

Most of the attorneys, prosecutors, judges, and even some court-appointed psychologists who evaluate youthful offenders, in Miami-Dade County, have not received specialized training on adolescent development, i.e., what distinguishes the child (cognitive, moral, experiential and physical development) from an adult and the implications that these crucial differences have in terms of increased opportunity to treat and change behavior.  Few know that national studies show that Boot Camps are not effective, and that there are treatment options available to juvenile offenders that do more good than harm.  To address those needs, we intend to provide specialized juvenile training for judges, prosecutors, defenders, correctional staff, psychologists and other criminal justice experts concerning adolescent development, special needs and treatment options available to the youthful offender.

Now more than ever before in our country's history, accessible, well‑trained lawyers for juveniles are essential to a legitimate and fair juvenile justice system.  Over the last six years, the American Bar Association Juvenile Justice Center (The Center) and its partners, the Youth Law Center and Juvenile Law Center, have developed strategies and opportunities to build the capacity of the juvenile defense bar.  By challenging defenders to organize, think strategically, and sharpen their legal, management and political skills, The Center has increased the likelihood that the multitude of children appearing before the nation's juvenile courts will be better served.  Since 1993, with the support of the Office of Juvenile Justice & Delinquency Prevention, The Center=s project team and its core of consultants and experts have implemented the Due Process Advocacy Project.  Long neglected, juvenile defenders are often faced with enormous systemic barriers that prevent them from being equal and effective players in the justice system. Often marginalized, juvenile defenders have had few opportunities to improve their advocacy skills, build new partnerships, exchange ideas and resources, or participate in the national debate over juvenile crime.

The Center and its partners have responded to requests for training and technical assistance from juvenile defenders all over the country.  The Center has conducted dozens of national, state, local and regional training and has fulfilled countless requests for technical assistance.  Such a request came from our office.  We asked The Center to help us devise ways of addressing the over-reliance of adult sanctions being imposed on juveniles who have been transferred to adult criminal court and improving the methods of assessing and addressing the needs of the young clients in order to provide the court with a more comprehensive package of pertinent information.  Building on the initial technical assistance that was provided, our office created the new Juvenile Sentencing Project.  The Center has agreed to continue to support the implementation of our project by reviewing assessment instruments, providing experts or consultants, conducting joint training, assisting with data collection or undertaking any other activities that would assist with the development of a model defense‑based sentencing initiative for juveniles.

In addition to the other responsibilities outlined in this application, the Project Attorney and the Coordinator of the Social Services unit will develop sentencing training materials, set up training on sentencing and mitigation, legally mandated special education and individual disabilities funding, and adolescent development.

5. Increasing client access to programs that work.

The effort of increasing client access to programs that work and are appropriate for specific clients, involves identifying and seeking other funding sources, facilitating interagency collaboration, advocating for changes in the law or in juvenile programming.  No matter how good our assessment, sentencing plan or advocacy, we will fail if we cannot secure appropriate, safe and effective placements for our clients.

This project was designed in furtherance of the Public Defender=s Anti-Violence Initiative (AVI), which includes the goal of increasing clients= access to therapeutic interventions and to programs that work, and fostering accountability of programs.  The AVI is a partnership between the defender=s office and governmental and community-based organizations, service providers, religious and academic institutions.  The primary goal of the AVI is to reduce the likelihood of our clients engaging in future criminal conduct.  The AVI is designed to improve public strategies, as well as individual case outcomes, through research-based prevention and treatment methods.  The Director of Program Development, who is responsible for the design and implementation of the AVI, the Project Attorney and the Coordinator of Social Services will coordinate their efforts to expand existing and create additional collaborations and linkages to community agencies and organizations.

6. Implementation plan.

The time frame for the tasks that will take place is as follows:

· Contract with the Melissa Institute for Violence Prevention (Dr.  Donald Meichenbaum) to develop the assessment instrument by November 30, 1998.

· Contract with the University of Miami (Dr. Craig Mason) to develop the data collection and project evaluation protocol by November 30, 1998.

· Hire the two social workers by January 1, 1999.

· Screen and hire the graduate students by February 15, 1999.

· Develop project outcome and process evaluation by February 15, 1999.

· Develop project referral criteria and processing procedures by February 15, 1999.

· Develop the instrument for the comprehensive in-depth assessment by February 15, 1999.

· Develop review procedures with the State Attorney=s Office by February 21, 1999.

· Train the social workers and graduate students by February 21, 1999.

· Develop a model comprehensive juvenile sentencing plan format by March 1, 1999.

· Train the psychologists and other experts on the use of the assessment instrument by March 1, 1999.

· Develop juvenile sentencing training materials by March 1, 1999.

· Accept into the project and evaluate the first client by March1, 1999.

· Train the attorneys, paralegals, investigators and social workers on the preparation and presentation of sentencing plans by April 1, 1999.

· Train the judges, prosecutors and jail detention staff on child and adolescent development by May 1, 1999.



· Conduct the three-month review of data collected and assessment information by June 1, 1999.

· Conduct initial six-month project outcome and process evaluation by September 1, 1999.

· Training conference by January 1, 2000. 

· Conduct twelve-month project outcome and process evaluation by April 1, 2000.

· Conduct intervention and treatment program effectiveness evaluation by April 1, 2000.

The Juvenile Sentencing Project will help affected juveniles and their families; raise and improve the level of sentencing advocacy by our attorneys; challenge the outlook and attitudes of courts and prosecutors; provide research as to Awhat works with whom;@ and, serve as a national model for the effective representation of juveniles in adult court.

A.
Additional Resource Commitments.

The Public Defender has dedicated $50,000 for local matching funds, has assigned direct management of the project to the Director of Program development (20% of his time) and the Coordinator of Social Services (50% of her time), designated a project attorney (100% of her time) and two social workers (100% of their time).  With the grant funds, we expect to hire two additional social workers and two graduate assistants to conduct the assessments and prepare sentencing reports.

Several organizations have agreed to collaborate in the development and implementation of the project components.  For example, the American Bar Association Juvenile Justice Center.  The Juvenile Justice Center stands ready to assist the Office of the Public Defender in any way possible with this exciting new initiative.  The Center is prepared to conduct joint training, review assessment instruments, provide experts or consultants, assist with data collection or to undertake any other activities that would assist with the development of a model defense‑based sentencing initiative for juveniles.  For the past year, we have also been in consultation with the Melissa Institute for Violence Prevention with regards to developing an assessment instrument, and with The Sentencing Project regarding developing a model defense-based sentencing program.

The Sentencing Project will provide (in-kind support) technical assistance to develop a model sentencing program in our office.  They will assist us with program design, including providing advice on program structure, staffing and administration, and provide materials, information, model sentencing plans, and training on preparation of sentencing plans for juveniles.

We will be seeking to hire two graduate assistants from The University of Miami (with the grant and with a tuition remission in-kind donation by the school).  Also, Barry University and Florida International University have agreed to provide masters= level social worker interns for this project.  The Youth Law Clinic of the University of Miami School of Law will provide an in-kind donation of two legal interns, during the Summer of 1999, to assist in the preparation of the sentencing packets.   It is difficult to assign a dollar value to the in-kind support of a large number of institutions that will provide the use of employees and interns for the project, including the Youth Law Clinic of the University of Miami School of Law, Barry University School of Social Work and Florida International University of Social Work.

Summary of Collaborations.

· The Melissa Institute for Violence Prevention will help develop the research-based assessment.

· The American Bar Association Juvenile Justice Center will provide technical assistance and training.

· The Sentencing Project will provide technical assistance for project design and implementation.

· The University of Miami Department of Psychology will assist with project design, conduct the evaluation, and provide graduate assistants to work on the assessment component.

· Florida International University School of Social Work and Barry University School of Social Work will provide graduate students to work on the sentencing and treatment plan preparation.

· The Youth Law Clinic of the University of Miami School of Law will provide law school interns to assist the project attorney with accessing legally mandated special education and individual disabilities funding.  The interns will also assist the trial attorneys with the sentencing plan preparation, and for ensuring that special education and individual disabilities..

B.
Evaluation.  
Dr. Craig A. Mason, a Child Clinical Psychologist in both the Department of Psychology and the Child Service and Policy Research Program at the University of Miami, has been involved in the project design and will evaluate components of the project.  He will conduct the three-month, six-month data evaluation, and the full scale process and outcome evaluation of the Juvenile Sentencing Project at the end.  Dr. Mason will be involved in all project-related team meetings to ensure that the evaluation component is fully integrated into the project.

Throughout the eighteen-month period, Dr. Mason will have access to all the information obtained during the assessment process.  This information will be compared with referrals to services and sentencing recommendations.  For the three-month and six-month evaluation, Dr. Mason will evaluate the data collected to determine if the goals outlined above are being met, and we will make any necessary changes to the plan.  At the end of the project, Dr. Mason will conduct the process and outcome evaluation.  

The process evaluation will be used to determine if what we are delivering is what we proposed and what changes, if any, should be made to the assessment instrument, the sentencing packet, or the way cases are handled.  An important aspect of the process evaluation will be monitoring referrals to specific agencies or programs.  In part, this information will be used to assess whether youths are in fact being referred to relevant programs based on their psycho-social history and individual needs.  In addition, this information will make it possible to identify problematic programs as early as possible.  The outcome evaluation will address immediate progress-oriented outcomes, as well as the youth=s long-term behavioral and academic outcomes, wherever possible.  Finally, with other funding not yet obtained, it should be possible to assess differential long-term effects related to various programs (i.e., do certain programs or types of programs lead to better long-term outcomes for youth with specific psycho-social histories?). 

Because we have yet to finalize what the referral criteria for the project will be, we have not identified who will be in the control group.  Most likely, it will be youths charged with similar offenses but not assessed through the pilot project, and youths who do not want to be assessed or who do not want to be sentenced to a juvenile program.

We will know that our concept works if the outcome measures show that as a result of our coordinated and comprehensive effort, the quality of legal representation improves, the number of transferred children who get legally-mandated sentencing attention increases as a result of a sound, timely, sentencing plan alternative, and the number and percentage of youths sentenced to juvenile sanctions increases.  This would prove that early intervention and timely, well prepared, tailored sentencing plans can impact sentencing decisions for our clients.

Ongoing Unique Research.
A long-term goal of the collaboration between the Public Defender=s Office and the University of Miami is to evaluate this project at least five years after its completion.  However, because of the short-term duration of this grant, we will not be able to provide recidivism results for most of the clients in this project.  The Faculty of the Child Service and Policy Research Program at the University of Miami have electronically linked public school records of all the children in the State of Florida (starting in 1992) with birth records for children born in Florida between 1979-89.  They update these records annually, and when combined with the data from the Public Defender=s Office, will provide a comprehensive picture of the long-term outcome for youth in the program.  Long-term behavioral and academic outcomes will be assessed through a comprehensive, population-level data linkage involving both school and juvenile records.   In addition to re-arrest statistics, we will also be able to determine whether program participation leads to higher graduation/GED rates.  Since every youth in Florida who has attended public school receives a unique school ID number, it will be possible to use school records to track youth who move anywhere in the state.  As a result, this electronic database provides an efficient and effective means of conducting a long-term passive follow-up of participating youth.

8.  
The project=s organizational capability and management structure
Bennett H. Brummer has been the Public Defender since 1976.  He is widely recognized for the innovative programs he has instituted in his office.  For example, he launched the Public Defender=s Anti-Violence Initiative which is designed to improve public strategies through research-based prevention and treatment methods, and by establishing collaborations intended to increase clients= access to social services.  Also, he was one of the first defenders in the country to hire social workers to assist in sentencing preparation.   
The Public Defender=s Office is divided into three trial divisions (felony, juvenile and county) and an appellate division.  The County Court and Juvenile divisions are headed by an assistant public defender who is the designated senior attorney or chief of the division.  There are three senior trial attorneys responsible for supervising about eighty assistant public defenders assigned to the twenty courts in the felony (adult) division.  

There are several specialized units in the office: bond hearing, early representation, training, capital litigation, civil and felony mental health, social services and investigations.  There are nearly four hundred employees who are: assistant public defenders, investigators, social workers, case managers, secretaries, receptionists, clerks, information technology personnel, paralegals and interviewers.  Also, we have the assistance of:

· Third year law students (certified legal interns) or law graduates, who aid in investigating cases, researching the law, and representing clients in court; and,

· High school, undergraduate and graduate college volunteers and interns, who are assigned to the social services unit and other areas of the office. 


The project management structure will be the following:

· Project Director B Carlos J. Martinez.  He has over ten years management experience, both in the private and public sector.  He is an assistant public defender who has been in charge of program development and special projects for the last three years, and is responsible for the design, development and implementation of this project, including supervising the project manager and the project attorney.

· Project Manager B Elisa Corrado, M.S.W., Coordinator of Social Services.  She will be responsible for the day-to-day operations of the project, will be the lead trainer, and will supervise the social workers and the graduate students.  Ms. Corrado has been the supervisor for the social services unit for the last two years.  She has played a key role in the development of this project and other projects to improve the representation of juveniles.

· Project Attorney B Tamara Gray.  She has been an assistant public defender for twelve years.  In her most recent assignment, she was the lead attorney in the juvenile division who handled cases of juveniles targeted by the prosecutor=s office as potential transfers to adult court.  In over 100 cases, through her superb case preparation and presentation, she convinced the State Attorney=s Office not to transfer to adult court.  

· Fiscal Officer B Mark Weinstein, Budget Director.  He has been the budget director for twenty years, has administered several grants in the past and is cognizant of administrative, audit, reporting and other requirements.     

10. Cost.  (See attached budget detail)

The cost of this strategy is approximately $200,000.  The Public Defender is providing a local matching resource for this pilot project of $50,000.  In addition to the $50,000 cash match, the Public defender is providing in-kind contributions of over $200,000.  The BJA grant funds will be used to hire two social workers and two graduate assistants, to develop and test the assessment instrument, to develop a model sentencing packet for transferred juveniles, to hire experts to train the judges, prosecutors, jail personnel and our attorneys, social workers and investigators, and to evaluate the youth.

Cost Benefits.
Juvenile programming needs to be more research-based, e.g., how well it reduces recidivism or advances academics.  Research about what works, when and for what type of youth has enormous potential for all at-risk youth.  By developing a reliable assessment instrument and testing the impact of specific types of treatment plans, we can use our research to identify early and effectively any future problems.  The development of an early rehabilitative response that demonstrably reduces recidivism will result in dramatic savings for both victims of crime and taxpayers generally by reducing the incarceration and post-incarceration costs to the community. 

Funding for juvenile programs need to be performance based.  Programs that fail to reduce recidivism or improve academic performance should not be funded.  This is a common sense approach to crime prevention.  The potential of this prevention strategy, in terms of lives saved, taxpayer money saved and the benefit to our community, is inestimable.   

�Fagan, J., 1991. The Comparative Impacts of Juvenile and Criminal Court Sanctions on Adolescent Felony Offenders.   Final Report, Grant 87-IJ-CX-4044, to the National Institute of Justice.  Also, Bishop, Donna et. al (1996) AThe Transfer of Juveniles to Criminal Court:  Does It Make a Difference?@ Crime & Delinquency 42: 171-91.


�except if charged with a capital or a life felony





ARevolving doors are not a safe place for children@

