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INTRODUCTION

The East Hartford Juvenile Review Board is comprised of representatives
from the Youth Services Department, Police Department, Board of Education
and Juvenile Court. In 1979-80 the Review Board screened approximately
465 cases involving 702 juveniles who had come into contact with the
Police Department. Acting as an advisory board to the Police, the Board
diverted 65% of these youngsters from Juvenile Court to more appropriate
Jocal resources including counseling, restitution, Wilderness School and
other Youth Services programs. '

In response to repeated requests for technical assistance and information
from towns and police departments across the state, the East Hartford

Youth Services Department conducted a survey of the existing Review Board
Programs in Connecticut. This information, along with a narrative on how
the Juvenile Review Board can be an effective alternative to Juvenile Court,
is contained in this report.

At this time, the staff of the East Hartford Youth Services Department and
the members of our Review Board are pleased to make this report available
to you. MWe sincerely hope that you will find this information useful.

Eugene T. Marchand, Director
Department of Youth Services




JUVENILE REVIEW BOARD

The Juvenile Review Board is a diversionary and preventative program designed

to act as an advisory board to local police departments in their dealing with
juvenile offenders. The Review Board membership is comprised of representatives
from youth serving agencies (i.e. police, schools, juvenile court, Youth Service
Bureau, clercy, social services, etc.}.

The goal of the Review Board is to examine all cases that the police have come
into contact with to determine the most appropriate action for that specific
case. Representatives from the various agencies may have a differeni perspec-
tive on a youth or know of additional snformation that would be helpful to the
police in deciding on a course of action.

In many cases it has been fourd that a juvenile arrest was the manifestation of

a problem that had been building within a youth or family for some time and may
have been visible to other youth services or school officials. Often-times, a
police officer will release a juvenile with a warning for a perceived less
serious offense without knowing that the child has had several previous contacts
with police officers for other "less serious offenses". In these cases a pattern
of delinquency is clearly allowed to develop until a more serious offense calls
attention to the individual. By this time, a youth may be firmly entrenched in
delinquent behavior.

The JuveniTe Review Board goal of diverting juvenile offenders to local resources
is also important in that our over-crowded Juvenile Court System releases many of
these "less serious" youngsters with a symbolic gesture or simple warning without
taking any measures to deal with the cases of the delinquent behavior. A local
youth serving agency will have the time and resources to diagnose and deal with

a juvenile who is more of a troubled individual that a serious offender. By
diverting these youngsters from court to a therapeutic referral source where help
can be received, the Review Board acts as a preventative program. It is safe to
assume that juveniles who have been sent through the labeling process of court
only to be released with a warning and no subsequent services, are high risk cases
to have further police contact.

Another extremely important aspect of the Juvenile Review Board that can be easily
overlooked is the value of having representatives from various youth serving
agencies meeting with one another on a regular basis to work together towards a
common goal. This cooperation 1is certain to enhance communication and understanding
between agencies which will benefit the entire youth population.




Between 1968 and 1975, arrests of persons3
under i years of age...incressed more Zhan
100 percent--soms four +imggs faster thzan
the increase in population for this age
group....In 1974 about 1 zsenager out ¢f
every 15 in the nation was arrested, and
almost half of all serious crimes in zne
United States were committed by juvenriles.

Well over half of the juveniles wno &re
arrested each year have prior police Trec-
ords....If current trends centinue, the
chances are estimated %o e 1 in 3 of =2
juvenile acquiring & police record by ihe
time he 1% 18... '

{Coclenan, p.386)

gince these figures were obtained in 197%, the ~situation has not
improved; in fact, instances of juvenile delingusncy continue To

increase with a concomitant rise in the c=zseload relegated o the

“; Juvenile Court system. The court systen unequipped to deal with

such a tremenious volume of cases, recidivism rates are also high

due to ineffective or merelv surface +reatment . of such individuals.

As the preseﬁt‘system seems ineffective inkdealing Qith the_prob—
1ém of juvenile delinguericy, 2 change in the existing-procedurgs
seems warranted. What is needed 1s 2 change which will provide;
for both éppropriate wireatment” for offenders and ror a lightening

of the Juvenile Court caseload 8o that it can once again periorm

“its expected duties effecti?ely. One such alterrative is the

~@diversionary/preventative Juvenile Review Board Program.. e
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payment £0r crimzs committed. 1In
he juvenile court system stresses not so much punishment
for anti-socizl acilons as hzlping the youth to overcomz any ¢if-

ficulties which led te the zction,in 4n attemDdt to prevent further

unaccepiable behavior. TrHe court system professss to try to ceal

with the Jjuvenile offender S0 effectively that he will both want

and have the necessary skills o fulfill 2ll his needs and des-

Il

e confines of the law, The

o

sires in a manner co ansideraed within ©
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presumpticn 1s +nat the nseds of the child, no% the seriousnsss

of the offenss, shculd determine the disposition.” (Romig, P.199)
The objective is to keep the youth -from further jnvolvement with
the legzl systiem, to direct him back toward the societally-sanc-

tionen pauh.

Tts lofty goals and purposes notwithstanding, there is-an ever-

growing concern about the inadeguacies of the present correctional
system for juveniles. Constitutionally-stated intents do not
necessarily dictate the actuzl state of affairs. As juvenile
crime rates increase at an alérming rate, the court system beconbs
overloaded and cannot possible execute effectively all duties 1t

is expected to undertake. In addition to the overwhelming vacklog
of cases faced by the court due to escalating incidences of delin-
quency, 1ts efxectlvenesg is hampered by under:i undlng which causes

an inability to support the appropriate amount and quality of




staff, services and programs to handle the situzziion., Substan-
tial‘financial approprizations unlikXely in thesé infilationary
times, another moére viable, znd less expensive, zlt ernative to
complete overhaul of the conveniional juvenile court and 1ts pro-
ceedings must be found in order that the best in%erests of youih
be served. It is not enough =0 recognize the eTiciencies of the
court system or to concede generously that +his state of affairs

is not necessarily the faultl of the court, arising primarily from

g

underfunding and overcrowding of & System unpronIlc for such cir-
=3 = -

cunmstances. The problem has teen identified and =z solution must

be Tound.

0f the anprox*”’*elj two millicn young
people who go throusgh the Juven11e courss
each year in the Uni ted States, abcun half
have Aone nothing that would be consxaered -
= crime in the cazse of an adult.\-They

are guilty of "statius offenses" actio“s
such as running awsy from home, underdoe
use of alcchol, "ircorrllelllbv etc.)
However, many of this group are return"ﬂ
to uhe courts at = later time for having
commitied sericus offenses.

(Coleman, p.386)
Perhaps if these youths had been dlverued from the court system
2nd referred to an agency which could better help them in solving
their particular problems, uhws relnvolvement with the law could
nave been avoided. What seems 10 be called for, in 11ght of pres-.
ent circumstances, is 2 sys‘em which would distinguish beiween
*troubled youths” and vipaiiblemaxing youths", bezween trivial
vioiétions of sccial ncfms and minor misdemeznors and felonies,
217 presently lumped toget® her under the all-inscluszive label " ju-

venile delinquency” merely because the perpetrators occupy the

game afe range. This distinction would enable many offenders 1o




and mak%e treatment prozZramns mora cogent and nenefleia

iAual Adelinguents than preFent attempts.

As % swellinz ranks of juvenile ofrsniers show ro signs of
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abatement, the prodblems oI =ne juvenils court Sysin 2rs enhanzed
by the complete oOr almest complete lzcx of sersening services

provided at the community lavel. The couri systenm 28 1% stands

simply cannot dezl with dslinguency of such proporsions. Scresn-
ing, or dlS*lnculah ing degrees of delingusancy, would serve the

purpose cf keeping thosz youngsters wno can no* proli

sdvantags ol the ServIices srovided by The Cour and of ensuring

that those ultimately referred 10 the ocouri can profit only through

those singular servicss of that systen.
Many younga;ers in 2lmost every communiiy
in *hi S country cculd havs, CT p2rnaps
‘should have, baazn screesned out of ine
Jjuvenile court s2seload and handled
“through the i:s:erenualﬂuv of more

sensitive =n< responsive police sSer-

vic s ‘scn ol ser‘ices, and oublic or

(Hahn, 2.313)

Community-based agencies are more apt To have the-ti:e and re-
sources necessary to help youihs presently consigned %o follow
the course of traditional justice procedures for lacx of more
appropriate services with which to lend support and ald in over-
coming circumstances leading to +he delinquency of these youths.
Juveniles whose involvement-with the law springs pr‘ rily or to
a great degree from peer Dpressures, from poor family environment
or relationships, or whose ofienses are particularly uncharacter-

SsEie rarely vrofit from the court experience. OCften, howsver,




there is no aliterna. ive serv—ice availzsile, NO fitiing Treaiment
3s forthcoming and Thus fzilure to =il
the probability of =2 repeat transgression results. Tiversion of
such youngsters away from the iraditicnzl judicial process Serves
t+to zchieve Swo aims--ihe youih receivss more appropriate ssrvices
and the court, having hzd this porticn of 11iS elcad ramoved
riciently

from its jurisdiction, can Adeal more =1

with those juveniles truly in need of iis =ztien

M
3

I,ocal programs lighten the czseload traditionally relezztzd to the

courts and they can zluo more successiully cater to certain types

of delingquents. Another advantzge, in Terms of the juvenile
court's professed philosophyiiis that communiitv-based ProZrams

are much faster than the court system. Studies have indicated
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sis is most effective (the crisis poin
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the offerse or the psfnt of diséovery, such as expulsion from
school fcr some fisdsed, being picked up by the police, placement
in dctentlon or anyshere ouiside the romne, breaking any law and
getting caught, elc. ) In this pericd immediately follo#ing the -
"orisis" point, "the youths and thelr p= rents are still experi-
encing it; it is more smmediate; 1t can be seen and talkad about.'
(Romig, P.201) Intervention undertaken on the local level has tne
advantage of being able to deal with the family and the delinquént
Yogth during this time period, thus enzdling their attention and
cooperation Lo be more easily gained and Jleldlng 2 higher prob-
ability that remedial action taken will be successful. As in

the majority of cases the first few delinguent offenses {or causss




for ecrisis) are not sarious enough for probation or for punish-
mant within an institution, and the available ireatments with-
in such programs ars not suitable in any case, local agencies

deal with the probtlem nost effectively, being in "the righi plac
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at the right time.” wezse services tend to be the most “cost-

42
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effective” in terms of preventing major, more complex problams av
a later stage by ftreating and alleviating the difficulty as soon

25 it is diagnosed.

Tn theory, diversion programs seem 2 viable alternztive to the
court system, providing quick and individually-tailored help to
youths by properly—trained'staff and én 2 greater variety of less
crowded programs than awvasilable fhrough the state. Several such
preventative/diversionary-programs currently exist in Connecticut.
Necessarily differing on many_points.in order to adapt to the
circumstances peculiar to each particular toﬁn, the hoards share

the same basic philesophy.and PuUrposes. The emphasis 1s on

creating a learning-experience from the delinquent involvement

in order that the youth learn from his mistakes and not repeat

any such unacceptabls behavior; treatments or punishments stress

repentance, restitution and service to atone for -orffenses rather

than the mors couri-oriented fings, propzation or prison; "punish-

ment" is meant to fit the "crime".. The object is identify at an

early stage patterns of delinquenby and to see that youths feceive
the most appropriate services. Functioning as advisory agents

to the police, review boards examine 2all instances of youths com-
ing into contact with the law., DBecause the background of most

board members is in working clesely with Juveniles and most know




relatively well the voungsters being discussed, they are able to
lend new perspectives and additicnal details to police reporis.

With .this more comblexe tackground informzatlion about the
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involved vouths, = mere rmed doc1 lon can be made regarding
the most approprizie and effective method of dealing with the

youth and his cIffense,.

is a serious and 1mportanu

1

The purpose of Juvenile Review Board
one. Participanis do notjvish to let youins "off the hook".

Thése bdards were conceived to fﬁnction as an adjunct to the ex-
1éting law-enforcemens zgencies (namely the police and the courts )
~and designed to ur,dur The same ends as these agencles with the
difference being ihe method applied to the solution. Review
boards are not inienfed to replace the courts, but to assume juf;
isdiction over those juveniles such as stiatus offenders, those
guilty of'masdemeanors and Tirst offenders who might better profit
by their'mefhods ind Feferrals. Widespread use of such diversion
tactics coulﬂ improve the guality of the entire juvenile justice
system if such prorraﬂs were perfected and adopted by more local~-

ities.
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(Romig, fig. 17-, p. 196)
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Dear Youth Directdr:

I am enrolled in my junior year at Trinity College in Hartford. As part

of my studies this year I am involved in an internship program with the

fast Hartford Department of Youth Services under the supervision of

Eugene T. Marchand. In association with the Department, I am conddcting a
research study on Juvenile Review Boards around the state. It would be
greatly appreciated if you would find time to complete the short gquestionnaire
enclosed and return it to me, along with any relevant printed material you
might have on-hand, by March 1st.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Mary Eigler, Intern
Department of Youth Services

ME/bd

Enclosures




. NAME OF PERSON COMPLETING OUISTIONNALEL ; —

PHONE TOWN AGENCY
QUESTIONMAIRE
1. Does your proaram include a Juvenile Review Board? Yes No

2 How often doss 1t meet?

3. that is the composition of the 8oard? (I.E. Representatives from Police
Department, school officials, social services, concerned publ}C,.etc.)

4. Is a waiver or permission slip reguired in ordar for a case to be heard?

Yes Mo

5. What referral options are available for consicderation by the Goard?
(Counseting, Big Frienc-Big nrother/Sister, restitution, written or
verbal warping, etc.) T

6. What is the approximate percentage of court diverted cases?

7. iould abservaticn of one of your meetings be possible? If so, when co
you meet, Yes Ho lihen do you meet

THAMK YOU FGR YOUR COCPERATION




A copy of thizs cuecstionnzire =2nd the accompanying cover letter
were malled LC each youth-serving agency (Youth Service Bureau,
Youth Counselling Center, o¢r other appropriate agency) , bne per
town, includsd on the CY5A {Connecticut Youth Service Associztion)
list of participating members. Tor the purposes of this study,

i+ 35 assumes that those failing to return the completed quecs-
tionnéire 4o not include a Juvenile Review Board ahang the ser-

vices provided by their zgencles.




Guilford
01d Saybrook
Farmington
Windsor

New Britain
Bristol
Stratford
Meriden
North Havén
Scuthingion
Hamden

East Hartford

%*Berlin has
Board for
the oldest
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Just
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th Windsor

Brid;agort
zrichester

Nauga;uck

Groten
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Lyme, 0ld Lyme
Bast Hampton
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Mansfield

wzirfield

Branford

Crange

Auinnebaug Valley
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antury

Horwalk

Norwich

Wlallingford

Yernon

Stz

Haven

J

begun operaiion of a Board;
r {contzct was with wrong agency
oard in existence; South Nlnc or has just begun

N0 RESFONSE

Danbury
Darien
Defby
mast Haven
*Entfield
Milford
New Czanzan
New Haven
North Branford
Plainville
Ridgefield
Szlisbhury
Seymour
Thompscn
Torringion
West Hartford
Wethersfield

Wwindsor Locks

Trumbull has had a

znfield has
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EAST HARTFORD

3

HPIELD
?AEMINCTON
rUIL7ORD
HAVTEN
MERIDEN

NEW BRITAIN
RORTH HAYEN
CLD SAYRROOK
SQUTHINC TON

STRATPOQED

HINNSCR

o
)
]
-
[€7]

RNBIN CIARK

{1l

DCECTHY ALIEN

PALT COMEZ

PAT NAYCR

FREN DORFMAN

JGEHE MARCHAND

AN HUTCSHINTON

TET, LARRY GELC (PD)

WERDY LISTER BORST

CCKNIE TIVFANY

T0? C'HALLORAN

589-7119
568-0181
745-0371
673-3271
453-6106
288 -5641
634-0003
224-2491
239-2566
388-1055
621-0165
37?~01§?

261-5110

688-3675

828-5678 or -3£7°

ext. 291t

ext. 2+t
ext. =58
ext. 31




BRISTOL
EAST HARTFC2D
ENFIELD
FARMINGTON
GUIL™ORD
HAMTEN
'MERINEN
NEW BRI{AIK
NORTH HA?E§
0LD SAYBROCK
 SOUTHINGTCH
R?RATFO%D
TRUMBULL
WATERFORD
WINPSOR

% )
Tata obtained from C

.~

i

State Dept.

JUIENTLE POPULATION

3692
15410
12553
13724

3916

16k s
10512
111489
13587

5797

2430
11070
10996

9949

( no data given )

6526

of Education




Frequency of Weetinzs

Most boards surveyed meet bi-weekly (every other week) or on a
weexly basis. Some, however, arec less exact and convene only when
there are cases to discuss. The scheduling of meetings is purely
discreticnary depending mainly on the number of cases OCCUrTing
in the parficular town. What is important is that, if meetings
are not regularly planned , they are called promptly when a case
requiring the zttention of the boérd arises in order that 1t be
handled within the “crisis period". AsS hoards beccme more estab-
lished in their respective tééns, however, it is expected that
311 cases coming to the attention of the pclice involving juven-
iles will be forwarded for consideration of the beard, thereby
increasing,the'impact of the boards and necessitating a more for-

malized schéduling struciure.

Composition of Boards

Organizations represented on various beards include:

Police Dept.--Juvenile Division
Youth Service Bureau
Family Counselling Services

—-Catholic Family Services
Sehool System--Psychologist
Attendance Officer
Cuidance Counselor
Assistant Principal
Principal
Social WorXer
. Special Services
Clergy
Public Health Nurse
Physician .
Juvenile Court--Probation 0fficers
Host Home Program Coordinator




Bevs and Girls Clubs

Mental Health Clinic

neys

Town-svonsored Runaway Project

Town Councilman

YIECA

Attorney

Big Drothers/Big Sisters/Big Friend

Representatives of Thﬂ "Concerned Public”
Boards ranged in sigze from seven (7) to fifteen{15) members. In-
clusion of representatives from various agencies is recommended
to ensure proper wreadth of background kncwledge on cases up for
discussion and recommendaztion. Care must be taken, however, 10
avoid participztion by too many or by unnecessary zgencles as
their inclusion serves more %o add confusion to the proceedings

than additional pertinent inform ation and insight.

Sitting on the boards of all surveyed were repre esentatives from™
the Juvenile divisicn of the Police department znd from the town
Youfh Serviees Bureau (who, in most cases, 21so served to chair
the board); present in most othefs were people‘from Family
Counselling Services and delezates from the probatlonary branch
of the Juvenile Court system. Surprisingly, since contact with
+he vouihful population is so great, representatives irom the
educational sysiem did fict occupy é full-time position on all
boérds; under such circumsténces, school officials are aware of
the board and its functioning and make their serﬁiceé available
if necescary. Permanent rgpresentation on the board is prefer-
able to this advisory pOSl 1on to the adesory boa as this
provides a more ready avalla%lilty of the store of helpful in-
formztion known to the school officials. Participation of the

clergy in such an undertaking as thc%e individuals are often




privy to familial conditions and relationships of whose existence
the other officials would be completely uninformed, and whose
-existence may shed light one an otherwise mystifying situation.
Tnclusions of token town government officials is not really
necessary, but some action in this respect might serve to foster
a greater sense of responsibility and cooperation toward such a

program within the governmental departments.

Although all boards should be as inclusive as possible, this
applies especially to those functioning within large communities.
Dealing with ten thousand possible offenders places much stxicter
time limitations upon such a program than with a juvenile population
half that size; reviewing 3;5 cases per session permits such
luxuries as compilation of extensiverfamily and teacher reports
before discussion of a case. When a review board is faced with

ten cases or more during the course of a meeting, it 1s more time
cfficient if an "authority" on the child sits on the board thereby
allowing an informed decision to be made without the time consuming
interviews and histories. In some cases these may be unavoidable

but should be undertaken only when necessary.




Some boards have found it preferable to include the arresting
officer in the proceedings. The purpose is twofold: he is the
individual most informed as the exact facts of the incident, and
might wish to voice his opinion. The chance to have his
recommendation considered by the group may foster goodwill toward

the group who he may otherwise consider useless, not understanding
the rationale behind such programs, and bothersome because it creates
more work for him. Besides the arresting officer, one board included
youth officers, on a rotating basis, on the board. The chief juvenile
officer, a permanent member of the board, his subordinates sit on the
board for a few sessions, then are replaced by fellow officers. This
experience is an educative one for the juvenile officers as well as
an effective authoritative model for the youth (where offenders and
their families attend board meetings addressed to their cases to
receive the reéommendation) to see a uniformed officer of the law

involved in the proceedings.

Waivers or Permission Slips

QOf all boards contacted, only five (Guilford, East Hartford, Enfield,
Stratford and Hamden) operate without the use of a waiver or permission
slip before hearing a case. These review boards operating essentially
as an ''arm of the police', feel that they possess the legal authority
to discuss confidential matters within their ranks for the express
purpose of advising the police on the appropriate course of action

to be taken in each case. The opinion was also expresséd that,




25 the waiver must necessarily be administered at the initial con-
tact with the parents of the offender, this would create more work
for the officers of which group many harbor diﬁtrust toward do-
gooder sccial agencies ani would resent this imposition. Zducafion
of these officers as tc the purposes and procedures identified
with such review programs in order that they administer the permis-
sion s1ip mosi effectively znd informatively has also been found
to be time-consuming and often difficult, more easily achileved
within smaller departments and with less-traditional officers.
Such‘undertakings are not impossibhle, hpwever, and in light of
strict statutes governing confidentiality, waivers are often im-
plemented =2s exira protection against the recourse of irate par-

enhts,

Referral Options

", ..the Ejuvenile] statutes do not prescribe, &s the criminal law
does, that certain offenses shall be dealt with in certain ways
--eg., ’{hfee to feﬁ’§ears in the state prison’." (derton, r.93)
"The chief manifesf function of the juvenile Esysteﬁ] is. to 'help
children in trouble', to 'do what is in the child's best inter-
ests’, to ‘rehébilitate'. (Merton, p.92) Recognition that fac-
tors causing a particular individual to commit a delinquent act
might be entirely different from those motivating ancther juven-
ile to perpetraie that same offense 15 necessitated in this sit-
uation; in order for the goal of rehabilitation to be reached,
the importance of motivation and the needs of the child must be
taxen into account. The leccse construction of the delinguency

statutes facilitates such individualized attention %o such details.




With relatively Tew legal restrictions placed upcn the judgments
of juvenile authorities, referrals made by Review Boards zre

and
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e
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1imited mainly by the availability of appropriate agenc
prograns. Recommendaticns tzking into consideration both the
motivations and needs of the a?prehended juveniles, advocation
of referral to any establicshed progrém whose sServices might prove
rehzbilitative to the vounasier is justifiable. Recommendations

regularly made by Review Boards in Connecticut include:

Verhal Warning

Written Warning

Counselling provided by
loczl Youth Service Burezu
Mental Health Center
Family S=rvices Bureau

Volunteer Service time

Monetary restitution

Biz Brother/Sister/Friend

CETA work experience prcgran

Wilderness School

Traffic Safety Program i

Tire Education Program

Shoplifting Seminars

Job Zank

] Forestry Froject

Specizl education

_Esgay or written apology

Peer- Counselling Groups

Sroup Programs

Leadership Club

Recreation Groups

YMCA/YWCA activities

Adclescent Crisis Centers
(Sponsored by local Hospitals)

Parenitzl care

Juvenile Court

Specific referral options differ from fown to town according to

the facilities available for use in the area; varying by prefer-

ence of ezch besrd are referrzl regulations and processes.  Beards
¢

differ ir the degree of authority assumed to enforce the recommen-

“ations made. Shur states, "The key tc the bureau's success

r




_would be voluntary participation by the Juvenile and his family

in working out and following a plan of service or rehabilitation.”
(Shur, p.63) Cooperation, however, is not always s0 easily gained,
and in order to insure compliance with the rehabilitative measures,
the threat of implied threat of court is often employed. The
~attitude of the board concerning its legal authority to enforce

its recommendations correlates with the action taken. Fﬁnctioning
as an adjunct to the police department, many boards (among them
Fast Hartford, Windsor and Southington) regard diversion as a
privilege which is not to be abused. Not only does the family of the
offender profit through this process by the chance to avoid the
inconvenience of the court pfocess, but the youngster is awarded .
the opportunity to maintain a clean record as well as the chance to
atone for his indiscretion by restitution or rehabilitation. For
such reason, a feasibility study is conducted before an alternative
for court is proposed, in order to determine whether or not the
offender and his family will cooperate with the prescribed plan.
Also, an offendér who takes advantage of the alternative program but

reneges on its provisions or requirements i1s referred to the court

system; such action is not considered "Double Jeopardy".




Considerabie variaticn is evident in the manner in which each Re-
view.Board administers its reccmmendations. Inncvations on pro—.
cedures number as many as the communlties invoived; however, two
basic systems prevail. One provides for perscnal contact with

the offender and his ardiens =% the meeiing where the case is

G‘g

discussed or where the dispesiiion 1s reached. The other includes
no such provisicn. In the first, zn oppertunity is extended téﬁ
the offender to presen:t his perceptions of the situation, to ask
any questions reg rding the prcceedings or the disposition, to
voice any feservatiohs or lrdignations. While this may be Seen

as an unsettling éxp;fience,‘that in itself may provide a valuable
lesson, _and may'alsb serve to open lines of communication that
might otherwise remain untapped. It is of course imperative that
deliberations as to the status of the .case and the nature of the
decision be held separaztely Irom the offender/board confrontation
to promote free discussion. These deliberations may occur prior
to the meeting wfth the family or between this session and the
decisién—making process; the second is more preferzble, the en-
counter with the family possibly providing new percpective on

the child's motivrations and needs, but time considerations may

render this alternative imvrachical. Boards following this for-




mat include 01ld SayhtrooX, “guthington, and Farmington. This pro-
cedure is more feasihle in the context of & smaller town where

- offenses are less in nuabsr =n4 more hLime can he accorded each

case. The mofe of contact with the offender in the sccond sit-
uation is a letter informing the famlly of the recommendations

6f the Review Board. The letter typically begins with a descrin-

o

tion of the “unciions and purpeses served by the Board, then con-
tinues with the referral(s) advccated by the members, these usu-

with added recom-

iy

21ly ta%ing the form of =2 werning, a warnin
merdations for taking adrantage of various programsAor counsel-
ling, or Juvenile Court. TNepending upon the philosophy espouced
by the reviewinz committes {zs discussed ezrlier) the notification

may z2lso contain a target date after which time one of three dif-
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ferent plans of zcticn may b2 1 T contact has not-yet-

been made with the recommende’ agency. & court summons ﬁay be is-
sued, another contsct, in the form of a telephone call may. be
made with the parents of the offender by'either the review_board
or ithe recommended agency in an effort to prod them into taking
some =mction, or nothing will be done until next time. The letter
is often signed by the Chief of Pbolice to impress upon those in-
volvred the sefiqusness of the offense and of the recdmmendations
of the Board. Communities employing forms of this tactic iﬁclude

East Hartford, Stratford, New Bfitain, Windsor and Hamden, A re-

.wproduction of the form letter used in gstratford follows.

Tear Yr. and Mrs.

This is to inform you of the recommendation reached by the Fam-
ily Resource Board with rerszrd to the ‘ncident of
which tock place at on
‘nvolving your son/daughter. o




e Family Resource Bozrd i3 composed of the Nirector of the Fo-
lice Youth Tivision, 2 sizif person from the School Attendance

ffice, Pupil Services, Stratford Community Services, Juvenile
Court, Catheolice Charitie Youth in Crizis Project ?nd the Depari-
ment o Youih Sarvices. t is hoped that by early inservention
into 2 Jjuvenile's 'r5~ ohlems with the nolice, underlying
causes may bHe unco: thin the family serring and addressed,
to prevent further ?er t“ﬂulon 0f juveniles into the juvenile
justice system,

b u-* |-—|-
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The Board msets biwesklv io discuss offenses commitied by juveniles
‘n the Tovm from the D“Pvious two weeks. ATter reviewing the cir-
cumstances of the incident the Board reached the following recowm-
mendation:

LS

1. t w2z the ¢pnion of the 3Zo2rd that your son/daugh-
ter recelive z warning rather than a referral to .
Juvenile Court. '

- 2. It was the opinion of the Board that your son/daugh-
ter recelive a warning rather than a referral to Ju-
venils Cour:. In addition the Board strongly sug-

- Zests thzt 2 contact with would be
. beneticial o you and ycur snn/dau5nt-ﬁ. You may
contact szt the service by cal-

ling . If yeu do not follow-up on

this referral by _ this agency will

be contzcting you.

.

Jariations upon thiz theme and upon the [ormer precedure in order
that the referrals conform to the particular needs of the com-

Ao

munity in which the committiee functlons.

Percentagse Aiverted

Reported approximazions o¢f court-diverted cases range from fif-
teen (15) to ninety-five (9¢5) percent. While it is possible that
this 'wide diversity occurs as a result of the tendency of the

ma jority of the Board towzrd punitive or toward rehabilitative
measures, it more likely due to the practice of the local po-
lice “eparitment as regards screening. Althcugh this secems %o un-
dermine the purpose znd ine effectivencss of the Review Board

concept, some Pelice Ycuth Divisions first deem ceriain young-




sters approvriate for Juvenile Court attention; the resit are then
relayed to the review tozrd for further conzideration and inves-

tigation. Obviously, thosge whose cases zre screened before re-

At

ception of the reviewing committee will be able to report ¢reater
numbers of diverted ycut ns. ligh percenztzge rates, however, are
not necessarily correlated with a successful beard. The express

purpcse of the Review Board is not to divert =s many cases as

nossible and to eventuzlly surplant the fraditionzl court system,

but to ensure that the most 2pprorriate meszssures are taken in re-

sponse to delinguent transgressions--someiimes ithe most appropri-

ate solution Is the Jusenile Court,

rozd interventions, the
ice system should turn
lhg effective 4i ver51on
pick up cn the youtns'
e earliest polnt.
(Femig, p.201)

In terms of

progzrams t,

preblems at
As instances of juven'le delinguency conti inue to increase, an
alternative itc the prasent situétion i necessary in order to
maintain the czscload of the Juven’ile Court at a manageable
level, P'feru_on:rh pregrams such as Juvenile Review Roards
perform such & functicn while simgltanecusly providing rehab-
ilitative services =o thzss ju“enﬁles vinho might profit from
such measures s opposed to those available through the %radi—;
tional court proceedings. With more time a2nd less-crowded, bet-
+or-funded resources a2t their disposal than does the state,
these progfams hase *the pbtential to ﬁfo?ide nighly individu-
alized assissance to delinguent youths, highly effective as-
sistance. Review Bcards may be one part-of 2 viable solution =o

an urgent problem.
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