The Final Evaluation
of
Resource gi?llocation:
The Redistribution of Monies

From Deep End Residential Programming
To Front End Diversionary Programming

O

T

State of Florida
Bob Graham
Governor

Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services
Alvin J. Taylor, Secretary

Children, Youth and Families Program Office
Walter J. Pierce, Program Staff Director

Research Report No. 68la
Prepared by
Children, Youth and Families Program Office
Data Analysis Unit
July, 1981




T | ——

U.S. Department of Justice
National Institute of Justice

s T T

This document has been reproauced exactly as received from the
person or orgamzation onginating it. Points of view or opinions stated
in this documenrt are those of the authors and do not necessarily
represent the official position or policies of the Nationat irshtute of
Justice

Permission to reproduce this copynghted matenal has been
granted by

Florida Dept. of Health &
Rehabilitative Services :

tothe National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS)

Further reproduction outside of the NCJRS system requires permis-
ston of the copyright owner

e



The Final Evaluation
of
Resource Reallocation:

The Redistribution of Monies
From Deep End Residential Programm;ng
To Front End Diversionary Programming

Amanda Cannon
Principal Evaluator

Rose Mary Stanford
Research Analyst

Assisted by:
Jim Clark
Glen Lamb

Debbie McAlphin

Susan Kirsch

Esther Stenstrom

Prepared by the Data Analysis Unit of the
Chi.idren, Youth and Families Program Office
Richard L. Rachin, Administrator

1317 Winewood Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32301

- R

S IS S g g S S

Chart

iI
11T

v

VI
VIiI
VIIX

IX

XI

XII
XIII
XIv

XV

XVII

XVIII

XIX

LIST OF CHARTS

Commitments, Revocations, Recommitments
in District IIT . . . . . . . . . v e e e

Commitments, Revocationsg, Recommitments
in Distriect Vv . . . . . . . . . C e e e e .

Commi tments, Revocations, Recommitments
in District VI. . . . . . . . . e e e e e

Commitments - Resource Reallocation vs. Non-
Resource Reallocation . . . . . . . e e o

First Commitments in District IIT . . . . .
First Commitments in District v . ., . . . .
First Commitments in District VI. . . . . .
Initial Placements in Training Schools. . .

Community Control Caseloads . . . . . . . .

Pilot Districts = Community Control Caseloads

Percent Decrease/Increase in Community
Control Caseload. . . . . . . . « . . . ..

Additions to Community Control in District III.

Additions to Community Control in District V

Additions to Community Control in District VI

Additions to Community Control - Resource
Reallocation vs. Non-Resource Reallocation.

Judicial Recommendation Rates . e e e e e
Judicial Handling Rates . . . . . . . . . .

Actual and Expected Judicial Recommendation
Ra tes L L] . L] . . L L] - - . - . - L] L] - - L]

Disagreement with Matrix Rates. . . . . . .

10

11

12

13
15
16
20

19

17
21
22

23

24
26

27

29
31



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Preface. « « « o« o o o o o o

Executive Summary. . - « « + « -

Project Description. . . . . . -

Data SoUurceS . « « o « o o & o

Analysis of System Rates . . . .

.

Impact on Deep End - Commitments and Training

School Placements

Community Control Caseloads and Additions
Judicial Handling and Recommendation Rates

Agreement with Matr%x
Review of Main Findings

Recommendations. .« « « « o o +

Page

33

it

S ———

Preface

The pilot Resource Reallocation Project was funded
to begin October, 1979 in HRS Districts III, V, and VI
(see map on next page). In was intended to divert offen-
ders from unnecessary penetration into the juvenile justice
system by shifting resources to levels of programming more
commensurate with a delinquent's presumed degree of risk.
The Lancaster Youth Development Center (a 201 bed institu-
tion) was transferred to the Department of Corrections.
Funds provided from that transfer were distributed to
"front-end" services: increased Intake Staff, a network of
diversion programs, and Community Control (probation) work
programs. By reallocating resources to diversion and pre-
vention services, the plan intended to achieve a sequential
reduction in Community Control caseloads, commitments, and
training school populations.

This evaluation is the follow-up to the Preliminary
Evaluation Report (November 15, 1980). The first evalua-
tion assessed the implementation and impact of the Project
during the first six months of operation. This document
assesses recent system rates, and the achievement of the
project's objectives
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Executive Summary

Resource Reallocation

Resource Reallocation, as originally designed, intend-
ed to achieve a sequential reduction in judicial recommenda-
tion rates, judicial handling rates, Community Control case-
loads, commitments and training school populations.

A network of diversionary sanction programs in the
pilot districts, called the Juvenile Alternative Services Pro-
ject (JASP) was expected to produce fewer court-imposed sanc-
tions. As a result, the judicial recommendation rate was
expected to decline in the pilot districts. Judicial recom-
mendation rates have not consistently declined in the pilot
districts since the initiation of Resource Reallocation.
During the same time period, however, judicial recommendation
rates in the non-pilot districts have continued to increase.
This suggests that the project may have resulted in stabiliz-
ing judicial recommendation rates in the pilot areas while the
remaining districts continued to accelerate judicial recommen-
dations.

Increased Intake staff, strengthened recommendations to
the State Attorney, and a stabilization in judicial recommenda-
tions, it was believed, would result in fewer cases handled
judicially. Judicial handling rates have fluctuated during the
post-Resource Reallocation period. Overall, it appears that
the pilot districts have experienced a smaller increase in
judicial processing compared to the non-pilot districts.

Although the findings are mixed in terms of judicial
recommendations and handling rates, Community Control case-
loads in the pilot districts have sharply and consistently
declined. District III and V have experienced significant
decreases in Community Control caseloads since the pilot pro-
ject began. Although District VI did not display as substan-
tial decline, caseloads fell significantly below the statewide
average.

The ultimate objectiv2 of Resource Reallocation was
to reduce inappropriate ~ommitments and the State's over-
reliance on training schools. A one-year follow-up of coni-—
mitments indicates that the trend of commitments, both state-
wide and in the pilot districts, has been erratic. Commit-
ments and first commitments to the Department have declined
in District VI. District VI is the only pilot area to display
this declining trend.

e e e

‘ Resource Reallocation appears to have had little
impact on the placement of committed youth. During the
pqst—Resogrce Reallocation time period, the pilot districts
did not display the expected reduction in training school
placemgnts. The number of training school placements
statewide, however, did decline.

. The goals of Resource Reallocation have been partially
achieved. 'The project has provided Intake with sanction-
oriented diversion resources to serve youth locally who would
require more serious and expensive juvenile justice services.
Resource'Rgallocation has increased Intake staff and improved
the specificity and content of Intake Recommendations.

Resource Reallocation has also contributed t i
o lower
Control caseloads. community

' The impact on'the "front end" (increased diversion,
lmprovgd recommendations to the State Attorney, and reduced
Community Control caseloads) of the system has been realized.

The expected domino effect on commitment ini
s and training sch
placements has not been achieved. 7 oot

' Although the findings are mixed in terms of goal'
achievement, the pilot districts appear to be functioning well
without a mgjor training school. Overcrowding, higher or more
serious 1incidents of delinquency, and community protest did
not occur. With no loss in the delivery of needed services
no rgductlon and in some cases increased effectiveness and '
considerable cost savings,* the juvenile system is operating

more ef?iciently than before Resource Reallocation in the
pilot districts.

* As a result of the deinstitutionalization effort, CYF has

reduced commitment costs for FY 79-80 by $1,488,836.



Project Description

The Resource Reallocation Plan's stated goal is: "to
divert offenders from unnecessary penetration into the
Juvenile Justice System by shifting resources to levels of
programming more commensurate with their presumed degree
of risk."

To achieve this end, a series of specific objectives
were developed by district and Children, Youth and Families
Central Office staff. An initial objective of Resource
Reallocation was to transfer facilities of the Lancaster
Youth Development Center (LYDC) to the Department of Correct-
ions. This objective was achieved October, 1979.

The ultimate objective of the Resource Reallocation
Plan is: to redirect training school placements from HRS Dis=—
cricts III, V, and VI to an array to alternative Commitment
or Community Control programs.

To achieve the overall goal, four approaches were en-
visioned:

(1) Providing additional personnel to correct a deficit
in Intake staffing and improve the intensity and breadth of
services.

(2) a) Expanding community-supported prevention and
diversion programs to narrow judicial handling
offenses justifying court intervention;

b) Providing counseling and services for youth
with family problems (e.g. desertion by parent,
divorce, lack of supervision);

c¢) providing work and restitution programs for
minor or suitable first-time law violations;

d) making sanctions immediate and certain. This
approach is entitled the Juvenile Alternative
Services Program (JASP).

(3) Strengthening and diversifying Community Control
to provide supervised, constructive work sanctions as an al-
ternative to commitment.

(4) Constructing secure, twenty-five bed, well-staffed,
specialized programs for serious offenders and repeat felons.
(Funding for this approach was not provided and is not a com-
ponent of the evaluation/monitoring effort).

The relationship between the three approaches described
and the overall Resource Reallocation objective of reducing
commitments is based upon numerous assumptions;

£ A R
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e Making good decisions and minimizing inappropriate
processing into the Juvenile Justice System, requires
that Intake be staffed and trained to meet established
standards.

e Many offenders do not require more than one-time,
immediate and certain sanction for law violations.
This includes aspecially the vast majority of misde-
meanants and victimless offenders who, as well as other
youths, represent little or no community threat.

e A major constraint to the use of appropriate, cost-
effective services is the lack of meaningful "front-
end" options to intervene sensibily, promptly and
effectively when youngsters violate the law.

o Placement of non-dangerous, non-serious offenders in
"deep-end" programs (e.g. START centers and training
schools) dilutes the resources available to serve
serious and repeat offenders.

® Strengthening and diversifying voluntarily imposed,
non-judicial, "front-end" services should reduce the
number of referrals handled judicially.

® A significant reduction in the number of referrals
handled judicially should result in substantially
fewer youths being placed on Community Control or
committed.

¢ An expansion of Community Control and Furlough support
programs by the addition of work and restitution re-
sources should reduce Community Control and Furlough
revocations.

The approaches outlined in the Resource Reallocation
Plan are intended to reduce the number of non-serious offend-
ers entering or penetrating into the Juvenile Justice System
beyond the point necessary. A reduction of youth going into
the system should reduce the number of youths being placed
on Community Control or being committed. Each element of the
Plan contributes to the objective of deinstitutionalization
at different levels in the system.

Put simply, by reducing the number of youth entering
the system, subsequent system impacts are expected: The
proportion of serious offenders entering the system will
increase and Community Control (probation) caseloads and
commitments will decrease. These expected impacts should be
sequential, and are referred to as the "domino" effect.



Resources and alternatives provided at the Intake
level, should assist Intake and the Courts in minimizing
penetration into the system by non-serious offenders.
Additional Intake staff provided in Districts III, V, and
VI should result in better services and decisions regarding
the choice between an alternative service or Court processing.
Better recommendations to the State Attorney should limit the
number of minor and first offenders entering the system and
ultimately reduce the number of youths being committed. By
providing alternatives to court processing, judicial handling
should be restricted to youths whose offenses justify court
intervention. JASP will emphasize work restitution and com-
munity-work service. In addition to reducing the number of
youths handled judicially, it is hoped that JASP will minimize
the likelihood of repeat or more serious future crime.

Finally, statewide Community Control work programs
should reduce dependence on the commitment option.

Data Sources

One main data source was used to complete this report:
A computerized data file including basic demographic informa-
tion, judicial processing rates, State Attorney action, commit-
ments and movement data. At the time the analysis was begun,
December 1980 was the latest month for which Intake and Commit-
ment information was available.

The data file was utilized to develop pre-Resource
Realiocation information and post-Resource Reallocation
information. Judicial recommendation rates, State Attorney
agreement rates, commitments, transfers, and placement in
training schools were obtained from the data file.

The Intake card data i1s disposition oriented. There-
fore, the Intake card data used in this report (January
through December) is based upon referrals received from
November through October.

Analysis of System Rates

This section of the evaluation assesses the sequential
domino effect after 12 months of operation.

(a) Commitments: In regard to total commit-
ments to CYF, the following charts (I, II, and
IIT) display the number of commitments in the
pilot districts. Generally Districts III and
V do not show a steady decline in commitments
since the implementation of Resource Realloca-
tion. District VI does show a slight declining
trend. Overall, the trend of commitments, both
statewide and in the pilot districts, has been
devoid of any meaningful pattern. In short,
there appears to be no significant trend that
can be attributable to Resource Reallocation.

An additional performance measure of the
impact of Resource Reallocation is first commit-
ments. Charts V through VII show that the number
of youth committed to CYF for the first time has
declined in the pilot areas, with a significant
decline noted for District VI. Whether these de-
creases are the influence of Resource Reallocation,

JASP and the intense monitoring that accompanied
it is unknown.

(b) Training School Placements. The original
objective of Resource Reallocation was to limit
the number of initial placements in training schools
from the pilot districts. This FY79-80 objective
was successfully accomplished. The preliminary
evaluation concluded that the reduction in training
school placements was in part due to (1) the exist-
ance of operational objectives which limited such
placements, (2) intense monitoring of the pilot
area, (3) the absence of a training school in the
catchment area and (4) the operationalization of
the Resource Reallocation Project.

Chart VIII displays the recent trends in training
school placements. Overall, there appears to be a consistent
statewide decline. The pilot districts, although demonstrating
a minimal decline, fluctuate from quarter to quarter. It
appears that the pilot areas have not displayed significant

reductions in training school placements which are attributable
to Resource Reallocation.
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Community Control Caseloads and Additions

With increased Intake staff and JASP, it was expected
that Community Control caseloads in the pilot areas would
decrease more than in the non-pilot districts. Chart 1IX dis-
plays the sharp statewide decline that began in October 1978.
The decline was also present in the pilot areas (see Chart X).
The percent of change in caseloads from December 31, 1979 to
December 31, 1980 is shown in Chart XI. This time period was
selected so that post—-Resource Reallocation performance would

be measured and not the impact of the 1978 Juvenile Justice
Act.

As indicated by Chart XI, District IITI and V have large
percentage decreases in comparison to the other districts.
Although District VI does not display as sharp a percentage
decrease as the other pilot districts, it is significantly
above the statewide average.

The number of youth on Community Control at any given
time is influenced by the rate of admissions, the rate of
losses, and the length of stay. Theoretically, JASP should
be serving youths who ordinarily would have gone to court,
some of whom would have been placed in Community Control.
Therefore, additions to Community Control may be a more precise
indication of the impact of Resource Reallocation than other

measures. Charts XII through XV illustrate the statewide and
pilot trends.

Chart XI
Percent of Decrease/Increase in Community

Control Caseloads from bDecember 31, 1979
Through December 31, 1980

District Percent Difference
I -0
II -12%
IITI ) -29%
Iv -2 %
v -28%
VI -14%
VII -14%
VIII -6 3%
IX -17%
X +36%
XI -21%
Statewide -9 3%
17
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. Overall, there appears to be erratic movement in addi-
tions to Community Control, both statewide and in the pilot
areas. District V, however, does illustrate a district
decline in additions to Community Control since the imple-
mgnta?ion of JASP. A minimal decline is detected in
District VI and a recent decline is noted for District III.

18
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Judicial Handling and Recommendation Rates

If Resource Reallocation achieves its intended purpose,
good Intake practices will allow more youth to be handled
informally and in the community. Each consecutive year since
FY74-75 there has been a greater percent of referrals processed
judicially. Resource Reallocation proposed to reverse this
trend in the pilot districts. Past observations indicate that
by reducing the judicial recommendation rate, the judicial
processing rate should also be reduced. Chart XVI illustrates
the judicial recommendation rates for one quarter before
Resource Reallocation began and three gquarters after its
initiation.

As of December, 1980, the pilot project has not demon-
strated the intended impact in consistently reducing judicial
recommendation rates. Chart XVI, in displaying the percent
differences in judicial recommendation rates for pre and post
Resource Reallocation, does show that the non—-Resource Reallo-
cation Districts increased judicial recommendation rates, where-
as, the pilot districts experienced no change. This suggests
that the project may have resulted in stabilizing judicial
recommendation rates in the pilot areas while the remaining
districts continued to accelerate jucicial recommendations.

Strengthened recommendations to the State Attorney, and
a reduction in judicial recommendations, it was believed,
would reduce judicial handlings. A reduction in judicial
handlings would most likely result in considerable cost savings.
Chart XVII shows that judicial handling rates have fluctuated
during the post-Resource Reallocation period. Districts III
and VI both demonstrate reduction trends whereas, District V
displays a recent increase in judicial processing. Overall,
it appears that the pilot districts have experienced a less
significant increase in judicial processing compared to the
non-pilot districts.

Agreement with the Matrix

To improve the uniformity and appropriateness of Intake
decisions, a "Recommendation to the State Attorney Matrix" was
designed and introduced statewide in FY79/80. The matrix
serves as a guide for Intake counselors in deciding what type
of youth should be sanctioned informally. Given the age,
status history and offense with which the youth has been charged,
a recommendation of the percentage of such cases which should be
handled judicially is provided (see Chart XVIII). The percent-
ages range from 0 to 100 percent. Cases in which the matrix
prescribes either a 100 percent judicial recommendation or a

0 percent judicial recommendation is unambiguous for the counselor.

Cases in which the matrix prescribes a split percentage, however,
allow for discretion on the part of the counselor.

25

Chart XvI

JUDICIAL RECOMMENDATION RATES*

(Pre) (Post) (Post) (Post)
. . 1879 1980 1980 1980
District Oct-Dec Apr-Jun Jul-Sept Oct-Dec
I 47% 51¢% 48% 56%
I 50% 48% 53% 54% -
IIT L 52% 53% 49% 48%
Iv 40% 36% 39% 41%
\Y 49% 37% 46% 59%

VI ) 52% 41% 442 44%

VII 55% 56% 50% 52%
VIIT 51% 54% 60% 65%
IX 51% 46% 45% 44%

X 39% 43% 44% 49%

XTI 53% 51% 48% 71%
State 49% 45% 47% 56%
Non-Resource % difference** % difference
Reallocation
Districts 49% 47% (-2) 47% (-2) 58% (+9)
Pilot
Districts 51% 42% (-9) 46% (~5) 51% (0)

* Ra@es_age calculated by dividing the number recommended for
judicial action by the number of youth referred to Intake

** Percent difference when compared to pre-Resource Reallocation
quarter (October-December, 1979)

xrE K The Jan-Mar 1980 time period is not included due to delay factor
in processing Intake Data.

Prepared by: PDCYFD
26



Chart XVII

JUDICIAL, HANDLING RATES*

(Pre) (Post) (Post) (Post)
1979 1280 1980 1980
DISTRICT Oct—-Dec Apr—Jun Jul-Sept Oct-Dec
I 37% 50% 48% 59%
11 50% 43% 53% 53%
f’rxzz ~ ~54% - 48% . 463  50%
IV 45% 33% 40% 44%
v 50% 40% 47% 63gF***
VI** . 54% ~ 51% 52% 50%
VII 51% 51% 48% 52%
VIII 51% 49% 54% 42%
IX 49% 44% 44% 43%
X 28% 25% 32% 40%
XI 51% 47% 47% 70%

oo

Non~Resource Difference*** % Difference

Reallocation
Districts 45% 39%  (-6) 43% (-2) 56% (+11)
Pilot _
Districts 53% 46% (-7) 48% (-4) 553  (+2)
* Rates are calculated by dividing the number handled

judicially by the number of dispositions.
* & District VI data is singularly compiled through the

prototype Client Information System (CIS). In this
system, a data card is completed for every referral
(not client, as the Intake Data Card does). As a

result, the judicial handling rate for District VI
may be inflated when compared to other districts.

*%% Percent difference when compared to pre-Resource Reallo-
cation quarter (October-December, 1979).

**%% Under~-reporting of Intake Data Cards for this quarter
may partly explain this increase.

Prepared by: PDCYFD
June 10, 1981
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For example, of those youths thirteen years or older
with no prior referrals, who are referred for “aggravated
assault", 40 percent of them "should" be (according to the
matrix) recommended for judicial processing. Sixty percent
of such youth should be sanctioned by the parents or
the Intake counselor. An Intake counselor's professional
discretion in weighing the unique circumstances of the case
will determine whether the case represents the "40 percent"
or whether the case can best be handled in the community.
If Intake counselors follow the matrix as a guide in recom-
mendation decisions and the profile of referrals remain sim-
ilar to that of 1979, the judicial recommendation rate is
expected to decline.

Chart XVIII summarizes Intake Counselors' agreement
with the matrix in Districts III and V during January
through September, 1980. The chart compares the actual
and expected judicial recommendation rates for specific
offense and status categories. The top number displayed
(upper triangle) is the actual percent of rate of youth
recommended for court. The bottom number (lower triangle)
is the expected percent as it appears on the matrix. When
a top number is missing, too few cases existed to calculate
a meaningful percentage.

As indicated on the chart, there are some wide discre~
pancies in specific cells of the matrix. The most signifi-
cant variance occurs within the categories of victimless
misdemeanors and property misdemeanors.

Chart XIX presents the aggregate 'disagreement with
the matrix' percentages for District III and V. As indicated,
the percentage in disagreement has consistently declined dur-
ing the 9 months of implementation. It would appear, then,
that the pilot districts are utilizing the matrix. Despite
the utilization, the judicial recommendation and handling
rates continue to increase statewide and fluctuate among the
pilot areas.
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Chart XIX

Disagreement with Matrix* Rates**

1980

Jan-Mar Apr-Jun Jul-Sept

AT 5.

Jan~-Sept***

District
I1zT Number of Cases 1737 1485 1321 4543

Nug?:gmzitdl%a- 449 322 211 968 i
Peiéiiiméﬁtms“ 25.8% 21.7% 15.9% 21.3% g
District E
v Number of Cases 3592 2418 2374 8384 é
NuggzgmgitDlsa_ 844 358 286 1492 z
Pe;;igzméﬁtDls_ 23.5% 14.8% 12.0% 17.8% E

* Recommendation to State Attorney Matrix

** pDistrict VI data is not available due to the on-line Client

Information System

x**The number of errors for Jan-Sept is not equal to the.comblned
number of errors for the three quarters due to multiple

rounding errors.
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Review of Main Findings

Resource Reallocation, as originally designed, inten-
ded to achieve a sequential reduction in judicial handling
rates, Community Control caseloads, commitments and the
training school population. The evaluation's main findings
regarding the impact of the pilot on various system rates
are presented below:

l) Commitments to CYF from the pilot districts dur-
ing the post-Resource Reallocation period did
not significantly decline. The trend of commit-
ments, both statewide and in the pilot have been
erratic. District VI, singularly, demonstrates
a consistent declining trend.

2) The number of first commitments have declined
in the pilot. The most notable decline was
identified in District VI.

3) The number of training school placements have
declined statewide. The pilot has displayed no
consistent decline.

4) District III and V have experienced significant
decreases in Community Control caseloads since
the pilot project began. Although District VI
did not display as large a percentage decrease,
it was significantly above the statewide average.

5) District III and VI have experienced a mild de-
cline in additions to Community Control. Dis-
trict V has displayed the most pronounced decline.

6) Judicial recommendation rates have not consist-
ently declined in the pilot districts since the
initiation of Resource Reallocation. During the
same time period, judicial recommendation rates
in the non-pilot districts continued to increase.
Therefore, unlike the remaining districts, the
pilot districts, as a whole, displayed stable
judicial recommendation rates.

7) The pilot districts, in general, have experi-
enced a less significant increase in judicial
handling rates compared to the non-pilot districts.
District III and VI both have demonstrated fluctu~
ating reduction trends.
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8) Of all cases disposed in the pilot districts
during January-September, approximately seventy-
five percent were in compliance with the "recom-
mendation to the State Attorney matrix"”. The
percentage of disagreement, however, has consis-
tently declined for each guarter of implementa-

tion.

Recommendations

Changes in Chapter 39 of the Florida Statutes, which
were implemented July 1, 1981 will most likely increase the
number of training school commitments and the length of stay.
For this reason, the closure of another training school and
the expansion of the Resource Reallocation concept may be
premature. Funds were allocated, however, for the statewide
expansion of JASP. It is recommended that the impact of the
law changes and JASP be measured. If, after sufficient oper-
ation, JASP is successful in reducing the statewide commit-
ment population, further deinstitutionalization may be

warranted.
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