THE FLORIDA LEGISLATURE

Office of

Program Policy Analysis
And Government Accountability

John W. Turcotte, Director

Report No. 97-07

September 1997

Follow-Up Report on the
Community Control Program
Administered by the Department of Juvenile Justice

Abstract

The Department of Juvenile Justice has revised
Community Control procedures so that youth
who commit lesser crimeswill be diverted to less
expensive programs.

The Department has also revised itsguideinesto
better supervise Community Control youth.

The impact of these changes has not yet been
measured.

Purpose

In accordance with s. 11.45(7)(f), F.S., this follow-up
report informs the Legislaure of actions the
Department of Juvenile Justice took in response to our
Report No. 95-01, issued July 19, 1995. This report
presents our assessment of the extent to which the
Department has addressed the findings and
recommendations included in our report.

Background

Community Control is part of a continuum of programs
designed to protect the public and deter delinquent youth
from committing further delinquent acts. These programs
range in restrictiveness.  youth who pose low risks to the
community are to be diverted from juvenile court, while
youth who pose higher risks are to go to juvenile court and
may be placed in secure facilities.

Arrested youth are referred to a Department of Juvenile
Justice case manager. The case manager mests with the
youth, victim, and arresting officer and then makes a
recommendetion to the State Attorney as to whether a
delinquency petition should be filed. If the state attorney
does noat file a petition, the youth will not move into the
judicial system, but could be released or placed in a
diverson program such as JASP (Juvenile Alternative
Services Program).

If a petition is filed, the youth proceeds to court. When
youth plead or are found guilty, the judge considers the
placement recommended by the state attorney and the case
manager’s pre-disposition report, which assesses the
youth and recommends an appropriate placement.

The judge makes a placement decision and may order the
youth on Community Control. Community Control is the
least regtrictive of the judicid juvenile justice programs.
Youth in the program remain in their homes under the
supervison of case managers who monitor their
compliance with court-ordered sanctions and services
Y outh who successfully complete these requirements are
discharged from the program; youth who do not comply
are taken back to court.

In fiscal year 1995-96, judges sentenced 24,272 youth
to Community Control supervision. The Department
does not track Community Control as a separate budget
entity, but includes it in case management services,
which received approximately $58 million of the
$454 million budget in fiscal year 1996-97.



Prior Findings

Community Control was serving many youth who could
have been diverted to less expensive, non-judicid
programs. Inour sample of case files, 54% of the youth in
Community Control had low risk scores and could have
been diverted. While judges and state attorneys make the
decisions about whether to divert youth, Department case
managers contributed to these decisions in two ways.
Sometimes they did not provide recommendations to be
considered. Other times they recommended Community
Contral for youth who met the Department’s diversion
criteria.

We aso found that case managers often did not gppear to
be peforming key monitoring activities needed to
adequately supervise youth on Community Control. As a
result, case managers may not know whether youth are
completing court-ordered terms and conditions.  In
addition, case managers may not be focusing their efforts
on youth who pose the highest risks to the community.

Finaly, we found that Community Control performance
measures should be improved by providing a more
appropriate definition of successful program completion,
assessing the variations in Community Control youth, and
identifying goals for recidivism.

Current Status

The Department revisited the Community Control process
and made these efforts to address the concerns and
recommendations of our report:

The Depatment worked with legd doaff, case
managers, a state atorney, a judge, and a public
defender to revise the program manual.

To improve the pre-disposition report recommendation
process, the new manud includes a revised risk
instrument. Department Quality Assurance will review
the instrument’ s use.

The Depatment has dso revised responshilities
rdated to case management documentation and
supervisory review and developed more efficient
methods of documentation through automation.

The Department has trained staff on these new
procedures.

The Department has implemented a better and more
consistent definition of successful program completion,
and is addressing program performance measures
through its participation in performance-based program
budgeting.

The crimind histories of youth referred to Community
Control and the supervision provided by the program have
not been analyzed since the implementation of these new
procedures, so their impact is not yet known. The
Department’s 1997 Qudity Assurance Report, which will
be issued in February of 1998, should reflect whether
these changes have been successful.
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