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Introduction

Special Provision

2004 Session of the NC General Assembly

The 2004 Session of the North Carolina General Assembly provided that the Department of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention should use $500,000 available to the Department for demonstration projects of the Juvenile Crime Prevention Councils.  The legislative intent is to identify effective community programs for juvenile offenders who have been committed to, or who potentially may be committed to youth development centers.  In addition, the legislation specifies that projects should be community based to serve local youth.  The legislation directed DJJDP to develop a competitive process for grant selection giving consideration to community commitment history, services to youth in rural areas, geographic representation and collaboration among counties.  Furthermore, the legislation directed that a maximum of 10 projects could be selected with no project receiving more than $100,000.

In order to carry out the intent of this legislation, DJJDP identified implementation objectives as follow: 

· Develop and execute a Request for Proposal process to offer every county and JCPC the opportunity to develop a JCPC Demonstration Project,

· Select and fund up to 10 projects that meet the selection criteria established as defined in the legislation and

· Develop and implement a training, technical assistance and oversight process for selected projects to support and direct project activities to provide effective services to the targeted population.

· Monitor project operations so that targeted youth and families receive services and demonstrate desired outcomes

Ten projects were selected, engaged in program agreements and funded for services beginning February 1, 2005.  Eight of the 10 projects began serving youth by March 31, 2005.  The ninth project served its first client in July 2005 and the tenth project served clients in January 2006.  These 2 projects were delayed in implementing services due to hiring and contracting difficulties.  Both projects are operating at maximum capacity at the time of this report and serving Level III and Level II youth.

During the 12 months since project implementation, 107 youth have been served with all youth meeting the requirements for targeted services of the Special Provision.

February 15, 2005 to February 28, 2006
	Admissions

	Legal Status
	

	Level II
	Level III
	Post Release Supervision
	Total

	78
	16
	13
	107

	    73%
	   15%
	   12%
	   100%


Request for Proposal Process

On September 16, 2005, Secretary George Sweat announced the competitive process for Demonstration Projects to Boards of County Commissioners and their Juvenile Crime Prevention Councils. Secretary Sweat emphasized the legislative intent to serve committed youth or youth who may be committed to the state’s youth development centers.  The correspondence identified the DJJDP priority for selecting counties with high commitments, rural counties, projects demonstrating community collaboration and research based effective services.  The RFP provided instruction to applicants on the legislative intent of the funding; the target population, the program activities, and the recommended research based effective services required for selection in this competitive process. 

Technical assistance was available to potential applicants from Juvenile Crime Prevention Councils and from DJJDP staff in District Court Counseling, Area and State Offices.  Proposals were submitted from providers through the regular local process of JCPC review and recommendation to the County Board of Commissioners.

DJJDP received applications as follows:

	DJJDP Area Office
	Number of Proposals
	Funds Requested

	Eastern
	17
	$1,123,292

	Central
	12
	$823,427

	Piedmont
	10
	$933,000

	Western
	1
	$100,000

	Total
	40
	$2,979,719


The Area Office reviewed the proposals using a proposal-rating instrument designed for this review.  Proposals were selected in this areas review to be recommended for funding due to the strength of the proposals in clearly meeting the objectives and requirements of the RFP.  The recommended proposals were then ranked by the Area Review Team prioritizing the quality of the proposal, the numbers of commitments of the catchments area, geographical disbursement and rural county status.

Of the 40 proposals, the Area Offices recommended 17 for funding consideration by the State Review Team. There were 23 proposals that did not propose programs and services clearly offering the intensive services required for the targeted Level III and Level II youth as required by the RFP.

DJJDP established the State Office Review Team to review the Area recommendations and select the number of projects allowed by the funding level to recommend to the DJJDP Executive Team.  Members of the State Review Team included representatives from Community Programs, Clinical Services, Grants Management and Education Services.  Projects were selected to provide:

· geographic distribution across the state, 

· programs to high commitment counties and to rural counties and 

· intensive services designed to impact positively the targeted committed youth and youth at risk of commitment.
Establishment of Programs
Ten projects were selected for funding for the period beginning February 2005 and ending June 2006.  Projects were notified by the Area Offices that they had been selected to submit program agreements to contract with DJJDP to provide commitment programming to community youth.  Programs submitted program agreements for the 2004-05 fiscal year and understood that second year funding was contingent upon project implementation and accomplishments during the first year.  Programs received clear direction to target services only to Level III youth or Level II youth at serious risk of commitment.

	Regions
	Agencies (Projects)
	County Catchment Areas

	Eastern
	Methodist Home for Children

(Family Preservation Services)
	Wayne

	
	Dare County Schools (Safe Systems)
	Dare

	
	Bridging the Gap of Eastern Carolina, Inc

(APPLE Demonstration Project)
	Edgecombe and Nash

	Piedmont
	Family Services of Davidson County, Inc

(Family Empowerment)
	Davidson

	
	Alexander Youth Network

(Wraparound Intensive Case Management)
	Mecklenburg

	
	Rockingham County Youth Services

(Demonstration Project)
	Rockingham, Stokes, and Surry

	Central
	Alamance County Dispute Settlement and Youth Services

(Alamance Youth Services)
	Alamance

	
	Kerr-Tarr Regional Council of Governments

(Recidivism Reduction Initiative)
	Vance, Granville, Franklin, Warren, 

Person, and Caswell

	
	Cumberland County Communicare, Inc

(JCPC Intensive Network Alternatives)
	Cumberland

	Western
	Meridian Behavioral Health Services

(28 County Continuum for Court Involved Youth)
	Cherokee, Clay, Graham, Macon, Swain, Jackson, Haywood, Polk Transylvania, Henderson, Buncombe, Madison, Yancey, McDowell, Rutherford, Mitchell, Avery, Watauga, Ashe, Alleghany, Wilkes, Yadkin, Caldwell, Burke, Catawba, Gaston, Cleveland, and Lincoln


All 10 programs were under contract with the County and DJJDP with JCPC program agreements prior to February 2005.  The programs were somewhat similar in delivering wraparound or case management services providing a mix of family, group and individual counseling and mentoring services.  The programs also managed referrals to or contracts with a variety of services including education programs such as structured day, after school, tutoring.  Sanctions available to juvenile services for additional support to supervision, if needed, included electronic monitoring.

Training and Technical Support for Projects

DJJDP announced the selection of these projects in December and required project attendance at a meeting with DJJDP management to clarify the contract requirements and the priority for services.  Local teams comprised of project administrators and court counseling staff each agency submitted a JCPC program agreement and began receiving funds by February 2005.  Clients were admitted as early as February 2005.  Eight projects served 51 youth by June 30, 2005.  Two projects were delayed in admitting clients due to difficulty in hiring staff and establishing contracts with service providers.  These 2 projects demonstrated progress in overcoming barriers to program implementation so that services were scheduled for 2005-06.

DJJDP continued contracts for 05-06 with all 10 projects. At the time of this report, all 10 projects are fully staffed or in contracts with providers to deliver the JCPC Demonstration Project Services.

DJJDP received a clear directive from the legislation to establish JCPC programs to deliver intensive services to Level II and Level III youth.  The unwritten mandate of this charge was to develop appropriate programming and to create a paradigm shift in community thinking regarding youth in commitment status.

DJJDP took numerous steps to create this paradigm shift, develop appropriate programming and establish services statewide.

· The RFP directed counties, JCPCs and providers to consider effective services to Level II and Level III youth.

· Proposals were reviewed and selections for funding made with priority to those agencies with proposals that demonstrated a capability to deliver these required services.

· Prior to funding, DJJDP held individual meetings with each selected project and the Assistant Secretary for Intervention/Prevention, the Clinical Services Director, the I/P Community Programs Administrator, the Demonstration Project Director, the Area Administrator, the Area Consultant and the Chief Court Counselor.  The purpose of the meeting was to clarify project expectations and discuss commitment programming.

· Monthly reports required program reports on each client’s progress and were reviewed by Court Counselors, Area Administrators, Project Manager and Clinical Director.

· A 3-day training event was provided and mandated for all projects, Chief Court Counselors and Area Staff.

· DJJDP clinical staff site visits.

· Project review visit with project staff during January 2006 by DJJDP State, Area and Court Counselor staff to review program one year project implementation status. 

Program Structures and Services:

Programs offer a variety of services to youth that include family counseling, individual counseling, tutoring, mentoring, interpersonal skill building, behavior management and cognitive behavior training.  The structure of the programs is largely a wraparound approach of assessing youth and family needs for services and providing those services directly from the program resources and referring to other community agencies.

The RFP cited the research findings regarding effective juvenile justice services of Dr. Mark Lipsey of The Center for Evaluation Research and Methodology of Vanderbilt University Institute for Public Policy. Projects received additional support for the use of research-based practices from Dr. James C. Howell, NC Criminologist.

DJJDP will be evaluating these programs using the Standardized Program Evaluation Protocol (SPEP). DJJDP has been engaged with Dr. Lipsey and Dr. Howell in a research project establishing a protocol for evaluating community JCPC programs by comparing program operation to best practice. Service operation of these Demonstration Projects will be evaluated by comparing key features of the demonstration projects with the characteristics of programs proven effective in reducing recidivism of youth under the supervision of the court. 

DJJDP provided special training required for all projects, District Court Juvenile Counselors, Youth Development Center Social Workers and Assessment staff, Area Consultants and Area Administrators On June 28-30, 2005 in Burlington. Instructors included Martin Pharr, DJJDP Director of clinical Services: James C. (Buddy) Howell; Ann Oschel, and Kate Petersen.  The agenda included workshops on the following topics:

· Identifying appropriate juveniles for services,

· Appropriate admission procedures for juveniles with Level III and Level II dispositions,

· Communication protocol between program, Court Counselors, YDC staff, Area and State Staff,

· Appropriate client termination procedures

· Research based practices and SPEP evaluation

· Family therapy.

	Regions
	Agencies 

(Projects)
	Services

Provided

	Eastern
	Methodist Home for Children

(Family Preservation Services)
	Family Preservation staff delivers intensive home-based individual and family therapy including 24-hour availability. 

	
	Dare County Schools

(Safe Systems)
	Staff delivers substance abuse assessments, individual, group and intensive home-based family counseling, as well as substance abuse education and interpersonal skills.

	
	Bridging the Gap of Eastern Carolina, Inc

(APPLE Demonstration Project)
	Family Preservation staff delivers individual, group and family counseling as well as mentors, tutors and life coaches.

	Piedmont
	Family Services of Davidson County, Inc

(Family Empowerment)
	Project provides intensive family wraparound services including family and individual counseling including 24-hour availability.

	
	Alexander Youth Network

(Wraparound Intensive Case Management)
	Case managers provide intensive wraparound services including family and community links to engage youth that address interpersonal skill building.

	
	Rockingham County Youth Services

(Demonstration Project)
	Project provides intensive home-based counseling and cognitive behavioral group counseling.

	Central
	Alamance County Dispute Settlement and Youth Services

(Alamance Youth Services)
	Project provides intensive wraparound services including individual and family counseling as well as mentors, tutors and intensive wraparound services.

	
	Kerr-Tarr Regional Council of Governments

(Recidivism Reduction Initiative)
	Project provides intensive wraparound services including 24-hours availability, home-based family therapy, individual therapy, parenting

	
	Cumberland County Communicare, Inc

(JCPC Intensive Network Alternatives)
	Staff delivers intensive home-based services including individual and family counseling.

	Western
	Meridian Behavioral Health Services

(28 County Continuum for Court Involved Youth)
	Project provides residential placements with intensive wraparound services.


Client Analysis

February 1, 2005 through February 28, 2006

Admissions

A total of 107 youth were served during the February 1, 2005 through February 28, 2006 period. The following tables provide demographic descriptors of these admissions.
	Age
	
	

	10 - 13
	16
	15%

	14 - 17
	91
	85%

	Total
	107
	100%


	Race
	
	

	White
	45
	42%

	Black
	55
	51%

	Indian
	1
	1%

	Asian
	1
	1%

	Hispanic
	5
	5%

	Total
	107
	100%


	Gender
	
	

	Male
	93
	87%

	Female
	14
	13%

	Total
	107
	100%


Completions/Terminations
During the same February 1, 2005 through February 28, 2006 period, 53 youth were terminated from program with 37 (70%) completing the program meeting the goals of the program satisfactorily or better and receiving no additional felony adjudications.  There were 16 youth (30%) that did not complete the program due to additional delinquent or undisciplined activity.

	Program Completion/Termination 
	
	

	
	
	

	Successful/Satisfactory Completions
	37
	70%

	
	
	

	Unsatisfactory/NonCompliant Terminations
	16
	30%

	
	
	

	Total
	53
	100%


Among the 53 terminations, the majority (40) remained in their homes, 7 (13%) were placed in YDCs, and 6 were placed in other residential placements such as group homes or therapeutic camping programs. 

Youth Placement at Program Completion/Termination

	Placement
	Youth
	Percentage

	Home
	40
	76%

	Out of Home Placement
	 6
	11%

	Youth Development Center
	 7
	13%

	Total
	53
	100%


Funding – Phase I

The 2004 Special Provision provided $500,000 in recurring funds for the support of these JCPC Demonstration projects.  In addition to these State funds, DJJDP was the recipient of federal funding awarded in a grant by the Governor’s Crime Commission to contract with providers to serve committed youth with appropriate programming in a community setting.  Fiscal year 2004-05 was the final year of the grant award and $176,000 remained for this purpose.  DJJDP requested that these finds be combined with the legislative appropriation in order to establish addition demonstration projects.  The federal funds were expended during 2005-06 and DJJDP requested a carry forward of the state funds which were budgeted to the 2nd year of the Demonstration project operation.  A total of $1 million in 2 years of the state appropriation and $176,000 in federal funds provided support for project operation from February 1, 2005 through June 30, 2006.

	Regions
	Agencies

(Project Names)
	6 

Months

Jan. 05-June 05
	12 

Months

July 05-June 06
	Total 18 

Months

Jan 05-June 06
	County 

Catchment Areas

	Eastern
	Methodist Home for Children

(Family Preservation Srvs.)
	$29,229


	$58,458
	$87,687
	Wayne

	
	Dare County Schools

(Safe Systems)
	$14,397
	$28,793
	$43,190
	Dare

	
	Bridging the Gap of Eastern Carolina, Inc

(APPLE Demonstration Proj)
	$43,625
	$87,250
	$130,875
	Edgecombe and Nash

	Central
	Family Services of Davidson County, Inc

(Family Empowerment)
	$43,625
	$87,250
	$130,875
	Davidson

	
	Alexander Youth Network

(Wraparound Intensive Case Management)
	$43,625
	$87,250
	$130,875
	Mecklenburg

	
	Rockingham County Youth Srvs.) 

(Demonstration Project)
	$43,625
	$87,250
	$130,875
	Rockingham, Stokes, and Surry

	Piedmont
	Alamance County Dispute Settlement and Youth Services

(Alamance Youth Services)
	$43,625
	$87,250
	$130,875
	Alamance

	
	Kerr-Tarr Regional Council of Governments

(Recidivism Reduction Initiative)
	$43,625
	$87,250
	$130,875
	Vance, Granville, Franklin, Warren, Person, and Caswell

	
	Cumberland County Communicare, Inc

(JCPC Intensive Network Alternatives)
	$43,156
	$86,312
	$129,468
	Cumberland

	Western
	Meridian Behavioral Health Services

(28 County Continuum for Court Involved Youth)
	$43,625
	$87,250
	$130,875
	Cherokee, Clay, Graham, Macon, Swain, Jackson, Haywood,  Polk, Transylvania, Henderson, Buncombe, Madison, Yancey, McDowell, Rutherford, Mitchell, Avery, Watauga, Ashe, Alleghany, Wilkes, Yadkin, Caldwell, Burke, Catawba, Gaston, Cleveland, Linclon

	
	TOTALS
	$392,157
	$784,313
	$1,176,470
	45 Counties


Project Evaluation

Outcome reports at this time are preliminary as there has not been sufficient time for a clear measurement of program impact on client behavior following program services.  This report will provide information to date on client behaviors during and following program operation for this limited time period.  This data should be viewed as early indicators of success at this time.

Client Outcomes

The table below shows any adjudication for youth served during the February 2005 though February 2006 period. The tracking period for these clients varies from one to ten months.  For the 37 youth that successfully or satisfactorily completed the program, nearly 9 out of 10 (89%) have had no subsequent adjudications to date. Additional follow-up data will be obtained and reported at a later date.

	Terminated Client Adjudications Through February 28, 2006

	Termination

Status
	Total Terminations
	No

Adjudications
	Probation Violation
	Misdemeanor
	Felony

	Successful/Satisfactory Completions 
	37 (100%)
	33 (89%)
	0
	3 (8%)
	1 (3%)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Unsuccessful/Non Compliance Completions
	16 (100%)
	5 (31%)
	4 (25%)
	4 (25%)
	3 (19%)


System Outcomes

All clients selected for services were Level II or Level II youth at greatest risk of commitment.  Data seems to indicate that serving these youth effectively may be reducing continued delinquency and progression to commitment for these level II youth.

In addition to the low post program adjudication rate for the youth served successfully or even satisfactorily, the preliminary data shown below suggest that the number of commitments for the catchments area was reduced during the February 2005 to January 2006 period.  In comparison, the number of commitments remained essentially the same with a slight increase during the same period for the counties not providing Demonstration Project services.  Additional follow-up data will be obtained and reported on this comparison at a later date.

	Juvenile Commitments
	Feb 2004-Jan 2005
	Feb 2005-Jan 2006
	Change

	Demonstration Counties
	254
	202
	20% decrease

	
	
	
	

	Non Demonstration Counties
	227
	230
	 1% increase


Service Costs

Program costs for this first year are preliminary in averaging true average costs due to start-up time involved in implementing projects, including training staff, establishing referral protocols, client admission procedures and developing a full caseload.  In addition, length of stay in the program may not be true to the average that will develop as the program establishes a routine and clients regularly complete the program.

Actual expenditures for the calendar year 2005 amounted to $572,146 for the 9 programs expending funds during that period.  There were 92 clients served during that period.  Cost per child cannot be calculated accurately for the total program service, at this early time, due to the low number of youth that have completed the program.  The data for terminations, at this time, is not representative of youth who are successfully completing the program services in the Demonstration Projects.

In sum, the JCPC Demonstration Projects have demonstrated steady progress in serving the targeted juveniles, that is, adjudicated youths at high risk of YDC placement.  During the February 2005 through June 2005 period, 30% of the clients left the program with a successful or satisfactory status on program objectives.  During the July to December 2005 period, the clients admitted continued to be high risk Level II or Level III youth, but the successful completion rate increased to 70% of program completions.  Due to the increasing success in engaging clients in the services, the days of service increased from 8 face to face contact days over an average length of stay of 54 days to 28 face to face contact days over an average length of stay of 127 days.

Special Provision

2005 Session NC General Assembly

Phase II JCPC Demonstration Projects

As a legislative sequel to the 2004 establishment of this program concept, the 2005 Session of the North Carolina General Assembly provided that the Department of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention should use $250,000 available to the Department for demonstration projects of the Juvenile Crime Prevention Councils to provide residential and/or community-based intensive services to juveniles who have been adjudicated delinquent with a Level III or Level II disposition or who are entering the community after serving time in a youth development center.

DJJDP responded to the increased appropriation to expand the JCPC Demonstration Projects by issuing a Request for Proposals similar to the 2004 RFP.  A similar process of Area Office receipt and review of proposals was followed with submission for review and recommendation by the State Office Review Team.  DJJDP selected 3 projects to be funded for March 2006 and continued through June 2007, if implemented in accordance with DJJDP requirements.  These three projects are currently under contract with DJJDP, to deliver JCPC Demonstration Project services to offenders released from the YDCs.

	Regions
	Agency 

(Project Names)
	5 Months

Feb. 06-

June 06
	12 Months

July 06-

June 07
	Total 17 Months

Feb 06-

June 07
	County Catchment Area(s)

	Eastern
	Onslow County Youth Services

(Day Services)
	$40,000
	$100,000
	$140,000
	Onslow

	Piedmont
	Exchange/SCAN

(ONE)
	$35,000
	$100,000
	$135,000
	Iredell (Alexander, Davie)

	Western
	Appalachian Family Innovations

(Home Remedies: Juvenile Justice)
	$43,325
	$100,000
	$143,325
	Burke, Caldwell, Catawba

	
TOTALS
	$118,325
	$300,000
	$418,325
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