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PREFACE

Reconnecting: The Role of the Juvenile
Court in Reentry is intended as a practical
guide for planning, implementing and oper-
ating a juvenile reentry court for the purpose
of managing reintegration of high-risk
youthful offenders into the community after
commitment to secure confinement or other
out-of-home placement.

The court-based reentry strategy proposed
here adapts practices and procedures devel-
oped by drug and other problem-solving
courts and by the Intensive Aftercare Pro-
gram.

Few juvenile courts in this country have fo-
cused their resources on the specific goal of
leading a coordinated response to the obsta-
cles youthful offenders face when returning
to their communities after placement. The
purpose of this text is to set out a blueprint
for the use of juvenile court authority as part
of a comprehensive strategy to address this
problem. It is recognized that full implemen-
tation of a court-based approach may require
extension of the juvenile court’s jurisdiction
beyond its present parameters. In fact, such
extension may be required in most states to
permit the court to render more specific dis-
positional orders and to retain supervisory
and decision-making authority during com-
mitment, reentry and community supervi-
sion.

Although many recommendations in this
text are premised on such extended author-
ity, the court-based reentry model was de-
veloped with a view that limited or incre-
mental approaches might be more readily
implemented in light of existing legal con-
straints, policy considerations and limited
fiscal resources.
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The value of individual practices recom-
mended in this text is not contingent on the
court’s ability to implement all practices,
either simultaneously or sequentially. For
example, the court may have an expanded
role after release, even though it may lack
legal authority to specify or oversee the
terms and conditions of confinement.

Although judicial leadership is central to the
model, the policies and procedures of any
reentry court must be tailored to take into
account state-defined jurisdictional limita-
tions, available federal, state and local re-
sources and local policy and practice.

Project Funding and Parameters

This juvenile court-based reentry project
was funded by Grant No. 2002-51822-NV-
JF from the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention as part of the Seri-
ous and Violent Offender Reentry Initiative.
That initiative, developed by the U.S. De-
partment of Justice, Office of Justice Pro-
grams (OJP), in conjunction with the De-
partments of Health and Human Services,
Labor, Education, Housing and Urban De-
velopment, and the National Institute of
Corrections, is a comprehensive effort that
addresses both juvenile and adult popula-
tions of serious, high-risk offenders. It pro-
vides funding to develop, implement, en-
hance, and evaluate reentry strategies that
address both preservation of community
safety and reduction of serious, violent
crime. The focus of the Reentry Initiative is
on significantly increasing the number of
targeted offenders who are successfully rein-
tegrated into their communities following an
extended period of secure confinement in a
state training school, correctional facility, or
other institution.

The Serious and Violent Offender Reentry
Initiative envisions the development of



model reentry programs that begin in correc-
tional institutions and continue throughout
an offender's transition to and stabilization
in the community. Such programs call for
individual reentry plans that address com-
plex transitional issues for the offender and
family in the broader context of preserving
community safety. The broad federal initia-
tive encompasses three implementation
phases:

Phase 1 - Institution-Based Programs.
These programs are designed to prepare of-
fenders to reenter society. Services provided
during the institutional phase should include
education, mental health and substance
abuse treatment, job training, mentoring, and
full diagnostic and risk assessment in a
highly structured and secure environment.

Phase 2 - Community-Based Transition
Programs. Transition programs are de-
signed for offenders prior to and immedi-
ately following their release from correc-
tional institutions. Transition services should
be compatible with institutional services and
include: alternative housing, continuing sec-
ondary or post-secondary education, inten-
sive surveillance and supervision, mentor-
ing, life skills training, reassessment of risk
and needs, job skills development, and men-
tal health and substance abuse treatment ser-
vices.

Phase 3 - Long Term Community-Based
Supervision and Support Programs.
Long-term programs serve individuals dur-
ing (and hopefully after) the community su-
pervision phase. These programs connect
individuals with a network of social services
agencies and community-based organiza-
tions to provide ongoing services and men-
toring relationships even after successful
case termination.

The concept of a specialized juvenile reentry
court is one of several approaches supported
by the Serious and Violent Offender Reentry
Initiative, which includes: institution-based
release readiness programs, institutional and
community assessment capability, super-
vised or electronically monitored living ar-
rangements, mentoring programs, and com-
munity  surveillance, supervision and
services, delivered by a multi-disciplinary
team.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This blueprint for the nation’s courts consti-
tutes the first written guideline for extending
the Juvenile Court’s role in managing the
reentry of youthful offenders.

The goals of this project are:

1. To provide recommendations for
planning, implementing and operat-
ing a juvenile reentry court;

2. To articulate the strengths of a court-
based reentry model;

3. To underscore the necessity of treat-
ing youth and family through a holis-
tic approach; and

4. To promote increased interagency
and interdisciplinary collaboration
through joint accountability for suc-
cessful case outcomes.

Guiding Principles

The Legislative Subcommittee of the Reen-
try Project Advisory Committee identified
the following fundamental principles that
form the foundation for an exemplary reen-

try process:

1. Reentry planning should reflect the
“Balanced and Restorative Justice”
approach, and should be designed to
protect the community; hold juve-
niles accountable for their actions;
recognize the interests of victims;
and develop offender competencies.

2. Dispositional decision-making
should be deliberately conscious of
the juvenile’s eventual return to the
community and should specify the
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desired outcomes for the juvenile
and for the correctional agency.

. There should be maximum sharing

of relevant information between and
among the court, correctional institu-
tion or other residential placement,
law enforcement and the various
youth-serving agencies and re-
sources.

. Planning for the transition of juve-

niles back into their communities
should begin immediately upon arri-
val at the correctional facility or
other residential placement, if not
sooner.

. Institutional services should be de-

velopmentally appropriate for the in-
dividual juvenile offender, and
should specifically address the
unique needs of a culturally and ra-
cially diverse population of male and
female juveniles.

. The committing court should remain

informed about the progress of those
juveniles placed in institutional care.

. The court should have the authority

to conduct pre-release and post-
release review hearings on commit-
ted juveniles.

. The court should convene a local re-

entry team as the juvenile’s release
date approaches with those partici-
pants necessary to the implementa-
tion of the reentry plan.

. The development of a reentry plan

should begin no later than 90 days
prior to the projected date of release.



10. Juveniles should not be released
from institutional care unless a reen-
try plan is in place.

11. Reentry planning should be flexible
and specific to the juvenile and
should take available community re-
sources into account.

12. The court should have the authority
to hold the juvenile, the juvenile’s
family and responsible agencies ac-
countable for failures to comply with
court orders or meet their legal re-
sponsibilities.

13. The court should give consideration
to the effect of its orders on institu-
tional discipline, programming and
available resources.

14. The court should develop graduated
sanctions/responses to post-release
violations of aftercare/parole re-
quirements and have the authority to
implement and enforce them.

Expected Reentry Court Results

In those jurisdictions where a juvenile reen-
try court is tested, the following outcomes or
results should be attained to a measurable
degree:

1. Increased public safety through in-
tensive supervision and service de-
livery to the youthful offender popu-
lation;

2. Reduced individual offense rates by
program participants;

3. Increased offender life skills and
competencies particularly in the
fields of employment and education;

10.

Increased public trust and confidence
in the juvenile court and its leader-
ship capability with respect to reen-

try;

Expanded community awareness of
policy and program issues pertaining
to juvenile reentry through participa-
tion in reentry planning at the local
level;

Reduced revocation and re-
commitment rate resulting in reduced
institutional costs;

Increased ongoing interagency and
cross-disciplinary cooperation, pro-
fessional education and training;

Enhanced cultural competence in
service provision to the target popu-
lation;

More effective utilization of inter-
faith resources for the target popula-
tion and their families; and

Reduced overall rate of serious vio-
lent crime committed by youthful of-
fenders in participating jurisdictions.

Summary Recommendations

The planning process for a reentry court
should include the following steps, which
will be covered in detail in Chapter II, Plan-
ning the Juvenile Reentry Court:

1.

Form a multi-agency planning team,
including the juvenile court, prosecu-
tion, the defense bar, law enforce-
ment, juvenile corrections (if the tar-
get population will be youth
committed to their custody), social
services, probation, mental health,
health, vocational and academic edu-
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10.

cation, youth employment agencies,
and the business and faith communi-
ties.

Assess the nature and scope of the
problem of reintegrating offenders
and the need for a Reentry Court.

Consult other stakeholders in plan-
ning, including state and local policy
makers, the private sector, commu-
nity leaders, service organizations,
parents, youth, victims and victims’
advocates.

Develop and broadly disseminate a
Reentry Court Action Plan, including
a unifying Vision and Mission
statement that expresses the shared
values of planning participants.

Adopt Goals and Objectives for the
juvenile reentry court.

Decide on the target population and
establish eligibility criteria.

Review available programs and ser-
vices and identify and fill gaps in the
continuum.

Identify key staff and service provid-
ers to form the nucleus of the treat-
ment team to work with a case man-
ager in developing and implementing
individual case plans.

Adopt policies and procedures to
guide operation of the reentry court.

Design, or ensure the availability of,
a Management Information System
(MIS) that can assist the court and
team with individual case tracking
and provide data required for process

11.

12.

13.

and outcome evaluation of the over-
all program.

Keep the public informed by estab-
lishing a sustainable relationship
with the local media to assure ongo-
ing project coverage, and balanced
reporting of project successes as well
as challenges and shortcomings.

Establish cross-disciplinary educa-
tion and training to promote collabo-
ration, professionalism and cultural
competence.

Adopt an interagency Memorandum
of Understanding describing the
roles and responsibilities of each
agency involved in the reentry proc-
ess.



L. INTRODUCTION

Of the 567,000 delinquency cases adjudi-
cated in 1996, more than a quarter resulted
in out-of-home placement.! In 1994, over
133,000 juvenile offenders were released
from commitment with an average length of
stay in placement of 147 days.” In spite of
the high cost of out-of-home placement the
recidivism rate among juveniles following
release from secure or other residential
placement remains unacceptably high. As
one example, a 2002 report prepared for the
California State Senate Joint Committee on
Prison and Construction Operations entitled
“Aftercare as Afterthought” noted that de-
spite an annual expenditure of $48,400 per
ward, during the period studied, 91% of
youthful offenders released from the Cali-
fornia Youth Authority re-offended within
three years of release.’

This text addresses the juvenile court’s cur-
rent and potential role in the reentry of of-
fenders into the community, and suggests a
more comprehensive and integrated ap-
proach under the leadership of the juvenile
court to improve reentry outcomes.

The promising but largely untested strategy
described here entails a broader role for the
committing court in managing the reintegra-
tion of offenders both during placement and
following release than currently exists in
many jurisdictions.

The strategies and procedures set out in this
text are adapted to a great extent from the

! Snyder, H. and Sickmund, M., Juvenile Offenders
and Victims: 1999 National Report.

? Sickmund, M., Sladky, T.J., and Kang, W. (2004)
Census of Juveniles in Residential Placement Data-
book.

3 Byrnes, M., Macallair, D., and Shorter, A. (2002)
Aftercare as Afterthought: Reentry and the California
Youth Authority.

“Drug Court” model. Evidence of the suc-
cess of drug courts’ in responding to a popu-
lation with similar obstacles to remaining
law abiding and developing pro-social be-
haviors suggests that a court-based model
for managing juvenile reentry might employ
similar procedures and strategies to improve
reentry outcomes.

Drug Courts share common characteristics
with other single-focus courts, such as men-
tal health courts, domestic violence courts,
and gun courts. These shared characteristics
include:

1. Intensive judicial oversight including
frequent court appearances by the of-
fender and family;

2. A team approach to formulating treat-
ment plans and responding to compli-
ance issues;

3. Comprehensive individualized treatment
plans for the offender and family that are
culturally, gender and developmentally
appropriate;

4. A system of graduated sanctions applied
promptly, including rewards and incen-
tives in addition to accountability meas-
ures;

5. Treatment plans that include support and
development of offender strengths;

6. A shifting of the court’s focus from sim-
ply processing cases to achieving tangi-
ble results;

* National Consortium for Justice Information and
Statistics (February 2003) Drug Court Monitoring,
Evaluation and Management Information Systems
National Scope Needs Assessment.



7. Use of community-based services
addressing the needs of the youth
and family; and

8. Accountability of agencies and ser-
vice providers.

In most jurisdictions the significant deci-
sions affecting reentry, e.g. placement
choice, services to be provided while in
placement, the decision to release, setting
conditions of release, post release supervi-
sion, revocation or modification, are made
by a number of different agencies including
courts, state juvenile correctional agencies,
state parole offices and local probation of-
fices. A juvenile court-based model as set
forth here has the potential through authori-
tative leadership throughout the reentry
process to provide overarching case man-
agement spanning the institutional, transi-
tional and community supervision phases.
This, in turn, will promote more seamless
service delivery and effective interagency
collaboration between these various agen-
cies. Features of a court-managed reentry
system that can contribute to better reentry
planning and preparation, community super-
vision and case management include:

1. The committing court commonly has
the most complete and accurate
knowledge base regarding juvenile
and family, offense history, social
history, educational records,
neighborhood and community con-
text, interventions already applied
and their respective outcomes.

2. The court can exercise its leadership
position in the community to con-
vene local private and public service
providers, as well as state agencies,
to marshal their resources and guide
more effective communication and

collaboration across traditional insti-
tutional and disciplinary boundaries.

During the transition and community
supervision phases, the juvenile
court can administer a wide range of
graduated sanctions and supports
proportional to compliance and pro-
gress. This would include a struc-
tured, gradual “decompression” of
supervision and monitoring follow-
ing release as warranted by how well
the offender performs through each
stage.

Where statute or policy permits, the
local court can continue to deliver
services to the family throughout the
placement period, and can compel
compliance by the family with the
treatment plan. This can be espe-
cially important where the institution
is a great distance from the family
making the provision of services by
the institution impractical.

The court is singularly situated to en-
force dispositional orders such as
restitution and reparation, and ad-
dress victim and community safety
issues.

The court, in collaboration with the
state correctional or other agency
operating the placement facility, can
ensure continuity and integration of
institutional and post- institutional
programming, enhanced by consis-
tency of key personnel assigned to
the case, such as the case manager
and probation/parole officer.

The juvenile court is uniquely posi-
tioned to assure intensive monitoring
of offender compliance with the
conditions of release, because of the



traditionally strong linkages between
the court, law enforcement and other
local agencies.



II. PLANNING THE
JUVENILE REENTRY
COURT

“All segments of the system from the courts
through aftercare must be involved in plan-
ning and decision making and have a very
clear understanding of the larger picture of
confinement and reintegration.””

This chapter outlines a sequence of planning
steps drawn from a standard action planning
approach applied here to the specific aim of
establishing and operating a juvenile reentry
court. The planning process itself presents
an opportunity to begin communication and
collaboration among the juvenile reentry
court, correctional system, schools, local
probation, law enforcement, mental health
and other service providers, both public and
private that is essential to the successful op-
eration of a court-based reentry model.

On a practical level careful planning maxi-
mizes the ability of the court to ensure the
necessary level of supervision and delivery
of the continuum of services required by the
target population.

Although the impetus for setting up drug
and other specialty courts commonly comes
from the local justice community, the nature
of the reentry problem suggests that the state
juvenile correctional agency should consider
taking the initiative in contacting local
courts to explore collaborating on the devel-
opment of the reentry court. Juvenile correc-
tional agencies have statutory responsibility
for aftercare in many states, and could di-

5 Altschuler, D., and Armstrong, T., (1995) Manag-
ing Aftercare Services for Delinquents. In B. Glick
& A. P. Goldstein (eds.), Managing Delinquency
Programs that Work. Laurel, MD: American Correc-
tional Association, 137 -170.

rectly benefit from the additional resources
that greater collaboration with local courts
might offer. Additionally, the opportunity to
improve coordination between institutional
and community-based programming should
provide strong incentive for such an initia-
tive.

A. Select And Convene The
Planning Team

Identification of a broad-based, multi-
disciplinary planning team is recommended
as the first step in the planning process. The
agencies represented on the team can serve
as resources for much of the baseline infor-
mation needed in the earliest stages of plan-
ning. Further, since the comprehensive na-
ture of a sound reentry program places
increased demands on justice system and
community resources, successful collabora-
tion and implementation depends on team
members’ early buy-in, voluntary commit-
ment to the project, and willingness to
commit resources.

The makeup of the reentry court planning
team may vary in different jurisdictions, de-
pending on the roles and responsibilities as-
signed to various agencies by law or prac-
tice. The team should be comprised of high-
level representatives of the principal agen-
cies that shape the individual reentry plans
the court proposes to implement and each
should be able to represent and commit their
respective agencies at the policy level. Many
communities have existing juvenile justice
planning or advisory commissions, boards or
panels, set up to make local policy recom-
mendations on delinquency issues generally.
Commonly, such groups are comprised of
representatives from education, health and
mental health, juvenile justice, child welfare,
employment, law enforcement, religion, rec-
reation, child protective services, public de-
fenders, prosecutors, private business and



service sectors, and parent, family and youth
associations. Because of their composition
and mission it may be feasible to use such
an existing organization as the planning
body rather than forming yet another new
committee.

A distinction should be drawn between the
planning team and the treatment team that
will implement and monitor individual reen-
try plans for each youthful offender partici-
pating in the project, although some overlap
in membership can be expected.

Planning team tasks include, but are not lim-
ited to:

1. Assessing the nature and scope of the
problem of reintegrating juvenile of-
fenders into the local community and
the need for a Reentry Court.

2. Agreeing on a unifying vision or
statement of professional values that
will guide the project.

3. Setting out a mission statement that
supports attainment of the vision.

4. Defining project goals and measur-
able objectives.

5. Enumerating the specific activities
that must be accomplished to achieve
each objective.

6. Securing agreement from planning
team members as to who will under-
take each of these activities, includ-
ing a detailed description of who will
do what, when and how.

7. Convening a forum, or determining
another method of securing input
from other stakeholders not repre-
sented on the planning team includ-

10.

11.

12.

13.

ing youth and families, state or local
legislators, county or regional juve-
nile justice commissions, the busi-
ness community, the housing author-
ity, service organizations, churches,
politically active groups, such as the
League of Women Voters and other
community-based organizations.

Identifying the target population and
determining eligibility criteria.

Conducting an inventory of existing
resources and service gaps, and fill-
ing them.

Identifying funding sources to sup-
port program activities.

Determining the makeup of the
treatment team. Although member-
ship may be flexible depending on
individual case needs, core member-
ship should be consistent: e.g., case
manager, prosecutor, defense coun-
sel, probation/parole officer, social
services worker, educator, counselor,
etc. Ideally, a representative from the
institution where the offender is
placed should be included.

Developing joint or compatible poli-
cies and procedures to guide the
treatment team for purposes of re-
moving barriers to accessing service.
Adapting or developing risk/needs
assessment instruments.

Designing or ensuring the availabil-
ity of a Management Information
System (MIS) that can provide the
court and team with current individ-
ual case tracking information as well
as provide data required for process
and outcome evaluation of the over-
all program.



14. Agreeing on protocols for sharing of
information and records.

15. Adopting rules of court procedure,
including:
a. Time, place and frequency of
hearings
b. Who should be present
c. Types of information/reports
required
d. Responsibility for preparation
of information/reports
16. Developing media relations.

17. Keeping the public informed of pro-
gress and setbacks.

At a minimum, the planning team should
include a representative from each of the

following entities:

1. Juvenile State Department of Youth
Corrections

2. Juvenile Probation

3. School District

4. Local Workforce Investment Board
5. Prosecutor/ District Attorney

6. Law Enforcement

7. Public Defender

8. Social Services

9. Mental Health/Public Health

10. Alcohol and Drug Treatment Provid-
ers

Rationale for Inclusion:

Juvenile Court: Judicial leadership is es-
sential to the planning and operation of a
reentry court. The court is uniquely posi-
tioned to hold youth and families account-
able, protect the community, promote the
interests of victims, and coordinate the de-
livery of sanctions, incentives and services
necessary to successful reentry, community
supervision and case termination/closure.

State Department of Youth Corrections:
As acknowledged in the IAP model, tradi-
tional reentry efforts have fallen short in the
crucial area of developing and maintaining
linkages between court and institution, and
between institutional and field services staff.
If the target population will be youth com-
mitted to the custody of a state correctional
agency their participation in planning is
critical. A seamless transition from secure
custody to reentry depends on close collabo-
ration between the two entities. Such col-
laboration should begin at the planning
stages for establishment of a juvenile reentry
court. Particularly important issues to reach
accord on are information sharing, choice of
assessment instruments and the timing of
their administration. Since in many jurisdic-
tions the collaboration will involve a degree
of reallocation of responsibility for certain
activities a cooperative agreement, or
Memorandum of Understanding is advisable
to set out the parameters of this new partner-
ship.

Juvenile Probation: Probation has knowl-
edge of services commonly needed by the
target population and experience working
with the providers of those services. Staff is
trained in monitoring offenders frequently in
cooperation with local law enforcement, and
administering drug tests. Probation officers
have background knowledge and experience
from dealing with the offender and family
prior to commitment.



School District: Long-term offender suc-
cess is directly related to educational attain-
ment and employment. It is essential that
both the local school district be involved as
full, collaborative partners from the outset.
The range of alternative academic programs
and the frequently complex eligibility re-
quirements must be thoroughly understood
by the reentry team so that reentry plans in-
clude an educational program matched to the
needs and level of the offender.

Workforce Investment Boards: Local
workforce investment boards administer
programs that provide an array of services
needed by this population including tutoring
and dropout prevention, alternative schools,
summer jobs, work experience, occupational
skills training, adult mentors, counseling for
substance abuse and referrals for treatment.

District Attorney: Prosecutorial input at the
planning stage will assure that policies and
procedures protect public safety and pro-
mote offender accountability. Adoption of a
system of graduated sanctions or responses
touches a key area of prosecutorial responsi-
bility: advocating accountability for viola-
tions. Since serious violations of the terms
and conditions of release may also constitute
grounds for filing a supplemental delin-
quency petition, it is essential that court
policies pertaining to non-compliance be
consistent with the prosecutorial policies of
the District Attorney’s Office.

Another area requiring cooperation between
the prosecutor’s office, the court and other
agencies is discovery and information shar-
ing. Failure to agree upon a discovery policy
can cause delays particularly in the court
responding to violations that occur after re-
lease. Depending on the nature of the viola-
tion, reports of such matters are commonly
provided by law enforcement to the prosecu-
tor. Until defense counsel has had an oppor-

tunity to review the relevant reports a reso-
lution of the issue may be delayed.

Law Enforcement: Sound aftercare practice
demands intensive supervision and monitor-
ing of compliance with conditions of re-
lease. Law enforcement augments the effec-
tiveness of case management by its ability to
monitor activities in neighborhoods and
communities. The intensive level of supervi-
sion required as part of the aftercare plan
places demands on the resources of these
agencies.

Law enforcement officers can be a valuable
source of information on local issues such as
gang activity, drug trafficking, and offender,
peer group and family activity. This infor-
mation is helpful in detecting potential prob-
lems and can be relevant to deciding on the
target population for the reentry court.

Law enforcement officers may be first to
detect parole/probation violations. Accord-
ingly, high priority must be given to adopt-
ing policies concerning re-arrest, detention
and referral that accommodate law enforce-
ment’s mission to protect public safety while
maintaining consistency with the principles
and goals of the reentry court.

Law enforcement agencies in many commu-
nities also sponsor mentoring and recrea-
tional programs that can be valuable to the
target population.

Public Defender: Imposition of sanctions
triggers significant statutory and constitu-
tional rights for the offender, contingent on
the nature of the offense, the sanction, and
the legal status of the youthful offender.
Policies and procedures should allow mat-
ters to be dealt with promptly and consis-
tently, while accommodating the rights of
the accused.



Defense counsel will be called upon to ad-
vise and represent the offender in the event
of alleged violations. They may also play a
role in explaining to the offender and family
the requirements of the reentry plan and the
specific services prescribed. The offender’s
response to the reentry plan may be influ-
enced to a high degree by defense counsel’s
belief in the fairness of the process and
value of the program to the offender.

Social Services: Social service agencies act
as a referral source to many service provid-
ers and are responsible for directly providing
or paying for an array of services required
by youthful offenders and their families.
Such programs commonly include direct
income assistance, disability monies, medi-
cal care, housing assistance and sometimes
childcare and employment training.

Rules and regulations governing eligibility
for services are complex, and must be con-
sidered in planning the service continuum
available to the court for the target popula-
tion. Additionally, due to the high incidence
of family dysfunction in the offender popu-
lation, social service agencies often have
previous or on-going involvement that can
inform the court regarding social history and
family dynamics. The scope and sophistica-
tion of programs available through social
services federal funding streams (such as
IV-E monies for therapeutic foster care) are
noteworthy. Inclusion of social services as a
full partner in the planning and implementa-
tion of a reentry initiative can pave the way
to overcoming barriers to eligibility for ser-
vice in the delinquent population.

Mental Health/Public Health: The preva-
lence of mental health and other special
needs in the juvenile offender population
and their families place heavy demands on
mental health and health agencies. The prob-
lem is exacerbated by the categorical fund-
ing structure for many mental health agen-

cies and medical care providers, which often
limits their ability to shift resources to serve
the needs of this population.

In addition to helping the planning team un-
derstand and address program and funding
issues, mental health providers can make
valuable contributions to the selection and
adaptation of instruments for mental health
screening and assessment and for broader
areas of general risk and needs assessment.

Alcohol/Drug Treatment Provider: Youth
whose offense patterns are drug or alcohol-
related are over-represented in the institu-
tional population of serious and violent of-
fenders. Chronic substance abuse issues af-
fecting offenders and their families need to
be dealt with during all phases of case man-
agement. It cannot be assumed that sub-
stance abuse problems have been addressed
during secure confinement. The professional
expertise required for accurate assessment
and referral to appropriate treatment pro-
grams must be directly represented on the
planning team.

B. Assess The Nature And Scope
Of The Problem

As with drug courts, the momentum for es-
tablishing a reentry court usually begins
with the perception that there is an unac-
ceptable degree of failure in rehabilitating
offenders whose disposition involved an out
of home placement The perception is gener-
ally triggered by high recidivism rates and a
decline in public confidence in the juvenile
court’s capacity to effectively deal with the
problem.

A detailed understanding of the nature and
scope of the problem is necessary in order to
determine the type and extent of services
required, and to inform the policies and pro-
cedures to be adopted. Data should be ob-



tained on the number of youth being re-
turned to the community, which institution
they were placed in and recidivism rates
within that population. Local probation and
court records are good sources of informa-
tion. Other data can be obtained from the
state Statistical Analysis Center.® Since re-
cidivism can be defined and measured by
arrests, adjudications/convictions, technical
probation/parole violations, or the filing of
new petitions/criminal charges, the data
should be specific regarding the measure
used. A technical violation suggests a sig-
nificantly different problem - and response -
than recidivism measured by a new adjudi-
cation/conviction.

Risk and needs assessment data, if available,
should also be compiled on the target popu-
lation. Such data should include, alcohol
and other drug usage, educational needs and
attainment, vocational readiness needs, resti-
tution obligations, community service obli-
gations, mental health diagnoses and ser-
vices, and housing requirements. This data
will assist the treatment team in identifying
service needs and gaps in the service contin-
uum which will form the basis of the system
of graduated sanctions.

C. Convene Stakeholders

As an integral part of the planning process,
the team should consult those whose support
for the project is critical. This “stakeholder”
group - if they are not already part of the
planning team - might include: local/state
elected officials, local/state budget adminis-
trators, the media, victim advocacy groups,
department of youth corrections representa-
tives, the public housing authority, job or

® Statistical Analysis Centers are state agencies that col-
lect, analyze and disseminate justice data. Contact informa-
tion for the center in your state can be found online at
http://www.jrsa.org/sac/

vocational training providers, members of
the business community, community service
organizations (such as Boys’ and Girls’
Clubs and the YMCA), and the faith com-
munity. Court-involved youth and their
families are also important stakeholders who
should not be overlooked in this process.

In addition to securing their input into the
planning process, convening stakeholders
can also serve the purpose of securing buy-
in due to their participation and familiarity
with program goals and expected results.
Participation contributes to community
“ownership” of the complex problems sur-
rounding the reentry and reintegration of
youthful offenders into the community.

D. Formulate A Vision Statement

Planning begins with a vision of a desired
future. The vision is derived from shared
beliefs, values and convictions. The belief
system underlying the vision must be deeply
held and shared by the team. Although for-
mulating a vision statement may initially
seem to be a theoretical exercise, it is essen-
tial in providing consistent direction and
purpose to subsequent planning steps.

E. Adopt A Mission Statement

The mission statement should be a concise
statement of the project’s purpose and func-
tion. It should be substantive enough to
provide clear direction and guide the mem-
bers in their work.

F. Define Goals, Objectives And
Activities

Goals express the desired outcomes of a sys-
tem, program or plan. They are general
statements that are then described in quanti-
fiable objectives. As an example, the Marion



County Reentry Court Initiative chose five
project goals:

1. Enhance public safety.

2. Re-deploy and leverage existing commu-
nity resources.

3. Assist the juvenile and family to avoid
delinquent acts, engage in pro-social ac-
tivities and meet family responsibilities.

4. Ensure program sustainability.

Objectives are clearer statements of the spe-
cific steps required to achieve the goals. In
the action planning context, objectives con-
cretely describe what participants in the re-
entry court project are to do. They should be
quantitative to allow for evaluation of the
program’s success.

The highest level of specificity is in the de-
sign of the activities needed to achieve each
objective: activities identify who is respon-
sible for what, when, and how.

G. Identify Resources And Gaps ’

The search for service providers should not
wait until after the offender has been re-
leased from secure confinement or other out
of home placement. Even short delays or
gaps in the delivery of services increases the
chance that any gains made while institu-
tionalized will be eroded.

High risk youth tend to be high needs youth.
The service continuum needed by serious or
violent youthful offenders and their families

7 For a more in-depth discussion of this subject see
Graduated Sanctions for Juvenile Offenders: A Pro-
gram Model and Planning Guide, Vol. I, National
Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges (2003).
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during transition and community supervision
are extensive and include:

e Mental health treatment

e Vocational training and job placement

e Secondary and post-secondary education
e Individual and family counseling

e Mentoring

e Recreational programs

e Health services

e Social skills development

e Culturally competent and gender-
specific programs

e Intensive supervision, surveillance and
monitoring

e Drug testing and substance abuse treat-
ment services

e Transitional and alternative housing
e Transportation

e Spiritual counseling and family support,
if desired and appropriate

Beyond compiling an inventory of available
services, the planning team should under-
stand the eligibility and intake requirements
of each agency or program to confirm its
actual availability and accessibility.

Services should be culturally relevant to the
user group, appropriate to their developmen-
tal level, age and gender. The assessment of
available programs and resources should
specifically consider such special needs
groups as: female offenders, minority youth,



youth with learning and/or mental health
problems, sex offenders and youth with sub-
stance abuse problems.

Programming should also be available for
youth with multiple special needs. Lastly,
programming should be aligned with em-
pirically validated preferred practice models
rather than simply reconfiguring traditional
services that have little demonstrated effec-
tiveness with this population.

In addition to services, sanctioning options
must be explored. Although there is continu-
ing debate about the efficacy of short-term
detention as a sanctioning option, any juris-
diction wishing to use it as part of its menu
of responses should ascertain potential space
availability, policy restrictions, payment is-
sues and the availability of educational and
mental health services in the detention facil-
ity.

A system of incentives and rewards for
achievement should be developed. Some
forms of recognition and reward may be
given by the juvenile court judge, such as:

e In-court recognition

e Certificates or tokens

e Relaxed curfew

e Less frequent court appearances

e Less frequent drug testing

e Reduction in community service hours

e Faster progress through the community
supervision program, and

e Early termination

Drug courts have demonstrated creativity in
assembling an array of incentives, such as

tickets to sporting events and gift vouchers
donated by community service organiza-
tions.

H. Select The Target Population And
Determine Eligibility Factors

Since the success of the reentry effort de-
pends on small caseloads, frequent and
meaningful contact with the case manager,
regular multi-disciplinary team case review
and plan modification, all of which place a
heavy demand on resources, the target popu-
lation must be carefully chosen.

The greatest public safety and long-term
cost benefits from a reentry program will be
realized by focusing on youthful offenders at
highest risk to recidivate. It is not safe to
assume that out-of-home placement or even
commitment to a training school is a suffi-
cient and reliable marker of a high-risk of-
fender at the time of release to the commu-
nity. In practice, training school and other
residential commitments are driven by a va-
riety of offense backgrounds, including a
history of chronic minor delinquent acts. In
some jurisdictions, commitment to state cus-
tody may be seen as the only avenue to se-
cure needed diagnostic and treatment ser-
vices, due to the paucity of local resources.
Not every offender returning to the commu-
nity from secure placement is at high risk of
re-offending, or is a viable candidate for par-
ticipation in a focused reentry effort. As ex-
plored more fully below, comprehensive risk
and needs assessments should be used to
determine eligibility.

Selection of the target population at the local
level will be influenced by statute, local pol-
icy and priorities, and resource availability.
The services needed for the target popula-
tion must be available in the community.
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Consideration must also be given to the po-
tential “aging out” of older offenders and a
determination made as to whether there will
be sufficient time for the reentry plan to be
effective before the court loses jurisdiction.

In dense population areas, eligibility may be
restricted by residence in specified geo-
graphical areas such as districts or neighbor-
hoods that yield high crime rates and are
concentrated sources of referral for the reen-
try program.

In the West Virginia Reentry Court which
oversees reentry of juvenile offenders from
ten different counties selection is based on
the following predetermined criteria:

1. Offender’s age — (must be between 14
and 21 years old)

2. A plan that the offender will return to a
county participating in the reentry court
program

3. At least six months of secure or residen-
tial placement

4. Assessed at high risk to re-offend during
the reentry phase

5. Will be on probation (under formal court
supervision) after release.

Who Determines Eligibility?

Depending on the reentry model adopted,
the target population and state law, eligibil-
ity criteria may be determined by the court-
led reentry team acting alone or in concert
with representatives of the state department
of youth corrections.

For the Juvenile Reentry Court for West
Virginia, the decision regarding participant
eligibility is reached jointly by the Juvenile
Court Judge, Probation and the State De-
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partment of Juvenile Services Aftercare Co-
ordinator. If the offender meets eligibility
criteria, the court recommends to the institu-
tion that he or she be placed in the reentry
program. A notable feature of this program
is that participants can earn early release
through successful completion of the institu-
tional reentry program providing an addi-
tional compliance incentive for the offender.

When to Determine Eligibility

Consideration must be given as to when the
determination of eligibility should occur.
The Juvenile Reentry Court in West Virginia
makes a recommendation for acceptance
into the program at the dispositional hearing
with eligibility determined shortly after
commitment to the correctional facility.
Early selection of candidates allows specific
reentry programming for both the offender
and family begin at an early point in the in-
stitutional phase.

Many institutions administer risk assess-
ments periodically as the offender pro-
gresses through the program which can be
used to identify candidates for the program.
At a minimum, it is suggested that individ-
ual eligibility be determined, and specific
reentry case planning initiated, at least 90
days prior to release to ensure that the of-
fender and family have been adequately pre-
pared for the transition and that all of the
community-based components of the reentry
plan prior to the release of the offender.

I. Risk, Needs And Strengths
Assessment Instruments

Both risk and needs assessment are compo-
nents of “Structured Decision-Making”
(SDM). Structured Decision-Making is an
objective approach to delinquent offender
classification, taking into account offender
risk and needs and applying a decision ma-



trix to assure placement in an appropriate
program and access to targeted resources.

SDM takes many forms. In the context of
reentry it is intended to improve system effi-
ciency and case outcomes by directing re-
sources to those youth at greatest risk of re-
offending.

When assessment and classification proce-
dures do not result in the “right” youth being
consistently linked with the intervention de-
signed for them, there are a number of po-
tentially negative consequences, including:

e Increased risk to public safety, as a result
of high-risk and/or violent youth being
placed in settings that are not sufficiently
restrictive to control their behavior;

e Inefficient use of resources resulting
from the placement of non-violent or
non-high-risk youth in overly restrictive
settings, and

e Inequities resulting from the placement
of youth with similar offense/risk/need
characteristics at different levels of in-
tervention.

It is noteworthy that all structured decision-
making systems contain provisions for man-
datory and discretionary overrides to
achieve a higher or lower risk classification
based on unusual circumstances not ac-
counted for in the formal risk assessment
process.

For the most part, risk assessments are com-
prised of static, or unchangeable, factors
(past history, age at first referral, and num-
ber of prior out-of home placements). Needs
assessments are comprised of dynamic fac-
tors (capable of being changed).

Risk assessment components include: age at
first referral; total number of referrals; total
referrals for violent offenses; placement his-

tory; school discipline history (suspen-
sions/expulsions) during the past year; level
of substance abuse; peer relationships - in-
cluding gang affiliation; history of victimi-
zation of the offender (abuse, neglect, sexual
abuse); availability of parental supervision;
history of parent-sibling criminality; and
new arrests (offender).

Needs assessment components with respect
to the family include: need for substance
abuse treatment by any family member liv-
ing in the home; need for family counseling;
need for financial support and a suitable liv-
ing situation (for homeless families and
families whose housing does not meet the
basic health and safety needs of the chil-
dren); need for parent counseling or family
counseling; need for medical support for
disabled caregivers; domestic violence and
intra-familial sexual abuse; criminogenic
factors in parents or other adults living in the
home; and need for vocational training.

With respect to youth, needs assessment fac-
tors include: education needs; peer relation-
ships; adult relationships with pro-social
adults; employment/vocational preparation;
substance abuse treatment needed; aggres-
sive behavior (to determine the need for
skills development in positive conflict reso-
lution); sexual behavior (to determine the
presence or absence of health-related issues,
identity issues, parenting issues, decision-
making deficits); emotional stability and
pro-social attitudes, values and behaviors;
history of victimization; parenting skills;
physical health (to determine the need for
medical, dental or health education and ser-
vices); and recreational/structured activities
(to encourage age-appropriate mentoring,
faith-based activities, sports, and/or em-
ployment).

The risk assessment determines the appro-
priate level of surveillance and supervision.
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The needs assessment drives the service
element of the individual case plan.

In the reentry court context, assessments
serve three fundamental purposes:

1. To assist in candidate selection;

2. To determine the appropriate level of
supervision; and

3. To formulate, and if needed, modify the
reentry treatment/service plan.

Determination of risk, needs and strengths
should be based on assessments, using vali-
dated instruments that are locally accepted
as consistent with both state law and court
policy. Many instruments are in use, with
varying degrees of research-based reliability
and validity for use with this population.
Some instruments focus only on risk, others
on areas of need and strengths, and still oth-
ers combine all in a single instrument.

Assessment may already be standard proce-
dure both locally and within the institution
at key points in case processing, usually for
disposition purpose, at intake, or preceding
release. If the institution(s) to which the of-
fenders will be committed use a particular
instrument, the planning team should review
the instrument, the assessment process and
the conclusions it generates to decide
whether or not the information yielded is
sufficient for reentry court purposes. Use of
different instruments by different agencies
can cause difficulty in determining offender
progress and can result in inconsistent rec-
ommendations for supervision and services.

If assessment is not a pre-release require-
ment imposed by the institution, the
court/planning team should ensure that
risk/needs/strengths assessment is conducted
well before the release date to permit deter-
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mination of eligibility and formulation of an
individualized reentry case plan prior to re-
lease.

Because of the importance of family in-
volvement in the aftercare plan, assessments
should also capture critical data on family
needs, strengths and areas of dysfunction.

J. Develop Policies And Procedures

The planning team should prepare a policy
and procedures document that at a minimum
defines:

e Agency and reentry team member re-
sponsibilities and activities and related
timelines.

e Information and record sharing proto-
cols.

e Court procedures.

e A system of graduated responses or
sanctions that will form the basis of the
court’s actions in response to either posi-
tive or negative behavior by the of-
fender.

e Minimum length of time, if any, that of-
fenders must remain in the program.

e (riteria for determining successful com-
pletion of the reentry program and case
termination.

The collaborative decision-making and
treatment approach that characterizes the
operation of drug and other problem solving
courts has often required individual team
members to accept roles that may differ in
some respects from their traditional ones.
The operation of a reentry court can be ex-
pected to require similar adjustment. It is
important to recognize this during the plan-



ning phase as well as in operating the court,
since traditional roles may initially lead
members of the planning team (or the agen-
cies they represent or lead) to advocate poli-
cies and procedures inconsistent with the
philosophy and principles of the reentry
court.

K. Interagency Memorandum Of
Understanding

A number of key issues in philosophy, pol-
icy and practice must be resolved if non-
traditional interagency partnerships are to be
successful in supporting the reentry process.
Confidentiality of records and restrictive
intake or enrollment requirements are exam-
ples. A Memorandum of Understanding stat-
ing the purpose of the project and defining
the role and responsibilities of the court, in-
volved agencies and community-based ser-
vice providers will help ensure a clear un-
derstanding of, and commitment to, the
project.

L. Define The Role Of The Case
Manager

Although a probation or parole officer has
traditionally been the primary case manager
for delinquent youth, the responsibilities of
the case manager working with an intensive
reentry court program are more varied and
require more frequent contacts with the mi-
nor, the family and service providers than
those of a traditional probation/parole offi-
cer. It is the case manager who is the central
figure in developing the case plan, ensuring
service delivery and monitoring offender
performance for the court, coordinating tran-
sitional and aftercare services, maintaining
linkages with institutional staff, community
treatment staff and service providers, and
others involved in the aftercare plan. In
some jurisdictions, case management will be
the responsibility of institutional staff during

the placement phase, and the local case
manager will only take over the central role
after release (although case planning activi-
ties will commence prior to release).

Even where the court and local case man-
ager does not determine programming dur-
ing the placement period the local case man-
ager should meet regularly with institutional
staff, and throughout the duration of the case
with the offender and family and service
providers.

When the offender is released and under the
active supervision of the reentry court, the
case manager should meet on a regular and
frequent basis with the treatment team. The
position will be responsible for obtaining
current information on all services and ac-
tivities involving the offender and family,
reporting on the status of the case and mak-
ing recommendations at each review hearing
to the reentry court on matters such as su-
pervision and imposition of sanctions or re-
wards.

While the case manager’s position may be
filled by reassigning an existing probation,
parole or social worker, the case manager
must fully understand and support the prin-
ciples and philosophy underlying the opera-
tion of the reentry court. Cross-disciplinary
training is encouraged for the case manager
and key members of the treatment team. The
function may be contracted outside. The
Marion County Reentry Court receives case
management services through a contract
with a non-profit managed care corporation.

M. Determine Caseload Size

The experience of the Intensive Aftercare
Program underscores the need for the case
manager to carry a smaller caseload than is
common for traditional probation supervi-
sion. There must be sufficient time for fre-
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quent and meaningful contact among the
case manager, offender and family, both
during placement and following release,
preparation for frequent review hearings,
and working closely with service providers
and others involved in the aftercare plan and
life of the youth.

Since effective juvenile aftercare requires
intensive supervision and services, caseload
recommendations developed for intensive
probation supervision can give some guid-
ance regarding an appropriate client/staff
ratio. The National Advisory Committee for
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
and the National Advisory Committee on
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals rec-
ommend an average caseload of 12/1 for
cases requiring intensive supervision, com-
pared to an average supervision caseload of
25/1, and 40/1 for cases needing minimal
supervision. The American Bar Association
suggests a ratio of 15/1 for intensive super-
vision cases, 35/1 for medium supervision
cases and 50/1 for low- level cases. These
ratios are for juvenile probation supervision
and, as noted earlier, a case manager can be
expected to handle a wider range of duties.
A ratio that allows effective case manage-
ment will be heavily affected by whether the
case manager has significant case responsi-
bilities during the placement phase.

N. Provide Public Information

The return of serious, violent youthful of-
fenders to the community is a matter of le-
gitimate public concern. Public understand-
ing and support of the reentry program are
critical.

Presentations to local legislative bodies, ser-
vice organizations, professional organiza-
tions and media releases can be used to pro-
vide information about the reentry program,
and are potential opportunities for the plan-
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ning team to become aware of and respond
to concerns of community members. Posi-
tive ongoing relationships with media repre-
sentatives can inform the public, garner pub-
lic support and sustain public interest in the
reentry effort.

It may be useful to stress the public safety
aspects of the reentry program, which are
supported by risk assessment and by close,
collaborative interagency supervision and
behavioral services to offenders and their
families.



III. THE MANAGEMENT
INFORMATION SYSTEM

A critical component of a court-based reen-
try program is the ability to track its
caseload in an automated fashion: the larger
the reentry program, the greater the need.
The value of such a system in the day-to-day
operation of the court cannot be overstated
and growing emphasis on evaluation of the
effectiveness of juvenile justice programs
warrants that the development and imple-
mentation of the system be given high prior-

ity.

An automated case tracking system will en-
hance the reentry court’s ability to:

e Conduct eligibility and risk screening as
well as permit the court to develop accu-
rate summary demographic, offender
and risk profiles of program participants.

e Track individual case progress (includ-
ing length of time in the program); pro-
gression through various supervision
levels; types of services provided and
their timing; frequency/timing of surveil-
lance/supervision activities; and compli-
ance with program requirements and
specific court orders (including restitu-
tion and completion of community ser-
vice hours).

e Monitor program implementation and
performance to ensure that cases are ac-
cepted and progress through the program
in a fashion consistent with procedural
requirements and to identify any mid-
course procedural modifications needed
(e.g., changes in the program’s target
population; expectations regarding tim-
ing, types and level of services provided;
frequency and types of surveillance con-
tacts).

e Evaluate programmatic outcomes (short
term and long term) including the per-
centage of youth successfully complet-
ing all program requirements; percentage
of youth remaining recidivism-free for
specified time periods after program
completion; and assessing longer-term
competency objectives such as graduat-
ing from high school/completing GED
and maintaining employment.

Special System Development
Considerations

A number of important considerations need
to be addressed in designing an automated
system to track a juvenile court’s reentry
population: the larger the reentry program,
the more complex these considerations tend
to be.

System design issues are also shaped by the
amount of funding in place, the number of
organizations involved and the current state
of automated technology utilized by the
court and/or its collaborating partners.
While not an exhaustive list, the following
represent some of the more critical issues
that need to be addressed in the early stages
of reentry program planning and develop-
ment:

¢ Should the system stand-alone, or should
it be integrated into the court’s larger
automated system that supports many
other functions, including calendaring,
judicial case assignment, case initiation,
and production of court orders?

e Who will have access to data and how
will confidentiality concerns be ad-
dressed?

e What types of data should be tracked?
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Who will be responsible for collect-
ing/generating this information and en-
tering these data in the automated track-
ing system?

How will data integrity be assured and
who will be responsible for this func-
tion?

What type of functionalities (including
report generation) should be incorpo-
rated into the automated tracking sys-
tem?

The type of funding is in place for de-
veloping, modifying and on-going sup-
port/maintenance of the system.

System Functionalities

A court-based reentry program tracking sys-
tem should have a number of basic function-
alities. That is, the system should be able to
do many of the following, either as part of
the core automated reentry tracking system
or as part of an integrated court management
information system:
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Quick and user-friendly case initiation
and search routines. This may include
the ability of staff to complete intake and
eligibility screening and case assignment
(to judges, probation/parole supervision
staff, attorneys and treatment providers).

Routine access to automated data that
highlight and/or summarize a youth’s
overall delinquent/criminal involvement,
key court actions taken and place-
ment/detentions ordered by the court.

Calendaring of review hearings and
scheduling of reentry treatment team
meetings.

Linkages between supplemental filings
and the original petition to facilitate ac-

curate tracking of case status and case
processing timelines. This would allow
for the linking of any technical viola-
tions filings to the underlying petition(s).

Placement tracking to identify a youth’s
current placement type, the number of
placements/detention stays and length of
stay in each placement.

Ability to track and monitor compliance
with specific court orders.

Close tracking of case supervision
activities including parole/probation
officer contacts with the youth, parents
and collateral parties; tracking of service
referrals; provision of services, drug test-
ing and completion of any court-ordered
community service and/or restitution.

Reentry program profiles that summarize
a youth’s involvement in the program,
including case demographics, informa-
tion on family members (parents, sib-
lings and guardians), current placement
information, summary data on prior
court petitions), supervision and service
summaries including length of time in
various supervision levels.

Generation of a variety of court docu-
ments, including: supplemental/violation
petitions, orders, minute entries, hearing
notification, process service, and all im-
portant court and case documents (psy-
chological assessments, progress reports
by supervision staff and treatment pro-
viders, test results), and routine corre-
spondence from agency to family.

Generation and posting of detailed court
orders/minute entries in the courtroom
and the distribution of these to all rele-
vant parties at the conclusion of court
hearings.



e Systematic auditing of data through
online screen edits and various quality
assurance reports.

e User-activated (menu-driven) report
generation including a comprehensive
series of aging reports, case listing and
statistical reports that allow for effective
caseload management, tracking of reen-
try cases, and court-wide planning.

e Financial tracking of expenditures for
residential placement and other con-
tracted services as well as individual
tracking of client fees, fines, restitution
and community service hours.

e Direct system access and/or electronic
data transfer linkages with other key
agencies to the degree that these entities
are not considered part of the court or
are not already on a shared system (ju-
venile detention, probation, prosecutor’s
office, and public defender’s office).

Data Elements

The following are data elements that a reen-
try court should track and monitor at the
case level (for each juvenile participating in
the reentry program). These include data
elements that will allow the court to differ-
entiate reentry cases using key case charac-
teristics, facilitate close case tracking, and
provide the court basic information related
to program performance. Some data ele-
ments need not be tracked within the auto-
mated reentry tracking system if that system
functions within the larger court system
from which the same data are easily retriev-
able.

The suggested list of data element categories
includes the following:

10.

Basic client demographic information
(date of birth, gender, race/ethnicity, pa-
rental information, key addresses, phone
numbers and contact information)

Key parties assigned to the case (reentry
court judge, case manager, attorney,
community supervision/surveillance
staff, treatment providers, guardians or
Guardian ad Litem (GAL)

Offense and placement history - most
importantly, the offense(s) that resulted
in secure placement - and key dates re-
lated to court activity including petition
filing, adjudication and disposition,
placement and release

Eligibility, risk and service needs data
collected as part of eligibility screening

Placement tracking while in the program
(including begin and end dates, and rea-
sons for placement changes)

Reentry plan information (including
dates plan approved/revised/completed
and information on specific plan compo-
nents)

Review hearings and resulting court or-
ders (as well as reentry team meeting
dates)

Sanctions and services provided (includ-
ing types/levels of services and related
dates), compliance with sanction and
service requirements and progress
achieved within program components

Educational attainment and work history
while in the reentry program

Tracking of restitution, community ser-
vice hours, fines and supervision fees
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11. Supervision and surveillance data (in-
cluding timing and frequency of con-
tacts)

12. Reentry violations, both technical and
substantive (curfew and house arrest vio-
lations, positive drug tests, new arrests)

13. Supervision level progression (including
dates of changes in levels of supervision
and reasons for changes) and

14. Case closure data (including date and
reason for case closure/termination).

Program Evaluation

Each planning team member should be fa-
miliar with program evaluation design and
implementation, since each core agency has
its own process and program evaluation re-
quirements.

A well-planned reentry program, with clear
vision, mission, goals and measurable objec-
tives can shape the evaluation design. The
management information system yields data
on treatment outcomes and recidivism.
Such objective data must be available to
provide accountability to funding agencies.
As suggested, the planning team agencies
represented on the planning team should
identify critical data elements needed for
two purposes:

1. Making informed individual case deci-
sions, and

2. Measuring program results.
3. The team should determine how data is
to be compiled, maintained and accessed

on a regular basis.

While program or project evaluation is the
least commonly utilized planning tool, it is
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the most significant from both accountabil-
ity and future planning perspectives. On the
one hand, evaluation allows us to look back
and determine what worked, and on the
other to look forward and avoid repetition of
least successful strategies, while “institu-
tionalizing” the most successful ones.



IV. KEY COMPONENTS OF
THE REENTRY PROCESS

A. The Intensive Aftercare Program

The Intensive Aftercare Program (IAP) was
designed in response to a 1988 OJJDP initia-
tive, seeking to demonstrate improved out-
comes among delinquent juveniles released
from court-ordered, out-of-home or institu-
tional placement. Since prevailing juvenile
justice system practices had failed to curb
the high failure and recommitment rates,
changes in professional practice, from the
point of court commitment through case clo-
sure, were critical.

Drs. David Altschuler and Troy Armstrong
designed and implemented the IAP model at
four initial demonstration sites. Their
groundbreaking work yielded new informa-
tion about what works in planning and oper-
ating aftercare programs. Altschuler and
Armstrong are presently engaged in operat-
ing a national clearinghouse and providing
training and technical assistance in after-
care/reentry.

The Intensive Aftercare Program can be di-
vided into three phases: pre-release planning
during confinement; transitional activities
involving both institutional and field staff
before and after the release of the youthful
offender; and long-term stabilization activi-
ties that include both adequate controls and
supports.

The core of the IAP is an overarching (rather
than fragmented) approach to case manage-
ment, consisting of five elements:

1. Assessment, classification and selection.

2. Individualized case planning.

3. A balance of incentives and graduated
sanctions.

4. A post-release balance of surveillance and
services.

5. An adequate mix of available services and
linkage/access to applicable community re-
sources.

In terms of improved policy, practice and
processes for this population, the IAP notes
the following essentials:

1. Client selection based on site-specific
risk assessment information.

2. Small, concentrated caseloads for
institutional and field staff.

3. A team approach to case planning, both
in the institution and community.

4. Early initiation of pre-release planning
(not later than 30 days prior to re-
lease).Inclusion of formal step-down
structure to ease transition (including
transitional facility).

5. A mix of incentives and controls
throughout.

6. Graduated sanctions during both institu-
tional and community phases.

It should be noted that while the Intensive
Aftercare Program was not designed with
the juvenile court as the agency responsible
for all significant decisions impacting reen-
try, it was intentionally designed to be flexi-
ble so that it could be implemented in juris-
dictions regardless of the configuration of
responsibility for reentry planning and after-
care. What is critical in any system of after-
care is how well the units work together and
cooperate in the provision of supervision
and services to the target population.
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As suggested by the Intensive Aftercare
Program a sound reentry approach relies on
several basic program elements:

1. Establishment of relevant offender selec-
tion criteria.

2. Development of an individualized case
plan for offender and family.

3. Use of locally customized risk and
needs/strengths assessment tools.

4. Maintenance of a continuum of pro-
grams and services to address the full
range of offender risks and needs.

5. Application of a system of graduated
interventions in the context of intensive
offender supervision and surveillance.

6. Employment of a team approach to
treatment and rehabilitation, requiring
participation by the committing court,
probation/parole, mental health, public
health, social services, the housing au-
thority, educators, vocational trainers,
mentors and representatives of the faith
and business communities.

Regardless of the reentry court model, as
defined by the extent of court involvement,
these components should provide the
framework for each youthful offender’s re-
entry plan.

B. Characteristics Of Programs That
Work

While many programs can more accurately
be described as promising than proven, lit-
erature reviews and meta-analyses suggest
that there are several shared principles that
drive successful juvenile crime intervention
programs:
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1. A central strategy that addresses dy-
namic (changeable) crime-related fac-
tors, suppressing or eliminating risk fac-
tors while enhancing protective factors.

2. A treatment focus on behavioral change
in domains relevant to reducing recidi-
vism (such as substance abuse, abuse,
delinquent peer affiliation, and poor
adult supervision and engagement).

3. A strong program design, implemented
by trained personnel.

4. Treatment of sufficient duration to im-
pact recidivism.

5. Treatment that incorporates family as
well as offender.

6. Use of the least restrictive alternative
consistent with community safety.

7. Application of incentives as well as con-
trols.

8. An individual counseling component
that focuses on relevant social skill de-
velopment such as appropriate assertion,
conflict negotiation, decision-making
and identification and avoidance of high-
risk situations for re-offense.

Certain barriers to successful reentry com-
monly encountered when an offender is
placed in a juvenile correctional institution
are particularly resistant to change, regard-
less of the reentry model selected. These in-
clude:

1. Long periods of confinement;
2. Isolation from family and community;

3. Inadequate educational opportunities ;



4. Lack of professional mental health ser-
vices, including assessment and treat-
ment services relying on research-based
methods for high risk, multi-problem
youth;

5. Increased institutional dependence;

6. Escalating delinquent behavior in re-
sponse to confinement;

7. Hardened gang affiliation;

8. Lack of gender-specific programming
for female offenders;

9. Lack of culturally sensitive programs
and staff; and

10. Inadequate  transitional planning in
preparation for release;

The committing court can mitigate these
barriers by initiating or advocating for some
or all of the following recommendations:

1. Conduct comprehensive reassessment of
risk, needs and strengths prior to release.

2. To the extent possible, utilize smaller
correctional facilities closed to the of-
fender’s community.

3. Expand educational and training options
for youthful offenders in secure con-
finement.

4. Connect offenders to caring adults and
mentors.

5. Begin transitional planning immediately
after commitment.

6. Address chronic health, mental health
and substance abuse issues for youth and

family throughout the period of con-
finement.

Provide cultural competence and gender-
specific training and programming on an
ongoing basis.

Provide training across disciplinary lines

to custodial and field personnel and spe-
cialized treatment providers.
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V. REENTRY COURT
OPERATIONS

A. The Institutional Phase *

The period of placement can accurately be
described as the preliminary phase in prepar-
ing for reentry. In many jurisdictions at-
tainment of this goal of viewing the period
of placement as part of the reentry contin-
uum will require closer communication,
more consistent information sharing and
structured collaboration between the local
court and state correctional agencies.

An important caveat: The role of the court
during the period when the offender is in
placement should not be one of overseeing
or managing the day-to-day administration
of the program. Deference must be given to
the institutional need to control allocation of
resources and staff, maintain discipline and
have flexibility in responding to the of-
fender’s issues promptly as they arise.

Where the juvenile court has continuing au-
thority during the period of commitment or
placement, either by statute or through a
voluntary sharing by the agency that has
such authority (often the state department of
juvenile corrections) planning for reentry
ideally should begin at disposition when the

% The term “institutional phase” is used here for con-
sistency with the terminology used by the Office of
Justice Programs’ Serious and Violent Offender Re-
entry Initiative as well as the Intensive Aftercare
Program. However, the principles and practices dis-
cussed here also apply when the target population of
the reentry court is youth whose disposition is not to
a secure, state-operated training school but rather
residential placement in other, non-secure settings
such as group homes or camps. For those cases, the
term will refer to the period of such out-of-home
placement.
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committing court can designate the institu-
tion of choice and direct or recommend the
programs and services to be delivered during
placement.

In many respects a dispositional hearing for
a “reentry case” may be the same as other
delinquency cases, but a sharper focus
should be on identifying issues that could be
impediments to eventual reintegration.’

If offender eligibility for the reentry court
program is determined at disposition, after
adjudication the case manager should be re-
sponsible for developing the dispositional
plan in consultation with the reentry team. A
full risk, needs and strengths assessment
should be completed that includes family
and community issues. The specific compo-
sition of the reentry team may vary depend-
ing on the characteristics of the individual
offender and family as shown by the com-
prehensive assessment. The case manager
should be responsible for ensuring that all
team members have the records necessary to
meaningfully contribute to development of
the case plan.

The risk assessment component of the report
should guide the court in determining the
appropriate level of placement and supervi-
sion. Accurate identification of needs and
strengths can drive the formulation of the
case plan and support the rehabilitation
process.

The dispositional report should inform the
court of the programs available in the insti-
tution recommended and the services in the
community that address the identified needs
of the offender and family. In keeping with

° State codes generally specify procedural and sub-
stantive matters that must be addressed by the court
at disposition. Recommendations in this text on dis-
positional matters are limited to reentry issues.



the perspective that reentry should be seen
as a process that transcends the barrier be-
tween institution and community, the dispo-
sitional hearing report considerations should
not be limited to the placement period, al-
though it would be premature to prepare a
detailed plan for the transition and commu-
nity supervision phases.

Inquiry should be made of the offender and
family of their religious affiliation, if any,
and whether they wish to participate in any
available programs offered by faith-based
organizations.

Care should be taken that the dispositional
plan addresses:

e Education.

e Vocational Training.

e Mental Health Issues.

e Substance Abuse.

e Life Skills.

e Victim restitution and reparation.
e Community Service.

e Services needed by the offender’s fam-
ily.

Where the court retains jurisdiction after
commitment/placement, the court should set
the first review date at the dispositional
hearing. State codes may specify at what
interval the matter must be reviewed, but it
should not be less frequent than every six
months.

In addition to reviewing the offender’s pro-
gress at the review hearing, the court should
verify the delivery of services, look for

causes for any delays, and if necessary, at-
tempt to facilitate their timely delivery. In
determining how soon to review the case, it
should be borne in mind that it is not un-
common for ordered services to not actually
be delivered for some time after the offender
is received at the placement an early review
may detect delays or other problems in that
regard.

As noted, in some jurisdictions the juvenile
court has authority to compel the youthful
offender’s family to enroll in and complete
appropriate programs including during the
periods of separation, transition and com-
munity supervision. Whatever the extent of
the court’s specific legal authority, it is criti-
cal to include the family in treatment (on a
voluntary or involuntary basis), since institu-
tional gains can be undermined after release
if areas of family dysfunction have not been
addressed. The family’s compliance with the
case plan should be a part of the regular re-
view hearings, and their personal appearance
should be required.

The prevailing “best” or “preferred” prac-
tices treat the youth in the context of his/her
family and include the family in both case
planning and treatment. Optimally this in-
volves regular direct contact between family
and aftercare case manager throughout the
period of confinement, as well as after re-
lease, and the development of an individual-
ized case plan targeted to the unique needs
of the youth and family. If the family is un-
able or unwilling to effectively participate in
developing and implementing the reentry
plan, family reunification may not be a fea-
sible aftercare goal, and alternative commu-
nity placement should be considered.

Where a choice of placement locations is
available, preference should be given to
placement as close to the offender’s home as
possible to facilitate frequent contact be-
tween the offender, the family and the case
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manager — usually by visits to the institution
— to increase the likelihood of family par-
ticipation in any programs that the institu-
tion may offer.

During the transitional phase, some institu-
tions allow offenders trial home visits or day
passes as the scheduled release date nears.
Such brief releases used for home visits,
school enrollment, employment applications
and interviews, and meeting with service
providers can test the offender’s readiness
for the transition from the highly controlled
and structured institutional environment to
the relative freedom of the community.
Placement close to the offender’s home
makes this valuable tool more feasible.

It should be expected that, as the offender
progresses through the treatment program,
the court may need to revise the plan at the
scheduled review hearings, and most impor-
tantly just prior to release — the transitional
phase. Although a focus on reentry should at
all times inform the plan, the emphasis of
program activity in that direction logically
will be more intense in the months just prior
to a scheduled release date.

As noted, in most jurisdictions, if there is a
commitment to a state training school, the
state correctional agency gains custody and
control of the youthful offender from the
time the commitment order is executed to
the date of release. In that situation, the
committing court at the time of disposition
may be limited to making a commitment
order with the juvenile corrections agency
conducting the assessment and formulating
the treatment program. If local court in-
volvement is interrupted during the period of
placement, there are still a number of useful
actions the court and local agencies can take
during the placement phase.

To the full extent permitted by law, the court
and the case manager should maintain con-
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tact with the offender and family. Depend-
ing on the extent of the court’s authority to
direct orders to the family after commit-
ment, this may be a voluntary process, but
the court should offer services to address
any identified family issues that might affect
the eventual success of the offender’s rein-
tegration. If resources permit, it may be use-
ful to provide transportation assistance to the
family to facilitate more frequent contact
with the offender.

The court can arrange for the correctional
institution to provide regular progress re-
ports. Detailed information on the correc-
tional institution’s educational and voca-
tional training program, counseling and life
skills programs, risk and needs assessments
will assist in fashioning a plan by the reentry
court at the transition phase that reinforces
gains made during placement or addresses
gaps in the program. For example, although
for the Marion County Reentry Court it is
the state juvenile correctional agency that
conducts assessments and determines which
programs the offender will be assigned to,
by a cooperative agreement the reentry court
is to receive progress reports every 90 days
from the institution.

B. The Transitional Phase

The transitional phase includes the Ilatter
stages of placement and the initial period of
community release. Efforts to prepare for
and adjust the offender to the return to the
less structured life in the community should
be intensified during this phase. In jurisdic-
tions where the treatment program while in
placement is not determined by the court,
this will be the juncture at which the local
reentry team will develop a plan to guide the
offender’s reintegration into the community.
If the reentry team has had a role in deter-
mining the treatment plan during placement
this will be an opportunity to revise the plan



to focus on the change from a highly struc-
tured and controlled environment back to the
community.

Where the release decision is not made by
the committing court, a procedure should be
in place for the institution to advise the court
of the offender’s prospective release date.
The Marion County Reentry Court has a
procedure to receive notification from the
Department of Corrections at least 90 days
prior to the projected release date estab-
lished by facility staff. During that 90-day
period, institutional programming focuses
on preparing the offender for release. Simul-
taneously, the Marion County reentry team
begins the process of formulating the Rein-
tegration Plan.

The often dramatic changes that a youthful
offender may undergo during the institu-
tional phase warrant a comprehensive risk,
needs and strengths assessment before re-
lease. The plan should incorporate a gradual
de-escalation of monitoring and control con-
tingent on the offender’s progress through
the service component of the plan and gen-
eral compliance with the terms and condi-
tions of release.

The case manager should secure input from
the offender and family in formulating or
revising the treatment plan. This can in-
crease family support and cooperation in
implementation. An exception to family in-
volvement should be recognized when the
plan recommends independent living, eman-
cipation or extended foster care. In some
instances, the family may have exhibited or
supported the criminal behavior that brought
the youth to the court’s attention. In others,
the family may have physically, psychologi-
cally or sexually abused the youth. In some
cases, the family may be indifferent or hos-
tile to the youth and may decline to resume
physical custody.

During the period of institutional placement,
the reentry plan should have begun prepar-
ing the family for the offender’s return, if
reunification is a goal. The period of institu-
tionalization is disruptive of the offender’s
relationship with his/her family. Adolescent
development factors, coupled with behav-
ioral changes resulting from intense cogni-
tive and behavior modification programs,
create the potential for major changes in
family relationships. This is particularly
problematic when a youth who has been sta-
bilized and shown progress during place-
ment will be returned to a family that has
been characterized by substance abuse, psy-
chological or physical abuse, parental crimi-
nality or previous parental rejection. The
focus on family dynamics should continue
during the transition phase, and counseling
services should be in place to respond to
problems that are likely to arise.

If the offender otherwise is ready to be re-
leased but there are unresolved family prob-
lems making immediate placement with the
family undesirable, consideration should be
given to transitional placement (temporary
detention, half-way house, group home,
community-based residential treatment facil-
ity) with decreasing levels of custody, until
return to family or independent living is fea-
sible.

Reintegration plans involving the commu-
nity in supporting and strengthening the
family unit have a greater likelihood of
long-term success. The faith community can
serve a powerful role in this regard. Faith-
based services should be offered on a volun-
tary basis subject to the same expectations
and evaluation requirements as their secular
counterparts. While the juvenile justice sys-
tem can influence behavioral change, the
faith community can foster attitudinal
change that sustains long-term personal
growth and development, can meet the spiri-
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tual needs of both youth and family, and
provide access to resources and opportuni-
ties in the community.

The case manager should ensure that all
relevant educational, health, mental health,
treatment and other records are provided to
the agencies or service providers identified
in the reentry plan. This should be done suf-
ficiently prior to release so that services can
commence immediately upon release — and
without delaying release.

Where personal interviews or completion of
forms by the offender is required as a condi-
tion of program eligibility, arrangements
may be made for day passes from the institu-
tion, or in the alternative for pre-release in-
terviews and signing of documents to be
completed at the institution. These contacts
are an opportunity for the offender to begin
developing the relationships with service
providers that will contribute to more effec-
tive interaction, and as noted, brief furloughs
can test the offender’s readiness for the rela-
tive freedom of community life.

The reentry plan should be adopted in open
court with the offender, family, case man-
ager, appropriate members of the reentry
team, the district attorney and defense coun-
sel present. Where the jurisdiction allows,
the court should order the family to comply
with those aspects of the plan that apply to
them.

Many drug courts have found it useful to
draw up a contract between the court and the
offender based on the reentry plan, incorpo-
rating the obligations of each, identifying
rewards for achievement and specifying the
consequences for non-compliance based on
the system of graduated sanctions. The con-
tract may incorporate the parts of the reentry
plan that delineate what services are to be
provided by whom. A contract assures a
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clear understanding by the offender of
his/her obligations and of potential sanctions
and supports and can be formally entered
into at the hearing when the reentry plan is
adopted and ordered by the court.

C. The Community Supervision Phase

Once the youth has been released from the
physical custody of the institution or com-
pleted the period of out-of-home placement,
the juvenile court, through the case manager
and treatment team, will provide intensive
supervision, deescalating in planned incre-
ments over time. It is at this point that the
court has the greatest opportunity to manage
reintegration through intensive judicial su-
pervision and the application of graduated
sanctions.

A common weak point of centrally adminis-
tered juvenile parole systems is their inabil-
ity to impose a sanction proportional to the
seriousness of the violation. The result is
that minor matters may go without conse-
quence, and the only available response to
more serious violations is a return to secure
placement. The court-based system can
more readily apply a system of graduated
sanctions or responses that escalate or de-
escalate, depending on the youthful of-
fender’s compliance. Graduated responses
need not be rigidly applied. They do not
merely comprise a system of graduated pun-
ishments, but rather a full range of “disposi-
tional” options available to the court and its
agents to support treatment and behavioral
accountability. The court should have a clear
policy on what discretion is given to the case
manager and/or probation officer to
administratively impose sanctions or
rewards and what matters should be brought
to the attention of the court for more formal
handling.

For sanctions to be effective, it is widely
recognized that they must be imposed



promptly following a violation. Like drug
courts, reentry courts should adopt an in-
formal and less adversarial tone to proceed-
ings, which can facilitate a more expeditious
resolution of issues. However, the imposi-
tion of sanctions, particularly loss of liberty,
requires a measure of due process. The
process required will vary to some extent,
based upon the nature of the violation, the
type of sanction that may be imposed and
the legal status of the offender, e.g. condi-
tional release, parole vs. probation etc.,
which may vary in different jurisdictions.
The procedure utilized by the court must
accommodate the competing values of
promptness and fairness. A policy requiring
timely exchange of relevant information and
establishing procedures for discovery is es-
sential to resolving compliance issues
promptly and fairly.

A feature of a court-based system of gradu-
ated responses should be the court’s ability
to impose and enforce various levels of re-
straint. Upon release from placement the
court may require, either on a case-by-case
basis or as a uniform aspect of the first part
of the intensive supervision phase, “step-
down” custodial provisions such as report-
ing to a day reporting center, placement in a
halfway house, house arrest and electronic
monitoring. The Marion County Reentry
Court orders electronic monitoring in all
cases for the first 30 days following release.

Because of the complexity of high-risk of-
fender cases, both surveillance and supervi-
sion are essential and are most effectively
applied by a cross-disciplinary team of law
enforcement, juvenile justice system profes-
sionals and local treatment providers.

The purpose of surveillance is to closely
monitor activities, to ensure that the youth
remains crime-free, and to respond quickly,
decisively and appropriately if he/she does

not. If the youth commits no further delin-
quent acts and otherwise meets community
supervision goals, the level of surveillance
may be relaxed, either administratively or by
court order.

Supervision, on the other hand, calls for ac-
tive engagement with the offender rather
than passive observation. Like surveillance,
supervision may be intense during the transi-
tion period and gradually relax as the of-
fender is successfully reintegrated into the
community. Supervision in the reentry con-
text implies direct contact with the offender
and family, and with those who provide such
treatment services.

For the first thirty days following the of-
fender’s release, the case should be calen-
dared for frequent review hearings, as often
as once per week. Appearance by the of-
fender and the family should be mandatory
at review hearings. Consideration should be
given to calendaring hearings at a time when
it least interferes with offender or family
responsibilities such as school, work or
counseling.

In drug courts, the treatment team com-
monly meets informally before each regu-
larly scheduled review hearing, exchanging
information on the offender and family’s
activities and progress and participating in
formulating case recommendations. Courts
may have different policies regarding the
appearance of counsel at these informal
meetings and the ensuing court hearing.
However, if it is anticipated that sanctions
for non-compliance may be imposed, or a
change in custody or level of supervision or
modification of the treatment plan will be
proposed, resolution of such matters can be
expedited by the presence of defense coun-
sel. For matters not subject to informal reso-
lution, contested hearings should be given
priority in calendaring to assure swift and
sure consequences if appropriate, and to
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prevent the case from languishing in a state
of uncertainty.

At the review hearing, the court should ob-
tain a brief report from the case manager.
The report should include information from
service providers verifying the youth’s pro-
gress in achieving each objective of the case
plan. A well-designed management informa-
tion system can greatly facilitate maintain-
ing and providing to the court current and
historical case information. Without such a
system, the preparation of reports with the
frequency needed for intensive judicial su-
pervision can be difficult. The court should
explicitly recognize successes, address set-
backs and apply graduated responses. Con-
sequences for unexcused non-compliance
should be promptly applied and be consis-
tent with the contractual specifications be-
tween the reentry court and the offender.

As part of each review, the court should also
compel “quality assurance” by requiring the
timely delivery of ordered services and pro-
grams and enforcing accountability by ser-
vice providers as well as the offender.

Dealing with Setbacks

Given the nature of the youthful reentry
population, their “special needs” and the
system’s difficulty in meeting them, in-
stances of non-compliance with the reentry
plan should be anticipated. A rigid policy of
re-institutionalization for technical and mi-
nor violations can sabotage the entire reentry
process, cost substantial taxpayer dollars for
reversion to the most costly level of care and
control, with the challenge of reintegration
still to be faced.

A more pragmatic approach is to differenti-
ate between type and severity of violation
and evaluate it in the broader context of how
the offender is progressing. While account-
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ability is an essential component of rehabili-
tation and community safety must be given
high priority, a system of graduated re-
sponses allows room for administrative and
judicial discretion through an established
“override” process if the standard response
does not fit or is out of proportion to the of-
fense, and is “overridden” by the court or by
the case manager.

Celebrating Success

The Drug Court Model has demonstrated the
value of incentives, rewards and public
celebration of incremental successes in the
context of case supervision. The notion of
support and acknowledgement permeates the
Drug Court movement, and while it is most
visible at “graduation” it is present at every
milestone along the path. Since reentry is a
phased process, the movement from inten-
sive supervision down the continuum of
sanctions lends itself to a sense of progres-
sion leading to goal attainment and gradua-
tion. Inclusion of the youth’s family and
others significantly involved in the youth’s
life is as important here as it is throughout
the community treatment, surveillance and
supervision aspects.

In addition to high profile graduations, other
interim incentives may include such tangible
rewards as tickets to concerts or athletic
events; intangible rewards such as reduced
restraints or community supervision time,
peer mentor training to allow the most suc-
cessful youth to serve others in the reentry
population; and employer or school recogni-
tion for positive performance

Since community support is critical to the
success of the local juvenile reentry court, it
is important to include stakeholders in the
celebration of successes. Media coverage of
these successes can contribute to continued
community support for the reentry court ini-
tiative.



Case Termination: Revocation, Waiver,
Aging Out, and Successful Closure

Case termination or closure can occur in one
of four ways, as defined by relative degrees
of success or failure. They are:

e Revocation, or return to the state training
school or other placement.

e Waiver to adult court for a new offense.

e Aging Out of the Juvenile Justice Sys-
tem.

e Successful Case Closure.

Waiver, or certification, may be ordered on
the commission of a new crime at any point
during the juvenile reentry process. All fifty
states have provisions for prosecuting mi-
nors under adult criminal law under various
circumstances relating to offense severity
and age of the offender. Most states have
lowered the age of eligibility in the last dec-
ade and broadened the categories of offenses
for which a minor may be prosecuted as an
adult. With their offense history and prior
unsuccessful interventions the juvenile reen-
try population is ripe for waiver, and statis-
tics show that “special needs” offenders are
dramatically over-represented in adult jails
and prisons.

Like revocation, waiver is costly and inef-
fective in achieving rehabilitative goals. It is
also an implicit statement of failure at the
juvenile court level and should be invoked
only when the youth’s level of criminal so-
phistication and threat to public safety ren-
der him or her no longer amenable to con-
tinuing juvenile court jurisdiction, or when
the concentrated resources of the juvenile
reentry court have been ineffective in pro-
tecting the community and promoting be-
havioral change.

State law defines maximum age that com-
prises the parameters of juvenile court juris-
diction. Of the fifty states, California retains
jurisdiction the longest - until age 25 if the
crime was committed before the youth’s
18th birthday and he or she was committed
to the custody of the California Youth Au-
thority. The common upper age of juvenile
court jurisdiction is 17 (expiring on a
youth’s 18th birthday).

The majority of cases processed by a juve-
nile reentry court should be successfully
closed when behavioral and treatment goals
are substantially met. Research shows that
interventions must be of sufficient duration
if they are to have a long-term effect on re-
cidivism lending support for the court set-
ting a minimum period of participation in
the program after release from placement.

During the latter stages of community su-
pervision - the stabilization period - the goal
is to support the offender in forging exten-
sive connections to the community. Those
connections include family relationships,
developing positive peer groups, employ-
ment, school attendance and involvement
with community activities such as those
sponsored by service groups, membership in
churches and working with and as mentors.
When the justice system is no longer provid-
ing structure and guidance, the person
should be able to function and make produc-
tive and law-abiding choices independently
or, when needed, voluntarily obtain help.
Informal social control will incrementally
replace the formal control of the juvenile
justice system.

Ideally, case closure should not signal a
sudden cessation of support services: family
counseling, drug and alcohol counseling,
educational and job training activities — even
treatment team and case manager access
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should continue to be available on a volun-
tary basis to the extent practical within
budgetary constraints. The offender and
family must know how to access services if
needed without a court referral, and finan-
cial and eligibility issues for services should
be resolved prior to case termination.

Successful case closure for this complex and
challenging population represents long-term
gains for the youth, his or her family, the
institution (in terms of reduced recommit-
ment rates), the community (in terms of
dealing with its own problems, and directly
contributing to strengthening the family and
the workforce) and the juvenile reentry court
and its partners (in terms of demonstrating
the power of collaborative partnerships). On
the most pragmatic level, taxpayers are also
beneficiaries of lower crime rates and their
related costs.
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APPENDIX A: GLOSSARY
OF REENTRY TERMS

Accountability assessment/risk assess-
ment: An objective classification tool used
to determine the appropriate level of super-
vision/custody for a delinquent youth.

Aftercare: Those activities and tasks that 1)
prepare out-of-home placed juveniles for re-
entry into the specific communities to which
they will return; 2) establish the necessary
arrangements and linkages with the full range
of public and private sector organizations and
individuals in the community that can ad-
dress known risk and protective factors; and
3) ensure the delivery of prescribed services
and supervision in the community. As this
definition makes clear, both the correctional
facility and the community have a critical
role to play in aftercare.

Case manager: The professional responsi-
ble for coordination of sanctions and ser-
vices, whether provided in an institution or
in the community. Over the “life” of a case,
there may be two case managers: one in the
community, the other in the institu-
tion/training school. In “the field” the case
manager has traditionally been the juvenile
probation officer (pre-commitment), or the
parole officer (post-release).

Committing court: The court whose dispo-
sitional order has resulted in the out-of-
home placement of the minor.

Community resources: Those programs
and services provided by various groups and
disciplines available to delinquent youth
upon reentry. They may be publicly or pri-
vately funded.

Criminogenic actors: Features and circum-
stances of offenders (including their sur-
roundings) which contribute to offending

behavior, and therefore can be used to de-
termine the risk of recidivism. They may be
static (those that cannot be changed) or dy-
namic (those that can be changed).

Delinquency referral: The receipt by an
intake officer of a written request in the
form of a report or allegation that a juvenile
has committed a delinquent act.

Delinquent: A minor who has committed an
act, which under the laws of the jurisdiction
would be a crime if committed by an adult.

Detention: The legally-authorized tempo-
rary confinement of juveniles who are ac-
cused of illegal conduct subject to the juris-
diction of the court, and who require a
restricted environment for their own or the
community’s protection while pending legal
action.

Discovery: The disclosure of information
held by a party to the action. For example,
under Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure
16, a defendant may obtain discovery of his
or her own written or recorded statements or
confessions, results of examinations and
tests, his or her recorded testimony before a
grand jury, and testimony to be given by the
prosecution's expert witnesses. A defendant
may also inspect the prosecution's books,
documents, photographs, objects, and other
items of evidence. Under Federal Rule of
Criminal Procedure 12.1, the prosecution
must also disclose the names of witnesses
that will be called to rebut the defendant's
alibi defense. The defendant must also per-
mit the prosecution to inspect books, docu-
ments, photographs, and objects and must
disclose reports of examinations or tests and
testimony of expert witnesses.

Family: A youth’s birth parents, adoptive

parents, step-parents, guardians, siblings,
grandparents, foster parents, and/or other
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significant role models (positive or negative)
residing in, or outside the home. The current
definition of family is applied in the broad-
est sense to identify those on whom the
youth relies to meet his/her physical, social
and developmental needs.

Family Group Conferencing: Profession-
ally facilitated discussions allowing all those
affected by a delinquent act to discuss im-
pacts and accountability. Participants may
include: offender, victim, family and friends
of both.

Graduated Sanctions: A planned contin-
uum of responses to delinquent behavior,
including both community-based and sys-
tem-based interventions. There are four lev-
els of graduated sanctions: immediate, in-
termediate, secure care, and reentry.

Life skills: Those capabilities that form the
foundation for successful independent liv-
ing. They include: Ability to secure and
maintain employment; ability to secure and
maintain suitable housing; and ability to
complete an education/training program.

Mediation (Victim and Offender): A proc-
ess that provides victims and offenders op-
portunity to meet for purposes of dialogue,
negotiation and problem solving in a safe
setting. Goals are remediation and victim
empowerment. Also referred to as vic-
tim/offender dialogue.

Mentoring: Guidance, advice and teaching
through role modeling. Mentoring may be
offered on an individual basis, or through
such group programs as the Boys and Girls
Clubs, or the YMCA.

Multidimensional Treatment Fostercare:
Multidimensional Treatment Foster Care is
an alternative to group or residential treat-
ment, incarceration, and hospitalization for
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adolescents who have problems with chronic
antisocial behavior, emotional disturbance,
and delinquency. Community families are
recruited, trained, and closely supervised to
provide MTFC-placed adolescents with
treatment and intensive supervision at home,
in school, and in the community.

Youth are taught how to do well in a family
setting and at school and are intensively su-
pervised, consistently disciplined, and iso-
lated from other delinquent peers. Both the
youth and their parents participate in a struc-
tured program where the rules and limits are
clear, as are the consequences for failing to
comply with the program rules. Throughout
the MTFC placement, the youth’s biological
family (or adoptive family or other aftercare
resource) participates in the treatment. The
goal of Multidimensional Treatment Foster
Care is to implement an intervention that
will provide corrective or therapeutic parent-
ing to adolescents in order to reduce the in-
cidence of antisocial behavior, emotional
disturbance, and delinquency.

Multisystemic Therapy: An intensive fam-
ily- and community-based treatment that
addresses the multiple determinants of seri-
ous antisocial behavior in juvenile offenders.
The multisystemic approach views individu-
als as being nested within a complex net-
work of interconnected systems that encom-
pass individual, family, and extrafamilial
(peer, school, neighborhood) factors. Inter-
vention may be necessary in any one or a
combination of these systems. MST targets
chronic, violent, or substance abusing juve-
nile offenders at high risk of out-of-home
placement and their families. MST addresses
the multiple factors known to be related to
delinquency across the key settings, or sys-
tems, within which youth are embedded.
MST strives to promote behavior change in
the youth's natural environment, using the
strengths of each system (e.g., family, peers,



school, neighborhood, indigenous support
network) to facilitate change.

Needs assessment: The use of a standard-
ized research-based tool to identify the of-
fender’s specific service and treatment needs
used in formulating the case plan.

Protective factors: The youth’s individual
assets that can facilitate rehabilitation. Pro-
tective factors should be included in an as-
sessment of risk and need.

Problem solving courts: Also called “spe-
cialty courts”, since the docket is focused on
a single offense type. Problem solving
courts are characterized by closer judicial
involvement with the offender; a treatment
team approach to rehabilitation, highly in-
tensive supervision, comprehensive treat-
ment of youth and family, a system of clear
goals and rewards, prompt interventions and
a shift in focus from merely processing
cases to solving underlying problems.

Reentry court: A court that manages the
return to the community of individuals being
released after a period of secure confinement
or other out of home placement, using the
authority of the court to apply graduated
sanctions and positive reinforcement and to
marshal resources to support the offender’s
reintegration.

Reentry plan: A written case plan prepared
by the Case Manager, with input from the
Reentry Treatment Team and institutional
and community service providers. The
document is a post-release action plan, de-
tailing roles and responsibilities, timeframes,
incentives and consequences.

Reentry treatment team: A multidiscipli-
nary team including representatives from
educational, vocational, residential, mental
health, substance abuse and counseling and

probation. The team develops an individual-
ized reentry plan, monitors service delivery,
and makes recommendations to the Reentry
Court.

Risk assessment: The use of a research-
based tool to identify individual, family,
peer and community factors which give an
estimate of the likelihood that a youth will
re-offend. It is used determine the level of
supervision needed to protect community
safety and it can be applied at various deci-
sion points in case processing.

Risk factors: Individual, family, peer and
community factors that increase the likeli-
hood of delinquent behavior.

Screening: The process at an early point in
a juvenile justice case of identifying indi-
vidual youth with possible mental health
and/or substance abuse needs. Screening is
distinguished from the diagnostic assess-
ment that seeks to diagnose specific mental
disorders and inform long-term interven-
tions.

Serious offender: A delinquent youth re-
sponsible for one or more of a category of
offenses defined as chronic, serious or vio-
lent.

Specialty courts: See “Problem-solving
courts” above.

Strengths assessment: The use of a stan-
dardized research based instrument used to
determine offender and family assets, or
“protective factors”. It is used in developing
the individual case plan.

Structured decision-making: An objective
approach to offender assessment and classi-
fication using standardized instruments to
identify offender risk, needs and strengths.
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Violent Offender: One who commits a
crime, or crimes against persons, as opposed
to crimes against property.

Vocational training: Training for a spe-

cific vocation in industry or agriculture or
trade
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Appendix B: State Law Gov-
erning the Judicial Role in Re-
entry

Under the laws of most states, the supervi-
sion of juveniles following their release
from state commitments is the responsibility
of the agency that oversees the state’s com-
mitment institutions. Typically, a juvenile
who returns home from an institution in one
of these states is subject to a period of state-
administered “parole”-style supervision, but
has no further contact with the local court
that ordered the original commitment. Not
only does the state agency monitor the juve-
nile’s compliance with parole conditions, it
also determines when violations have oc-
curred, and whether parole should be re-
voked as a result.

This is not invariably the case, however.
Juvenile courts do play a role—sometimes a
leading role—in a number of states’ reentry
schemes. In some places, there is nothing
like a state juvenile parole authority, and
supervision of juveniles following release
from state institutions is purely a local mat-
ter, overseen by probation officers working
as agents of the courts. In others, responsi-
bility for post-release supervision is shared
in some way between state agencies and lo-
cal courts. And courts sometimes have sig-
nificant authority and involvement during
earlier phases of the process that may be
critical to the success or failure of juvenile
reentry—such as the power to specify the
initial placement, the power to review and
modify the terms of the commitment, and
the power to dictate the timing or conditions
of release.

Authority Over Post-Release
Supervision

If we focus solely on authority over post-
release supervision of state-committed juve-

niles, state statutory schemes can be divided
into three broad groups:

e Court Control. In four states—
Alabama, Idaho, Iowa and Pennsyl-
vania—supervision following release
from state commitments is always over-
seen by probation officers working as
agents of the courts.

e Shared Control In 15 states—
Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Indiana,
Kansas, Minnesota, Mississippi, Nevada,
New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Ten-
nessee, Virginia, West Virginia, and
Wisconsin—post-release supervision is a
joint responsibility.

e In Mississippi, Nevada, North Carolina,
Ohio, Tennessee, and Virginia, state
agents provide the supervision, but local
courts hear allegations of parole viola-
tions, and determine whether they merit
a return to the commitment institution.

e In Georgia, Kansas, Minnesota, New
York, Virginia, and Wisconsin, the state
handles juvenile reentry in some coun-
ties, while local courts and probation de-
partments take responsibility in others.
(In some of these states, such as Kansas
and Virginia, juvenile courts also hear
and resolve allegations of parole viola-
tions, even for state-supervised juve-
niles.)

e In Arkansas, Florida, Indiana, Ohio, and
West Virginia, while the state commit-
ment agency generally oversees juvenile
parole, the local committing court has
the power to inject itself into the reentry
process by placing a committed juvenile
on post-release probation—either at the
time of the original disposition or at the
time of release.

37



e Agency Control. In the remaining 31
states plus the District of Columbia, su-
pervision of juveniles following release
from state commitments is entirely the
responsibility of the agency that over-
sees the state’s commitment institutions.

Judicial Involvement In Placement,
Commitment Review, And Release

When we expand the focus to take in the
whole spectrum of powers affecting juvenile
reentry—including those relating to specify-
ing the initial placement, the period of insti-
tutionalization, and the release—
characterizing the degree and type of judi-
cial authority/involvement under the laws of
the various states is somewhat more compli-
cated:

e Comprehensive Judicial Involvement.
The laws of Alabama, Iowa, Ohio and
Pennsylvania give courts some influence
or authority over the handling of state-
committed youth from the beginning to
the end of the process—including the
initial power, as part of the commitment
order, to dictate or guide the agency’s
placement decision; ongoing jurisdiction
to monitor and if necessary modify the
terms of commitment; a say regarding
the timing of the juvenile’s release; and
some significant involvement and re-
sponsibility in the juvenile’s life follow-
ing return to the community.

e Post-Release Plus Other Involvement.
In 15 more states—Arkansas, Florida,
Georgia, Idaho, Indiana, Kansas, Minne-
sota, Mississippi, Nevada, New York,
North Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia,
West Virginia and Wisconsin—courts
that at least share responsibility for post-
release supervision of juveniles also
have other powers pertinent to reentry.
These may include the power to specify
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placement locations, the power to review
secure commitments and/or modify
commitment orders, the power to order
releases or review agency release deci-
sions—or some combination of the
three.

e Involvement Up To Release. In 27
states—Alaska, Arizona, Connecticut,
Delaware, District of Columbia, Hawaii,
Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan,
Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, New
Hampshire, New Jersey, North Dakota,
Oklahoma, Oregon, Rhode Island, South
Dakota, Texas, Utah, Vermont and
Wyoming—courts have powers or com-
binations of powers during the stages
leading up to a juvenile’s release, but not
beyond it.

e No Involvement. In California, Colo-
rado, New Mexico, South Carolina and
Washington, juvenile courts wield little
if any influence at any of these stages.
After ordering youths into state custody,
courts in these states have little say
about what will happen to them from
that point on.

Legislative Framework For A Juvenile
Reentry Court

As the above discussion makes clear, current
statutory arrangements allocating responsi-
bility for juvenile reentry vary widely from
state to state, and sometimes even within
states. As a practical matter, it would be
difficult to draft a single piece of “model”
legislation that could serve as a basis for re-
entry court experiments in more than a
handful of states. Moreover, the experience
of the last few decades suggests that, while
states have been willing to borrow features
or pieces of actual juvenile delinquency leg-
islation from other jurisdictions, blending



them in with their own distinctive codes,
they have generally declined to adopt model
codes whole.

Accordingly, rather than propose a model
legislative framework for a juvenile reentry
court, it would seem more sensible to begin
by articulating fundamental principles that
would provide the foundation for an exem-
plary court-supervised reentry process, and
then search for existing statutory provisions
that embody them.

Principles Of Sound Reentry Practice:

e Reentry planning should reflect the
“Balanced and Restorative Justice Ap-
proach,” and it should be designed to a)
protect the community; b) hold juveniles
accountable for their actions; c¢) recog-
nize the interests of victims; and d) de-
velop offender competencies. In addi-
tion, reentry planning should promote
the principles of safety, permanency and
child and family well-being.

e Disposition decision-making should be
deliberately conscious of the juvenile’s
eventual return to the community and it
should specify the desired outcomes for
the juvenile and inform the agency pro-
viding services of those expectations.

e There should be maximum sharing of
relevant information between the court
and the agency providing services, and
among the various youth-serving agen-
cies and resources.

e Planning for the transition of juveniles
back into their communities should be-
gin immediately upon arrival at the
placement.

e Services should be evidence-based.

Services should be developmentally ap-
propriate for the individual juvenile and
should specifically address the unique
needs of a culturally and racially diverse
population of juveniles of both genders.

The committing court should regularly
obtain and review information about
those juveniles in care throughout the
duration of the placement.

The court should be required to conduct
pre-release and post-release review hear-
ings on juveniles in placement.

The court should convene a reentry team
as the juvenile’s release date approaches
with those participants necessary to the
implementation of the reentry plan as
members.

The reentry team should develop an in-
dividualized written reentry plan which
is flexible and specific to the juvenile
and should take available community re-
sources into account no later than 90
days prior to the projected date of re-
lease from the placement.

Juveniles should not be released from
placement unless an individualized reen-
try plan has been approved by the court.

Reentry planning for juveniles in secure
placement should include transitional
placement in non-secure settings and the
opportunity for supervised home visits
prior to release.

The court should have the authority to
hold the juvenile, the juvenile’s family
and responsible agencies accountable for
failures to comply with court orders and
to meet their legal responsibilities.
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The court should give consideration to
the effect of its orders on discipline, pro-
gramming and available resources.

A system of timely and effective gradu-
ated responses to post-release violations
of aftercare/parole requirements should
be developed and the court should have
the authority to implement and enforce
them.

There should be a system in place to en-
sure the collection of data to allow for
the evaluation of the reentry program
and individual offender outcomes.

No single jurisdiction has in place a

legislative framework that incorporates all
of these principles. The only “reentry court”
that appears to exist pursuant to state law is
in Nevada, where a reentry court program
has been authorized for adult criminal of-
fenders (see Chapter 209, Nevada Revised
Statutes). Nevada’s adult provisions could
certainly be adapted for juvenile purposes.
But juvenile and family code provisions em-
bodying most of the above reentry principles
can be found somewhere in the country:
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Purpose Clause. One way to ensure
that a state’s reentry process reflects the
“balanced and restorative justice” ap-
proach is through enactment of, or
amendment to, an existing purposes
clause that incorporates the goals of the
process. The state of West Virginia in-
corporates traditional “purpose clause”
language with some reference to a reen-
try principle (see West Virginia Code §
49-1-1). Florida likewise has strong “re-
entry” language (Florida Statutes §
985.316), as does Oregon (Oregon Re-
vised Statutes § 419C.001).

Court Authority to Specify Placement
With Reentry in Mind. If a juvenile

court is to begin involving itself in the
process of preparing for successful reen-
try, a logical place to begin is at disposi-
tion—with broad powers to dictate
where and how the juvenile will be
placed. Although a number of states
provide the authority for the court to
designate an institutional placement
within a correctional agency at disposi-
tion, this power is relatively meaningless
where there is only one facility in a state,
or only one facility for males and one for
females. Two states, Alabama (Alabama
Code § 12-15-71) and Pennsylvania
(Pennsylvania Cons. Stat. §§ 6352,
6653), go a bit further and allow the
court far more specific placement power.
Several others authorize the courts to or-
der a level of security or a type of
placement (e.g., sexual offender treat-
ment facility), but the broadest provi-
sions are found in Michigan (Michigan
Comp. Laws § 712A.18) and Oregon
(Oregon Rev. Stat. § 419C.478). Other
states permit the court to prescribe cer-
tain specifics of a placement or treatment
modality, as in Kansas (see Kansas Stat.
§ 38-1671), Louisiana (see Louisiana
Children’s Code, Art. 897), Minnesota
(Minnesota Stat. § 260B.198), Missouri
(Missouri Rev. Stat. § 219.021), and
Wisconsin (Wisconsin Stat. § 938.355).

Court-Corrections Information
Sharing. It is quite common for stat-
utes to mandate that a court transmit cer-
tain information about the juvenile to the
correctional agency when the juvenile is
committed (see Alabama Code § 12-15-
71, Connecticut Gen. Stat. § 46b-141,
Kansas Stat. Ann. § 38-1671, Michigan
Comp. Laws § 712A.24, New Hamp-
shire Rev. Stat. Ann. § 169-B:19, North
Carolina Gen. Stat. § 7B-2513, Ohio
Rev. Code Ann. § 2152.18, and Virginia
Code Ann. § 16.1-287). Many state



codes also explicitly require that correc-
tional agencies keep the committing
court informed about the progress of the
juvenile during the period of institution-
alization (see Arkansas Code Ann. § 9-
27-331, Connecticut Gen. Stat. § 46b
141, Delaware Code Ann. tit. 10, § 1009,
Georgia Code Ann. § 15-11-63, Idaho
Code § 20 530, Indiana Code § 31-30-2-
2, Louisiana Children’s Code art. 905,
North Dakota Cent. Code § 27-21-05,
Oregon Rev. Stat. § 419C.623, and
South Dakota Cod. Laws § 26-7A-123).

Early Initiation of Reentry Planning.
While it is important for the correctional
agency to begin the planning for reentry
shortly after receiving the juvenile in the
facility, only three states appear to pre-
scribe this by statute (see Arkansas Code
Ann. § 9-27-331, Florida Stat. §
985.316, and Wisconsin Stat. §
938.357). Other states mandate that a
reentry plan be developed in advance of
the scheduled release date for the juve-
nile, including North Carolina (see North
Carolina Gen. Stat. § 7B-2514) and West
Virginia (West Virginia Code § 49-5-
20).

Court Involvement in Reentry Plan-
ning. A relatively small number of
states, including Alabama (Alabama
Code § 5139.51), Arkansas (Arkansas
Code Ann. § 9-27-331(b)), Missouri
(Missouri Rev. Stat. § 219.021), and
Tennessee (Tennessee Code Ann. § 37 1
137), specifically provide for the in-
volvement of the committing court in re-
entry planning.

Judicial Review During Institutional
Phase. A number of states provide for
periodic review of the juvenile’s status
while in the institution, or a least for a
possibility of review upon petition of the

agency or the juvenile. For example, see
Alabama Code § 12 15 74, Connecticut
Gen Stat. § 46b-141, 705 Illinois Comp.
Stat. 405/5-745, Iowa Code § 232.54,
Kansas Stat. Ann. § 38-1665, Kentucky
Rev. Stat. § 610.120 Louisiana Chil-
dren’s Code Ann. art. 909-910, Massa-
chusetts Gen. Laws ch. 120, § 5, Michi-
gan Comp. Laws § 712A.18c, New
Hampshire Rev. Stat. Ann. § 169-B:31,
Ohio Rev. Code Ann. § 2152.22, Okla-
homa Stat. tit. 10 § 7305-5.4, Oregon
Rev. Stat. § 419C.626, Rhode Island
Gen. Laws § 14-1-42, South Dakota
Cod. Laws § 26-7A-124 and West Vir-
ginia Code § 49-5-21.

Local Reentry Team to Address Ser-
vice Needs of Returning Juveniles.
Only one state, West Virginia (see West
Virginia Code § 49-5D-3), utilizes a
multi-disciplinary team approach in its
code for delinquent youth who may be
committed and returned to the court’s ju-
risdiction.

Judicial Authority Over Juveniles’
Parents and Over Agencies with Re-
sponsibilities to the Juvenile and the
Family. Several states give courts juris-
diction over parents and agencies (see
California Wel. & Inst. Code § 727,
Maryland Code § 3-8A-19, Michigan
Comp. Laws § 712A.18, New York
Fam. Ct. Law § 255, North Carolina
Gen. Stat. § 7B-1601, 42 Pennsylvania
Cons. Stat.§ 6310, Utah Code Ann. § 78-
3a-118(p)(i), and Virginia Code Ann. §
16.1-241).

Post-Release Jurisdiction Over and
Sanctioning of Parole Violations. In
many jurisdictions, it is the correctional
agency that deals with violations of af-
tercare or parole, but some states give
the courts the authority to address these
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problems. The latter states include Ala-
bama (see Alabama Code § 12 15 75),
Idaho (Idaho Code § 20 533), Kansas
(Kansas Stat. Ann. § 38 1674), Missis-
sippi (Mississippi Code §§ 43-21-605,
43-21-613), North Carolina (General
Statutes of North Carolina §§ 7b-1601,
7B-2516), Ohio (Ohio Revised Code
§5139.51), and Virginia (Virginia Code
Ann. §§ 16.1-291-16.1-293).
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