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This Bulletin is part of OJJDP’s Juvenile
Accountability Incentive Block Grants
(JAIBG) Best Practices Series. The basic
premise underlying the JAIBG program,
initially funded in fiscal year 1998, is that
young people who violate the law need to be
held accountable for their offenses if society is
to improve the quality of life in the Nation’s
communities. Holding a juvenile offender
“accountable” in the juvenile justice system
means that once the juvenile is determined
to have committed law-violating behavior,
by admission or adjudication, he or she is
held responsible for the act through conse-
quences or sanctions, imposed pursuant to
law, that are proportionate to the offense.
Consequences or sanctions that are applied
swiftly, surely, and consistently, and are
graduated to provide appropriate and effec-
tive responses to varying levels of offense
seriousness and offender chronicity, work
best in preventing, controlling, and reducing
further law violations.

In an effort to help States and units of local
government develop programs in the 12 pur-
pose areas established for JAIBG funding,
Bulletins in this series are designed to present
the most up-to-date knowledge to juvenile
justice policymakers, researchers, and practi-
tioners about programs and approaches that

hold juvenile offenders accountable for their
behavior. An indepth description of the
JAIBG program and a list of the 12 program
purpose areas appear in the overview Bulletin
for this series.

Youth violence increased dramatically
between the mid-1980’s and mid-1990’s
(Lattimore, Visher, and Linster, 1995),
and public concern about youth crime—
especially youth violence—has risen ac-
cordingly (Reiss and Roth, 1993; Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention, 1992;
Rosenberg, O’Carroll, and Powell, 1992).

In the wake of these problems and con-
cerns, juvenile justice policy has become
decidedly more conservative (Cullen,
1995). Legislators seeking to reduce
crime, protect society, and hold offenders
accountable for their actions have advo-
cated for a “get tough on crime” policy
(Benekos and Merlo, 1995; Langan, 1991).
This movement has been extended to
juvenile justice (Moon, Applegate, and
Latessa, 1997).

Three of the twelve program purpose areas
in the JAIBG program focus on enhancing
local prosecutors’ abilities to address juve-
nile crime in their jurisdictions. This Bulle-
tin addresses two of these areas:

From the
Administrator

Seeking to curb crime and pro-
tect citizens by holding delin-
quent youth accountable for
their offenses, Congress en-
acted the Juvenile Account-
ability Incentive Block Grants
(JAIBG) program. This Bulletin
features two of the three JAIBG
purpose areas that focus on
enhancing the ability of pros-
ecutors to address juvenile
crime by providing funding for
(1) hiring additional prosecutors
and (2) acquiring technology,
equipment, and training. The
Bulletin provides recommenda-
tions for the effective use of
additional prosecutors and the
use of technology to increase
efficiency in the juvenile justice
system.

To combat and prevent juvenile
crime, prosecutors require in-
formation that offers a range
of responses. This Bulletin and
its JAIBG companion, Enabling
Prosecutors To Address Drug, Gang,
and Youth Violence, provide some
of that crucial information.

Shay Bilchik
Administrator
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■ Purpose Area 4. Hire additional
prosecutors so that more cases in-
volving violent juvenile offenders
can be prosecuted and backlogs
reduced.

■ Purpose Area 6. Fund technology,
equipment, and training to assist
prosecutors in identifying and ex-
pediting the prosecution of violent
juvenile offenders.

Purpose Area 5, which provides fund-
ing to enable prosecutors to specifi-
cally address drug, gang, and youth
violence problems more effectively,
is discussed in another Bulletin in this
series, Enabling Prosecutors To Address
Drug, Gang, and Youth Violence.

The Changing Role of
Local Prosecutors
Prosecutors must be able to quickly
adapt and develop appropriate re-
sponses to juvenile delinquency and
need to have access to the most up-to-
date information available about suc-
cessful programmatic and legislative
responses. Avenues must be explored
for prosecutors to take a proactive
stand in developing community-
based responses to juvenile crime
and delinquency.

Although their main focus is on the
protection of the community through
prosecution and other traditional re-
sponses, prosecutors are also increas-
ingly expected to take a role in edu-
cating the public and are becoming
more involved in legislative efforts to
meet the changing dynamics of juve-
nile crime. As a result, prosecutors
who involve themselves in preven-
tion, treatment, and rehabilitation
must have the skills and tools neces-
sary to develop such efforts in addi-
tion to successfully prosecuting youth
who are charged with crimes.

Under Purpose Areas 4 and 6, the
JAIBG program supports prosecutors
to enhance their efforts against juve-
nile crime by providing funding for:

■ Hiring additional prosecutors.

■ Acquiring technology, equipment,
and training.1

The JAIBG requirement for a Coordi-
nated Enforcement Plan (CEP) devel-
oped by a Juvenile Crime Enforce-
ment Coalition (JCEC) means that just
hiring additional prosecutors or buy-
ing new computers is not enough.
This coordination requirement, how-
ever, is more than a legislative detail;
it heightens the prosecutor’s ability to
respond to juvenile crime within a ju-
risdiction. This requirement also sup-
ports what many successful prosecu-
tors recognized long ago: the role of a
prosecutor is not just enforcing the law
but also caring for the safety of the
community. Success in both roles can
frequently be achieved only through
a coordinated prevention and inter-
vention effort.

An example of such a coordinated
statewide strategy that balances en-
forcement, intervention, and preven-
tion is found in RECLAIM (Reasoned
and Equitable Community and Local
Alternatives to the Incarceration of Mi-
nors) Ohio, which began in 1994. This
statewide effort encourages counties to
use community-based treatment for
juveniles adjudicated delinquent for
less serious offenses while reserving
detention space for more serious of-
fenders (Moon, Applegate, and Latessa,
1997). RECLAIM Ohio supports (1)
community-based interventions for
nonviolent offenders in lieu of commit-
ting them to institutions and (2) reha-
bilitation of serious offenders when
feasible. The fewer youth under the
custody of State corrections depart-
ments, the more money counties have
to hire new probation officers or treat-
ment specialists for their courts (Moon,
Applegate, and Latessa, 1997).

The approach used in Ohio requires
planning and coordination and pro-
vides for a balanced approach of
enforcement, intervention, and pre-
vention to hold juveniles accountable.
It represents a model that matches
many JAIBG requirements. Experi-
ence with this program suggests that
a well-planned, coordinated effort
developed to reflect specific local
needs can be more successful in ad-
dressing juvenile crime and delin-
quency than traditional approaches,
which do not provide the range of
sanctions and services needed to ad-
dress the various needs of juvenile
offenders and communities.

The following sections outline how
JAIBG funding can be applied, as part
of a coordinated effort, within pros-
ecutor-specific Program Purpose
Areas 4 and 6.

Funding in Purpose Area 4
As overall juvenile caseloads in-
crease, as juvenile prosecutors see a
greater range of offenses in their indi-
vidual caseloads, and as prosecutors
assume an increased leadership role
for addressing juvenile crime in the
community, more well-trained pros-
ecutors are needed to handle these
new tasks and the increasing and
more complex workloads. Funding in
Purpose Area 4 is available to hire
additional prosecutors to reduce
backlogs and increase the number of
juveniles that the system can process.

Experiences from the criminal court
system have shown, however, that
simply increasing the number of
prosecutors does little to increase
efficiency in case processing (Jacoby,
Gramckow, and Ratledge, 1992). At-
tention must be paid to how newly
hired prosecutors are used within
prosecutors’ offices, specialized inter-
agency programs, and the overall
juvenile justice system.

To ensure that having more prosecu-
tors translates into having more

1 Funding is also available for establishing effective
approaches to address drug, gang, and youth violence
problems. For more information, see Gramckow and
Tompkins, 1999.
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effective prosecutors, newly as-
signed prosecutors (i.e., new attor-
neys and experienced attorneys new
to juvenile prosecution) must be pro-
vided with the necessary tools, which
include specialized training, suffi-
cient support staff, communications
equipment, and information access.
Many of these tools can be developed
or acquired through JAIBG Purpose
Area 6 (see page 12).

Hiring additional prosecutors to handle
juvenile cases is not a long-term solu-
tion to increasing caseloads. Good
case management strategies are also
needed to ensure efficient, prompt,
and just case handling (Jacoby,
Gramckow, and Ratledge, 1992).
Traditionally, processing delays have
not been a serious concern in the
juvenile court, in part because the ju-
venile justice system has fewer proce-
dural requirements than the criminal
justice system. In recent years, how-
ever, concerns have increased about
the impact of delay on the due pro-
cess rights of juveniles (Feld, 1993)
and the belief that delayed sanctions
decrease the rehabilitative impact of
the court’s efforts (Mahoney, 1985)
while providing a more effective de-
terrent to future delinquency (Shine
and Price, 1992).

In addition, newly assigned prosecu-
tors must be carefully and deliber-
ately positioned. The organization
and operation of all juvenile justice
system components should be scruti-
nized and perhaps reconstructed to
enhance the juvenile justice process.

How and where to use new prosecu-
tors are questions best answered lo-
cally. Factors such as the population
mix, specific juvenile crime problems,
existing State juvenile justice statutes,
and the interest and experience of
policymakers differ from location to
location and affect how and where
new prosecutors can be used most
effectively. The following sections
discuss considerations in deploying
additional prosecutors (or reorganiz-
ing existing staff resources).

Reductions in Delinquency
Case Processing Time
Few researchers have explored the
causes and consequences of delayed
delinquency cases, and virtually no
studies exist on the relative effective-
ness of delay-reduction techniques
in the juvenile justice system. Only a
handful of studies on juvenile court
delay have been published (Mahoney,
1985; Feld, 1993; Butts and Halemba,
1994; Butts, 1996). These studies sug-
gest that the timing of delinquency
case processing will be an increas-
ingly important issue for juvenile
courts as they are asked to manage
the growing tension between their
quasi-civil orientation and the soci-
etal expectation that they hold juve-
nile offenders accountable by im-
posing effective sanctions.

The sixth amendment to the U.S.
Constitution guarantees a “speedy
and public trial” for any citizen sub-
ject to criminal prosecution. The
amendment does not stipulate what
is and what is not speedy. In the de-
finitive case on speedy trials, the U.S.
Supreme Court refused to specify
exactly when delay becomes a viola-
tion of sixth amendment rights.2 The
Court cited an earlier opinion in find-
ing that the concept of a speedy trial
is “necessarily relative” and should
not be defined precisely.3 The Su-
preme Court has never addressed
the question of speedy trial rights for
juveniles.

Case processing time should be evalu-
ated differently in juvenile court than
in criminal court (Stull, 1982). Delay
may be especially harmful in the juve-
nile justice system. Adolescents are
less likely than adults to consider
long-term consequences and may be
less likely to alter their behavior to ob-
tain rewards or avoid punishments if
these cannot be expected in the imme-
diate future (Inhelder and Piaget,

1958). Adolescents also experience
time differently than adults. They
focus on shorter periods of time, fur-
ther reducing the perception of im-
mediacy if sanctions are delayed
(Mahoney, 1985). To affect the behav-
ior of adolescents and perhaps reduce
recidivism, the juvenile justice pro-
cess must be easy to understand and
involve a minimum number of court
appearances, and juvenile court dis-
positions should be reached as
quickly as possible in keeping with
fairness and due process. Young of-
fenders should receive the message
that illegal behavior will be met with
a swift response.

Prosecutors’ offices that are consider-
ing applying for JAIBG funds can use
this argument to justify the need for
additional prosecutors even if the ju-
venile court in their jurisdiction is not
suffering from a case backlog. One
difficulty prosecutors face in this ef-
fort, however, is that little guidance
is available as to what constitutes
appropriate processing time for juve-
nile cases. Many States still do not use
legislation or court rules to regulate
delinquency case processing time, and
many of the States that do regulate
timing do so only in cases involving
detained juveniles (Butts, 1996).

Several national associations and gov-
ernment commissions have issued time
standards for juvenile court proceed-
ings during the past 20 years. These
standards generally provide only broad
guidelines (e.g., Institute of Judicial Ad-
ministration (IJA)/American Bar Asso-
ciation (ABA), 1980; National Advisory
Committee for Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention (NACJJDP),
1980; ABA’s National Conference of
State Trial Judges, 1985; National Dis-
trict Attorneys Association (NDAA),
1992) and vary significantly in their
recommendations (Butts, 1997):

■ IJA/ABA: 60 days from referral
to disposition for nondetained
juveniles and 30 days or less for
detained juveniles.

2 Barker v. Wingo, 407 U.S. 514, 92 S. Ct. 2182 (1972).

3 Barker, 407 U.S. at 522.
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■ NACJJDP: 80 days from referral to
court disposition for nondetained
juveniles and 33 days for detained
juveniles.

■ ABA’s National Conference: adju-
dicatory hearings within 15 days
of admission to detention and
within 30 days following filing for
noncustody cases, and dispositions
no later than 15 days following the
adjudicatory hearing.

■ NDAA: 60 days between police
referral and disposition in cases
involving detention and 90 days
in nondetained cases.

These guidelines provide at least some
support for determining an appropri-
ate delinquency case processing time
that does not just reflect the fastest
way to process a case but also ensures
high quality justice. The JAIBG re-
quirement that a JCEC be formed pro-
vides a mechanism for the juvenile
justice players to apply these guide-
lines and identify the need to provide
funds to speed processing times in
their jurisdictions.

A Well-Managed and
Organized Office for Effective
Use of Additional Prosecutors
Adding more prosecutors through
JAIBG provides an opportunity for
the prosecutor’s office to review its
overall policies, organization, and
management and to coordinate this
review with other key juvenile justice
agencies.

When addressing organization, the
prosecutor’s office should scrutinize
its current juvenile prosecution poli-
cies and consider adopting an office-
wide policy that states, among other
principles, that juvenile cases, espe-
cially those involving serious, violent,
and chronic offenders, are a priority.
The office needs to recognize that
prosecuting serious juvenile offend-
ers is often a complicated process
requiring experience and technical
skills, and opportunities for meaning-

ful intervention and rehabilitation in
juvenile cases are abundant. Success
should not be measured by the num-
ber of cases won, but by the reduction
in incidents of juvenile crime and re-
cidivism rates.

The prosecutor’s office then should de-
velop and implement practices that cre-
ate an office environment conducive to
enhanced prosecutorial efforts in juve-
nile justice. Examples of such practices
include, but are not limited to:

■ Creating a specialized juvenile unit
or, if office size precludes this, des-
ignating one or more prosecutors to
handle juvenile matters exclusively.

■ Assigning only well-trained and
experienced prosecutors to the spe-
cialized unit/special prosecutorial
function.

■ Allocating time to properly train
additional prosecutors and to
practice interoffice mentoring.

■ Assigning a sufficient number of
prosecutors and support staff to
handle the juvenile caseload, in-
cluding victim-witness personnel.

Once the office is organized to comple-
ment and support additional juvenile
prosecutors, the question becomes
how the additional prosecutors might
be used. Clearly, they will need to ful-
fill traditional prosecutorial responsi-
bilities, such as screening cases for le-
gal sufficiency or negotiating their
resolution, diverting cases when ap-
propriate, and seeking the detention
of delinquents who pose a risk to
themselves or the community. How-
ever, attention must be paid not only
to how the additional prosecutors un-
dertake traditional prosecutorial tasks
but also to how they can engage in
more innovative activities.

Processing strategies to facilitate
traditional prosecutorial tasks
As the examples below indicate, a
number of strategies can enhance the
prosecutor’s ability to carry out tradi-
tional tasks.

Case screening. Implementing a case-
screening policy is an important step
in increasing the efficiency of case
processing. This step ensures that
juvenile cases are responded to as
expeditiously as possible and that the
most appropriate prosecution deci-
sion is made. If cases are screened by
a prosecutor experienced in handling
juvenile matters and knowledgeable
about the various response mecha-
nisms available (e.g., diversion and
pre- and postadjudication alterna-
tives), cases can be sent on appropri-
ate paths and arrangements for vari-
ous placement or treatment options
can be expedited.

Vertical prosecution. A system of ver-
tical prosecution (i.e., one prosecutor
handles a case from start to finish)
provides continuity to cases in sev-
eral ways. First, the prosecutor is
more knowledgeable and effective.
He or she knows what has happened
so far in a case, what the background
is, what has been said and by whom,
and what should happen next. With
this knowledge, the prosecutor is in a
better position to evaluate the merits
of a case and, if appropriate, under-
take aggressive prosecution. Second,
a prosecutor who handles cases from
start to finish or who handles the case
of a juvenile who reoffends is better
informed about the juvenile’s history
(e.g., criminal, health, academic, fa-
milial, and social background). With
this information and the facts of
present or previous cases at his or her
fingertips, the prosecutor is equipped
to argue for dispositions that provide
the right balance of rehabilitation,
accountability, public safety, and vic-
tim restoration. If and when a juve-
nile is brought back into the system
on a violation of probation or for
reoffending, the prosecutor is well
positioned to request that graduated
sanctions be imposed. Vertical pros-
ecution provides the best possible en-
vironment to give cases the attention
they deserve and to hold juveniles
accountable for their conduct.
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Fast-track prosecution. To have the
greatest impact on juveniles, cases
must be handled quickly and conse-
quences must be imposed swiftly. This
is true whether the case involves a mi-
nor first offense or a serious third of-
fense. When months pass between of-
fense and court appearance, between
adjudication and disposition, or be-
tween probation violation and hear-
ing, the connection between wrongful
conduct and consequence is weak-
ened, the opportunities for rehabilita-
tion are lessened, and the goal of ac-
countability may not be achieved.

To reduce processing time, the
prosecutor’s office can review
decisionmaking processes and poli-
cies to identify steps that can be
eliminated or at least streamlined.
Because the development of a speedy
process naturally requires agreements
and adjustments on the part of sev-
eral entities, especially the public
defender and the court, and is likely
to impact the juvenile correctional
system, early coordination with these
entities is essential.

Selective fast-track prosecution.
While all juveniles benefit from the
expeditious handling of their cases,
additional benefits result from plac-
ing the cases of serious, violent, and
chronic juvenile offenders on an ac-
celerated calendar to which one or
more prosecutors are assigned. Al-
though this degree of specialization
for all juvenile cases may be only fea-
sible in larger prosecutors’ offices,
selective fast-tracking of cases involv-
ing targeted delinquent offenders has
merit in courts of all sizes. Because
violent youth present public safety
issues, they are frequently detained
in juvenile detention centers for their
cases’ duration. Cases of juveniles
in custody are generally handled on
an expedited basis to minimize the
juvenile’s preadjudication time in
custody and to promote accountabil-
ity goals. The juvenile justice system
and young offenders benefit from se-
lective fast-tracking: time spent in

detention is reduced, and lag time
between offense and response is less-
ened. If designated prosecutors and
courts are permitted to concentrate
exclusively (even if only temporarily)
on the most serious cases, the oppor-
tunity exists for better preparation
and focus. As a result, more appropri-
ate dispositions are likely.

Specialization. Just as assigning one or
more prosecutors to exclusively handle
select cases on an accelerated basis ad-
vances the goals of accountability and
backlog reduction, specialization itself
permits more effective prosecution by
providing prosecutors the opportunity
to target and aggressively prosecute
certain types of cases. By designating
one or more of its prosecutors to exclu-
sively handle the cases of targeted de-
linquent offenders, the office is recog-
nizing these cases as a priority.

In specializing, prosecutors have the
opportunity to develop expertise in the
special issues raised by these delin-
quency cases (e.g., competency and
proof related to cases involving gangs,
weapons, and serious bodily injury).
A more experienced and knowledge-
able prosecutor has the upper hand in
case negotiation, adjudication, and dis-
position. He or she can use this advan-
tage to resolve the case in a manner
that simultaneously promotes justice,
public safety, accountability, rehabilita-
tion, and victim restitution.

Innovative prosecutorial tasks
within the office
The role of the prosecutor often is
interpreted narrowly, i.e., the pros-
ecutor as trial attorney. Indeed, litiga-
tion is essential to the prosecutor’s
role. Prosecutors who function more
broadly, however, have a greater po-
tential to affect juvenile cases, back-
log, and recidivism. For example,
prosecutors can enhance their office’s
effectiveness by building relation-
ships with, and using the skills and
expertise of, other office staff (e.g.,
victim-witness professionals and staff
working on drug, domestic violence,

or family issues). Prosecutors can also
develop ties with the community and
other agencies that serve juveniles in
need and can be instrumental in es-
tablishing an alternative response
system (Gramckow and Mims, 1998).

Traditionalists might object to the use
of prosecutors for nonlitigation tasks,
arguing that prosecutors are not social
workers (Gramckow, 1997a). Never-
theless, the JAIBG program provides
a unique opportunity to enhance the
prosecutor’s role in the juvenile justice
system. Many prosecutors across the
country have already responded to the
need to consider other avenues to ad-
dress juvenile delinquency in their ju-
risdictions. A number of the project
examples provided later in this Bulle-
tin illustrate these innovative pro-
grammatic approaches.

The Process of Adding New
Prosecutors to the Office
The hiring of additional juvenile pros-
ecutors can follow a process similar to
the usual practices for hiring prosecu-
tors with consideration for the area of
specialization (e.g., applicants should
have a thorough knowledge of criminal
and juvenile law and trial advocacy).
Characteristics of successful candidates
may include the following:

■ An understanding of the history,
philosophy, and goals of the juve-
nile justice system.

■ An understanding of the State
statute(s) under which they will
work and the local and State ju-
venile justice programs that are
available.

■ An ability and desire to balance
the sometimes competing interests
of the public, the prosecutor’s of-
fice, and the juvenile.

Again, because the key to enhancing the
prosecutor’s response to juvenile crime
is to have more effective prosecutors—
not just more prosecutors—attention
must be paid to acclimating the new
prosecutors to the office and the tasks
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for which they will be responsible.
This is true whether the additional
prosecutors are new attorneys or expe-
rienced attorneys new to juvenile
prosecution. Among other elements,
their orientation can include:

■ A basic training course on substan-
tive and procedural juvenile justice
topics, to include cases that in-
volve complicated proof issues.

■ A mentor system to link experi-
enced juvenile prosecutors with
new hires.

■ Frequent juvenile division meet-
ings for staff to share experiences
and troubleshoot problems.

■ A plan for supplemental training
at regular intervals.

■ An introduction, through either
site visits or guest speakers, to
juvenile justice professionals (in-
house and outside), agencies, and
placement alternatives.

■ Access to information (e.g., a direc-
tory of national, State, and local ju-
venile justice resources).

■ A handbook with office and divi-
sion policies, procedures, frequently
used forms, and an outline of staff
responsibilities.

If these resources are not already
available in the office, efforts can be
made to develop and provide them to
staff. Support and funding for these
types of resources may be available
through JAIBG Program Purpose
Areas 4 and 6.

Potential Obstacles to
Implementation
The juvenile justice system is com-
plex, involving a group of indepen-
dent yet interdependent entities. The
entry of additional prosecutors, with-
out other revisions to the juvenile jus-
tice system, may make the system
“lopsided.” If the number of juvenile
prosecutors significantly increases
without a proportionate increase in

the number of judges, court reporters,
bailiffs, docket managers, probation
officers, public defenders, support
staff, and other professionals re-
sponding to juvenile crime, the de-
sired impact on caseload, especially
on serious cases involving violent
offenders, is unlikely to be achieved.
Even if the prosecutors were to focus
primarily on working with the com-
munity and developing prevention
programs, adding them may trigger
resistance from other juvenile justice
components (e.g., law enforcement,
public defenders). To ensure that the
addition of prosecutors translates into
system efficiency and not new prob-
lems, early communication about re-
source allocation needs to occur.

Key players from all parts of the juve-
nile justice system should be brought
into the fold from the beginning. A
planning session could be held to
generate ideas about how to use addi-
tional prosecutors within the existing
system and how changes might be
made to the system to permit more
cases to be handled. Discussions
might include possible increases in
staffing for other juvenile justice sys-
tem components and include plans
for identifying and using additional
funding sources (Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention,
1996).  The focus needs to be on what
effect the additional number of pros-
ecutors will have on the operations
of the prosecutor’s office and the ju-
venile justice system as a whole. If
discussions among key players do
not occur, system components could
work against each other, thereby ne-
gating any gains achieved by JAIBG
program funding.

Assume that additional prosecutors
are in place, adjustments have been
made to office operations and staffing
levels, and more cases are reaching the
court. There is still more to the equa-
tion. The addition of prosecutors can
impact the juvenile justice system in
other, less predictable, ways.

Impact on the detention center
Adding prosecutors may result in the
following:

■ More requests for juvenile deten-
tion, especially if the focus on
serious and violent offenders is
increased.

■ Longer detention periods, even
when cases are fast tracked, be-
cause cases are stronger and not
dismissed or downgraded.

■ More custodial dispositions or-
dered and a backlog of juveniles
awaiting transfer to appropriate
correctional institutions.

If the detention center is not prepared
for the number of delinquents brought
into the system, problems may follow.
There could be overcrowding, and ju-
veniles may be released prematurely
without proper treatment.

Because space is limited, the standard
for detention decisions is usually rela-
tive. Compared with the juveniles al-
ready in detention, does the incoming
juvenile present more, less, or the same
threat to himself or herself and to oth-
ers? What happens if the beds are al-
ready filled with serious juvenile of-
fenders? There is also the chance that
less serious offenders will not receive
the attention they require and may
return as next year’s most serious
offenders.

Communication and planning are
needed to avoid such negative out-
comes. The fact that more prosecutors
are available to respond to juvenile
crime should not automatically trans-
late into increased numbers of juve-
niles detained. To prevent such a re-
sult, prosecutors need to develop
consistent detention recommendations
and policies, identify problems and
concerns regarding these policies, and
update the policies when necessary.
Prosecutors should also consult with
the court, police, public defenders,
and juvenile corrections program
representatives to develop and
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troubleshoot plans and procedures
for requesting detention.

Prosecutors should also be knowl-
edgeable about detention alterna-
tives (both secure and nonsecure),
meet with administrators of alterna-
tive programs, visit program sites,
and inquire about recidivism rates.
They should then use this informa-
tion to support arguments for and
against the placement of juveniles in
pre- and postadjudication alternative
programs.

Detention center administrators should
work closely with representatives from
State corrections institutions and dispo-
sitional programs to avoid the prob-
lems presented by a backlog of post-
disposition juveniles awaiting custodial
placement. Through communication
and planning, juvenile justice profes-
sionals can adopt policies to limit the
amount of time juveniles wait in deten-
tion for transfer. If it becomes apparent
that there are not enough beds to serve
the juveniles in need of placement, ef-
forts can be made to secure additional
funding to provide the needed beds
and programs. This might be achieved,
in part, through JAIBG Purpose Areas
1 and 2.4

New prosecutors, who might not
know the range of dispositional alter-
natives available, may tend to play it
safe by arguing for incarceration or
placements that are more intensive
than necessary. This is a mistake. It
makes incarceration requests for juve-
niles who truly warrant them less
meaningful, erodes the prosecutor’s
reputation, and counters the juvenile
prosecutor’s responsibility to balance
rehabilitation with accountability.
To prevent this problem, prosecutors
need to be educated about all avail-
able alternatives. To ensure consis-
tency, prosecutors should confer

regularly as a group to discuss the
dispositions they will request in all
cases. Prosecutors also can support
the development of, and assist in
seeking funding for, needed disposi-
tional alternatives.

Impact on the court and
dispositions
If the number of new prosecutors is
significant and results in more cases
reaching the court, then more judges,
court support staff, and, in some
cases, juvenile courtrooms may be
needed because of the confidential
nature of juvenile proceedings.

To accommodate increased caseloads
and provide access to appropriate pre-
trial and sentencing alternatives, judges
need to have sufficient dispositional
options, ranging from the least secure
and least supervised to the most secure
and most supervised. It is essential that
all parties to disposition hearings be
educated about the options available to
ensure that a well-founded disposition
is ordered in each case.

If more courtrooms are needed, they
should include waiting areas for vic-
tims and prosecution witnesses and
separate waiting areas for juvenile
defendants, their parents, and de-
fense witnesses. Connecting the
courtroom designated to handle the
cases of detained juveniles by eleva-
tor or special hallway to the secure
detention area avoids parading the
juvenile through the public court-
house hallways and avoids potential
conflict between the juvenile and vic-
tims, witnesses, or other bystanders.

Coordination With Other
Justice System Components
Prosecutors are just one of many inter-
dependent components that constitute
the juvenile justice system. The JAIBG
program recognizes the importance of
system coordination by requiring the
development of a JCEC as a prereq-
uisite to the receipt of program
funding. Local JCEC’s comprise indi-

viduals representing the police, sheriff,
prosecutor, probation office, court,
schools, businesses, and crime preven-
tion organizations, among other
groups. The JCEC is responsible for
drafting the CEP, a blueprint for a spe-
cific jurisdiction’s use of program
funds. Because this plan should ad-
dress how additional prosecutors (and
other system staff) will be used and
because JCEC members need to en-
dorse the plan, it should include direc-
tives for effectively connecting all jus-
tice system components, including
prosecutors.

In developing the CEP, the JCEC
might consider, among other
provisions:

■ When, with whom, and through
which channels the players will
communicate.

■ Whether meetings will be open or
closed, public or confidential.

■ Which policies will be followed or
developed to govern the sharing of
information.

■ Who will initiate and lead the com-
munication and coordination.

■ Which justice system components
will be subject to coordination.

■ Whether all justice system compo-
nent representatives will have
equal votes for adopting or reject-
ing proposed coordination policies.

Although the mission and responsibili-
ties of each justice system component
differ, the adoption of a comprehensive
plan could help minimize unintended
misunderstandings, conflicts of inter-
est, and obstacles to implementation.
Other justice system players, especially
those who also are recipients of JAIBG
funding, share the prosecutor’s desire
to coordinate the development of a
more efficient and effective approach.

Coordination can start simply with
the sharing of information about
philosophies, resources, limitations,
and goals. With this groundwork,
prosecutors and representatives from

4 For information on Program Purpose Areas 1 and 2,
see Roush and McMillen, 1999, and Griffin, 1999,
respectively.
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other components can begin to deter-
mine how their interests are similar
and in what ways they can seek com-
mon outcomes.

With a better understanding of their
shared interests and goals, justice
system players can collaborate to
undertake joint activity when ap-
propriate (e.g., meeting to discuss
nonsecure placement options for
first-time, low-level offenders). Col-
laboration can promote and speed
the achievement of justice system
objectives (e.g., rehabilitation, ac-
countability, public safety, victim
restoration) and can also improve
system efficiency. Collaboration also
can involve the community, which
results in many more benefits to all
involved.

Community Prosecution
Prosecutors in the United States have
experimented with community-
oriented work since the early 1990’s
(Gramckow, 1995). Just as police de-
partments developed different mod-
els of community policing, prosecu-
tors developed different approaches
reflecting their communities’ needs.
In some places, this means little more
than simple organizational adjust-
ments in response to community po-
licing; in others, prosecutors have as-
sumed a proactive role in working
with the community and other agen-
cies to ensure neighborhood safety
(Gramckow, 1997a; Jacoby, Gramckow,
and Ratledge, 1995; American Pros-
ecutors Research Institute, 1995).

In 1997, of the approximately 2,850
prosecutors’ offices throughout the
United States, only about two dozen
developed comprehensive programs
that go beyond community outreach
and education (Gramckow, 1998).
Recently, the interest in community-
oriented work by prosecutors’ offices
has increased significantly. Recogniz-
ing the many benefits of community
prosecution, Congress made Federal
funds available in 1998 to promote

the development of such efforts
(Office of Justice Programs, 1999).

The main reason for the initially slow
increase in jurisdictions that applied
this concept was a lack of understand-
ing of what community prosecution
means for prosecutors’ offices and
their communities. Elected and ap-
pointed prosecutors often find it
difficult to understand how commu-
nity prosecution differs from their
traditional work. This is because
community outreach and involve-
ment have always been a part of their
responsibilities. Further, geographic
assignments and decentralization
that are often praised as essential for
community-oriented work are not just
a trait of community-oriented efforts.
Many large jurisdictions established
satellite offices years ago because it
was organizationally more sound to
locate prosecutors close to the courts
they serve.

What makes community prosecution
different, however, is that prosecutors:

■ Identify and analyze crime and
order problems in specific geo-
graphic areas in cooperation with
the community and other govern-
ment agencies.

■ Develop solutions that include tra-
ditional criminal and juvenile jus-
tice responses combined with alter-
native modes to resolve conflict
and prevent crime.

■ Pay attention to crime prevention
and less serious violations.

■ Engage in a long-term, proactive,
committed partnership with law
enforcement agencies, the commu-
nity, and other public and private
organizations to provide services
needed to solve existing neighbor-
hood problems.

The basic premise behind community
prosecution is to ensure that the office
responds to various community pri-
orities or, better yet, that communities
can work with the office to target ex-

isting problems. Such an approach
requires familiarity with neighbor-
hood issues and the ability to adjust
justice responses accordingly. This
may be achieved by assigning cases
from a specific geographic area to
specific assistant prosecutors, who
can then become familiar with the
area, its dynamics, and problems. As
a result, the prosecutor will be better
informed about the case background
and will better understand the impact
the criminal act and any criminal jus-
tice response have on the offender,
the victim, and the neighborhood. He
or she is then able to provide the trial
judge with information usually not
available to the court, thus facilitating
more informed decisions.

The common denominator in all com-
munity prosecution programs is that
prosecutors operate in response to
community needs. Problems can be
identified by analyzing crime patterns
and socioeconomic data, attending
community and other agency meet-
ings, and listening to the concerns of
community members. In turn, com-
munity members develop a better
sense of the justice system, feel that
they are an active part of the process,
and begin to develop more trust in the
system (Jacoby and Gramckow, 1993).

An example from Portland, OR, illus-
trates this point. Where only a short
time ago a local cement manufacturer
had called police repeatedly because
young skateboarders were trespassing
on and littering, destroying, and spray
painting his property, the same young
people are now enjoying a new skate-
board park, patrolling the area, and
keeping the compound clean. Built
with the help of the cement manufac-
turer, the skateboard park is a result
of an agreement between teenagers, a
local business, and government agen-
cies, a cooperation that was initiated
and facilitated by the local prosecutor
(Gramckow, 1997b).

Like the district attorney in Portland,
OR, many prosecutors in the United
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States are currently rethinking their
roles and paying increased attention
to crime prevention and alternative
measures to create safer neighbor-
hoods. These prosecutors recognize
that criminal procedures alone cannot
break the cycle of violence and that
citizens feel safer and criminal activ-
ity can be reduced when the quality
of life in a neighborhood is improved
(Goldstein, 1987).

Specialized Juvenile Programs
Prosecutors, as a result of their stand-
ing in the community, leadership in
the criminal and juvenile justice fields,
and authority provided by statute, are
well suited generally to take the lead
in initiating, implementing, and/or
operating specialized programs that
advance the goals of JAIBG. Still, the
process of restructuring how the juve-
nile justice system operates is not easy.
It takes time, resources, and creative
energy to identify current faults, fash-
ion specific remedies, and bring other
agencies and the community together.
With cooperation and participation
from representatives of other juvenile
justice system components, prosecu-
tors can take an active role in modify-
ing the system.

The following examples do not provide
an exhaustive account of possible mod-
els to address juvenile crime or iden-
tify the suitability of one model over
another in a given jurisdiction. The
purpose of this discussion, however, is
to spark creative thinking about how
additional prosecutors can be used to
expand their activities beyond tradi-
tional prosecutorial tasks and, at the
same time, instigate change in the ways
the justice system as a whole operates.

The first example represents a compre-
hensive approach for restructuring the
“front part” of the juvenile justice sys-
tem (i.e., the intake and assessment
process). Such a comprehensive, costly
undertaking may not be possible in
many jurisdictions; however, prosecu-
tors and other criminal justice repre-

sentatives as a group can use this ex-
ample as a starting point from which
to construct and tailor a plan suitable
to their specific local needs (Coordi-
nating Council on Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention, 1996).

The other examples illustrate diver-
sion approaches taken by prosecu-
tors. Diversion is an area that many
prosecutors have addressed in their
program development efforts. The
examples provided, such as the
Thurston County (WA) Twelve Day
Diversion Plan, are just a few inno-
vative and successful examples of
how prosecutors might be used to
implement specialized juvenile pro-
grams.5 Because jurisdictions have
unique needs and resource levels, a
program that works in one jurisdic-
tion may not work in another with-
out appropriate adjustments. Pro-
gram developers should, therefore,
be attuned to the climate in their
communities and be prepared to tai-
lor their plans accordingly.

Contact information for these programs
is provided later in this Bulletin, under
the “For Further Information” section.

Community assessment centers
Community assessment centers
(CAC’s) provide a 24-hour centralized
point of intake and assessment for ju-
veniles who have or are likely to come
into contact with the juvenile justice
system. The model is based on the
premise that early, meaningful, coordi-
nated intervention is necessary to pre-
vent chronic reoffending (Oldenettel
and Wordes, 1999, in press).

Operation. Juvenile cases are brought
to a central intake center that operates
24 hours a day.  Here, all juveniles are
assessed, and a treatment plan is de-
veloped. It is important to note, how-
ever, that it may not be practical for
some communities to have a physical

single point of entry. In such cases, a
virtual single point of entry could be
established at which all youth receive
the same assessment and case man-
agement procedures and where an in-
tegrated management information
system (MIS) that all service providers
could access is used. This general as-
sessment procedure is especially im-
portant because it includes at-risk
youth who commit minor offenses and
who traditionally may be overlooked.
As a result, the likelihood of early, ap-
propriate intervention and support
is increased and recidivism is reduced.
Juveniles charged with a delinquency
offense can be transferred to a secure
facility if the nature and circumstances
of the offense warrant it. After the ju-
veniles have been referred to appro-
priate treatment and service providers,
their progress is monitored. This is an-
other positive deviation from the tra-
ditional process that rarely provides
any mechanism for followup that al-
lows for adjustment of services and
collection of information.

Benefits. Potential direct benefits are
expected to include the following:

■ Efficient use of justice system re-
sources (e.g., police, prosecutor,
court, treatment, probation).

■ Enhanced information sharing.

■ Better informed and immediate
juvenile placements (freeing deten-
tion center beds).

■ Improved offender and outcome
tracking.

■ Facilitation of interagency
coordination.

By reaching and treating juveniles
early, CAC’s can reduce the likeli-
hood of juveniles returning to the
system as chronic violent offenders
(Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention, 1995; Oldenettel
and Wordes, 1999).

Role of the prosecutor. Although a ma-
jor function of a CAC is to assess and
refer at-risk juveniles to appropriate

5 Examples of programs that specifically address seri-
ous juvenile offenders are provided in Gramckow and
Tompkins, 1999.
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services and placements, it also
serves as an intake center for juve-
niles charged with committing
crimes and offenses. Because pros-
ecutors should be involved early in
all delinquency cases within their
jurisdictions, their participation in
this process is essential. At the CAC,
prosecutors can screen cases for pos-
sible diversion, assess the legal suffi-
ciency of charges, take a position on
whether to transfer the juvenile to
a secure detention facility, gather
information about local crime inci-
dents (e.g., gang data, time and place
of offenses), link with other juvenile
justice professionals to develop poli-
cies and procedures that address ju-
venile crime and delinquency, and
create programs to educate the com-
munity about justice system re-
sources. In close coordination with
other criminal justice officials, pros-
ecutors can take an active role in
planning, implementing, and operat-
ing the CAC to ensure that the pro-
gram advances public safety and law
enforcement interests.

As with any juvenile justice program,
how the prosecutor functions within
the CAC will be a reflection of local
needs, philosophies, and resources.
In some jurisdictions, the number of
cases handled by the CAC may war-
rant the designation of an onsite pros-
ecutor liaison. In others, it may be
more appropriate to develop general
response agreements and to designate
an oncall prosecutor who becomes
involved only if a juvenile accused
of a serious or violent offense is deliv-
ered to the CAC. Regardless of the
jurisdiction’s size, for the prosecutor
to be effective, the office must be fully
integrated in the planning, coordina-
tion, and implementation of all CAC
plans.

Advancing the goals of Purpose
Area 4. CAC’s assist prosecutors in
being fully informed from the time an
offender is brought to the center and
in focusing intensely on serious cases
for effective prosecution. The CAC

also provides for early and meaning-
ful intervention, thus potentially pre-
venting first-time and minor offend-
ers’ later return to the justice system
as serious, violent, or chronic offend-
ers. This affects current and future
caseloads and backlogs.

Relation to other JAIBG purpose
area goals. Information sharing can
be improved through a comprehen-
sive MIS that is part of the CAC. Ju-
risdictions without a sophisticated
MIS in place should not be discour-
aged from considering the CAC
model. Recognizing the need for a
comprehensive MIS to facilitate the
information-sharing process, the
JAIBG program provides funding
through Purpose Area 6 for technol-
ogy, equipment, and training (see
pages 12–17).

Obstacles to implementation. The
CAC model, by its nature, requires
either a physical or a virtual single
point of entry for juvenile intake and
assessment. In some jurisdictions, a
facility to serve as a physical point of
entry may already exist requiring few
modifications. In other jurisdictions,
this option may be unavailable. De-
pending on the CAC’s mission in a
given jurisdiction, Purpose Area 1
funding—for the “construction of
juvenile detention or correctional
facilities”—may be applicable.6 Still,
funding, not just for developing but
especially for maintaining such a cen-
ter, remains an issue for most jurisdic-
tions. In addition, the size and nature
of a jurisdiction may pose special
impediments. For example, the need
to transport juvenile offenders to
and from the center may make a cen-
tral assessment location impractical
and too costly. Rural jurisdictions
frequently lack the number of of-
fenders to warrant such an expense,
and access to services for juvenile
delinquents may be inadequate, ne-

gating one of the center’s ultimate
goals: fast delivery of needed ser-
vices. Nevertheless, jurisdictions that
cannot afford a full-service CAC can
consider implementing some of the
centralized and coordinated func-
tions available at a CAC within their
existing court systems.

Twelve Day Diversion Plan
The Twelve Day Diversion Plan was
implemented in Thurston County,
WA, by the prosecutor’s office in 1995
after months of planning in coordina-
tion with local law enforcement,
school officials, Community Youth
Services, and the juvenile court ad-
ministration. Designed as an im-
proved version of the county’s exist-
ing diversion program, the plan seeks
to eliminate procedural delays in the
processing of juvenile diversion cases
and to involve the community fully
in the process. An evaluation con-
ducted by a local university indicated
that this approach is not only more
efficient but is also more effective in
reducing future involvement with the
juvenile justice system than the tradi-
tional process.

Program operation. Within 2 to 4
days of receiving notice from law
enforcement that a charge has been
filed, the prosecutor’s office opens
a case file, checks the juvenile’s
criminal history, screens the case for
diversion eligibility, and notifies the
juvenile of the date of his or her com-
munity accountability board (CAB)
hearing. The CAB, one of the innova-
tive components of this program,
comprises four community volun-
teers recruited and trained through
an outside agency. Prior to the
program’s implementation, process-
ing of diversion cases took several
months, and only 20 percent of juve-
niles appeared before the board. Now,
the CAB hearing date is scheduled no
more than 8 working days after the
notification letter is sent. This adds
up to a total time from charge to ini-
tial hearing of only 12 working days.

6 See Roush and McMillen, 1999, for information on
Purpose Area 1.
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In addition, 100 percent of diverted
cases are brought before the CAB.

Program benefits. Gaining and main-
taining community involvement in
any delinquency prevention program
is not easy. In Thurston County, how-
ever, the community component has
proven to be a significant benefit to
the juvenile justice system, juvenile
offenders, and the community. CAB
volunteers are from the same commu-
nity in which the offender lives. The
CAB develops the terms and condi-
tions (e.g., community service, resti-
tution, fine, counseling, curfew, and
school and work obligations) of the
diversion agreement with the juve-
nile. This process benefits the juvenile
and the community. The community
learns about the system’s resources
and limitations, can take a position on
the consequences imposed for trans-
gressions committed by local youth,
and assumes responsibility for the
future of its youngest citizens. The
offenders witness the community’s
commitment to their welfare, observe
the results of their delinquent con-
duct, and have the opportunity to
restore the trust that they have dam-
aged. Moreover, the program helps
build relationships between delin-
quents and local role models. Because
the program processes diversion
cases in as short a time as possible,
the juveniles are subject to swift and
meaningful consequences. Another
positive aspect of the plan is its cost
effectiveness. The designated pros-
ecutors (possibly funded via Purpose
Area 4) make up the staff necessary
to expedite screening procedures.
Even without additional prosecutors
tasked exclusively with program ac-
tivities, a jurisdiction that wants to
develop a program similar to the
Twelve Day Diversion Plan could
refocus and streamline the current
staff’s workload. Because the CAB
is made up of volunteers, the juris-
diction incurs no additional cost.

Role of the prosecutor. During the
planning and development phases,

the prosecutor in Thurston County
generated support for the program
and encouraged individuals to par-
ticipate on the CAB. Later, in the op-
erational phase, assistant prosecutors
were tasked with screening cases for
diversion and deciding which offend-
ers and/or offenses were appropriate
for the program. With clear policies
in place before operations begin and
with the designation of a prosecutor
to the program, the screening process
is faster, more consistent, and effi-
cient. The prosecutor’s involvement
also provides the program with cred-
ibility that ensures that juvenile of-
fenders take the outcomes seriously
and that participating community
members and others recognize its
viability.

Advancing the goals of Purpose
Area 4. The program removes less
serious cases from prosecutors’ case-
loads, thus freeing up time to focus on
more complicated and serious cases.
Then, by treating first-time offenders
before they have the opportunity to
reoffend and return to the system,
the program reduces potential future
workloads. In addition, the quick, 100-
percent response rates ensure account-
ability, and the involvement of com-
munity members provides for a
mechanism to allow the offender to
restore the community.

Obstacles to implementation. Wash-
ington State’s juvenile code, which
enunciates diversion as an alternative
to prosecution, provides an environ-
ment favorable to the development
of a diversion program tailored to fit
community and offender needs. For
States without such a favorable stat-
ute, implementing a similar program
requires either working within the
existing statutory boundaries or seek-
ing a change in legislation. Because
most States permit diversion in one
form or another, achieving legislative
change may not be necessary. Rather,
the task will be to design a program
that conforms with statutory restric-
tions yet achieves desired goals.

Generating community support and
participation is another issue to be con-
sidered because community volunteers
play such an active role in program op-
erations. In a jurisdiction in which the
perception has been that the justice sys-
tem does not hold offenders account-
able, community members may at first
hesitate to support and/or volunteer to
serve on the CAB. Under these circum-
stances, it is important for the prosecu-
tor to educate the community about the
merits of the program and to encour-
age individuals to participate.

Pueblo, CO, Juvenile Diversion
Program
This diversion program, which has
been operating since the mid-1970’s
in the 10th Judicial District, Pueblo,
CO, targets first-time offenders
charged with nonserious offenses. In
lieu of adjudication in juvenile court,
juveniles receive alternative sanctions
via a voluntary agreement with the
prosecutor’s office. These agreements
might include community service,
education and awareness programs
(e.g., tobacco abuse, shoplifting, an-
ger), restitution, treatment referral,
tutoring, and periodic reporting to a
case supervisor. If the conditions of
the agreement are met within a given
time period and no new offenses are
committed, the matter is closed. If the
terms of the agreement are not satis-
fied, the matter is referred for pros-
ecution in juvenile court.

Role of the prosecutor. The Pueblo,
CO, Juvenile Diversion Program is
part of the prosecutor’s office. Since
1981, when the program was signifi-
cantly expanded, the office has as-
sumed responsibility for case manage-
ment, referrals to treatment and other
programs, and imposition of conse-
quences. In addition to overseeing
these tasks, the prosecutor’s office
works with program staff to develop
policies about which types of cases
and offenders should be eligible for
diversion. As a followup, the prosecu-
tor meets periodically with program
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staff to discuss cases being considered
for diversion that present more com-
plicated suitability questions. It should
be noted that, at any stage in the pro-
cess, the prosecutor’s office may reject
a case from, or refer a case to, the pro-
gram. To ensure the active participa-
tion of community members and
representatives from other juvenile
justice agencies, the prosecutor edu-
cates others about the program specif-
ics, generates public support, and re-
cruits volunteers.

Success. In 1997, the program diverted
approximately 50 percent of the delin-
quency cases that were legally suffi-
cient to support formal prosecution,
thus significantly reducing the num-
ber of cases brought to court.

Abolish Chronic Truancy
Abolish Chronic Truancy (ACT) is a
program of the Los Angeles County
District Attorney’s Office that began
in March 1991. Its goal is to prevent
delinquency by returning habitually
truant children to school.

Program operation. When students
with attendance problems are identi-
fied, specially assigned deputy district
attorneys intervene. At meetings with
parents and students, these deputies
explain the importance of school at-
tendance, the parental obligation to
ensure school attendance, and the po-
tential legal consequences of contin-
ued absenteeism to both the student
and parents. If attendance problems
continue, the case is referred to the
Student Attendance Review Team
(SART) made up of community youth
and family service agencies. SART at-
tempts to alleviate the underlying
causes of absenteeism and behavior
problems by alerting parents to their
child’s problems and linking students
and parents who need additional
assistance with appropriate services.
If SART interventions do not im-
prove the child’s attendance record,
the case is referred to the School At-
tendance Review Board and the dis-

trict attorney’s office for an informal
hearing. If the truancy problem can-
not be resolved, the district attorney
may prosecute the parents, student,
or both. Convicted parents can face
up to 1 year in jail.

Program benefits. With a focus on
accountability, not punishment, ACT
seeks to reduce crime and violence in
the community by getting youth off
the streets and back into school rather
than into court. The increased atten-
tion and support provide students
who return to school with the oppor-
tunity to develop job skills and expe-
rience academic success. The pro-
gram has experienced a 99-percent
success rate in returning chronically
absent minors to school and has gen-
erated enthusiasm within the com-
munity and the belief that the prob-
lem of truancy is not hopeless. Most
important, ACT has empowered
families to reestablish parental au-
thority and improve family life.

Role of the prosecutor. The deputy
district attorneys assigned to ACT
serve dual functions: prevention and
enforcement. They first facilitate and
enhance the efforts of community
social service agencies to abolish
truancy and prevent crime. When
informal efforts prove unsuccessful,
deputy district attorneys assume an
enforcement role, using their position
to hold the student and/or parents
accountable.

Funding in Purpose Area 6
Because a major thrust of the JAIBG
program is to enhance the ability of
the juvenile justice system to respond
to juvenile crime, resources other than
staff are essential to improving the
system. This includes support for
identifying repeat offenders, particu-
larly those who pose special problems
to the community; tracking offenders,
their activities, and intervention re-
sults; sharing this information within
the juvenile justice system; and man-
aging information. Few of these efforts

can be carried out efficiently without
automation. In many jurisdictions,
prosecutors and others in the juvenile
justice system still have insufficient
access to computers and frequently
lack training to realize the full poten-
tial of existing computerized systems.
In a 1996 survey of local prosecutors’
offices, only about one-third reported
being connected to a computerized
system with other criminal justice
agencies (DeFrances and Steadman,
1998). Of those reporting computer
connection, only 23 percent reported
being integrated with the courts,
16 percent with law enforcement, and
9 percent with other district attorneys’
offices statewide.

In addition, prosecutors require spe-
cialized training in the field of juve-
nile justice to be prepared to meet the
challenges of the increasingly more
demanding and complex issues in-
volved in juvenile cases. The follow-
ing section provides a brief overview
of the major issues related to enhanc-
ing juvenile prosecution through
technology and training and also of-
fers specific examples for funding ap-
plications under Purpose Area 6.

Technology To Increase
Efficiency in the Juvenile
Justice System
A broad range of technology can be
applied to make the juvenile justice
system more efficient. Today’s com-
puter systems are affordable and flex-
ible, and numerous software applica-
tions have been developed to assist
justice system professionals in assign-
ing caseloads, tracking cases, exchang-
ing information, and identifying and
tracking offenders. Many of these au-
tomated systems have been developed
for the criminal justice system but can
be easily adapted for use within the
juvenile justice system. Several special
requirements of the juvenile justice
system, such as the privacy of the
process and the strong rehabilitation
focus, may require adjustments in in-
dividual systems’ applications.
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Juvenile record systems
Traditionally, juvenile court records
are sealed or expunged when the
youth reaches adulthood. Many ar-
gue, however, that it is in the interest
of the public and the individual of-
fender that criminal courts should
have continuing access to useful in-
formation in juvenile records when
an individual with a juvenile court
record commits offenses as an adult.
In recognition of the importance of
keeping juvenile records confidential,
it has been argued that if juvenile
records remain sealed except in crimi-
nal cases involving serious and vio-
lent offenses, courts can get the infor-
mation they need to deal with these
cases while still protecting the pri-
vacy of individuals who do not
reoffend (Blumstein, 1997).

Many States have opened access to
juvenile records and court proceed-
ings in response to rapidly rising
violent crime rates among juveniles,
blurring the line between how the
justice system treats juveniles and
adults. Although these new problems
are based on legitimate public safety
concerns, they are seen by many
as a threat to nearly 100 years of ju-
venile justice system philosophy that
stresses rehabilitation, treatment, and
individual privacy (Bureau of Justice
Statistics, 1997). Balancing the use of
juvenile justice records with privacy
protection presents an ongoing chal-
lenge to juvenile court administra-
tors, public policymakers, and practi-
tioners in the juvenile justice system.

A related issue is the transfer of juve-
nile records between law enforcement
and court agencies, which is a newly
emerging goal in the juvenile justice
community, with extensive inter-
agency negotiation and technical de-
velopment still to follow. In addition
to encountering some resistance to
information sharing, these efforts are
frequently hampered by the fact that
many counties and cities are just
starting to implement an automated
system for juvenile records, even in

areas in which an automated system
for the criminal justice system has
been in operation for some time.

The National District Attorneys
Association’s (NDAA’s) Resource
Manual and Policy Positions on Juvenile
Crime Issues (1996) supports the estab-
lishment of a national uniform record-
keeping system for juvenile offenders.
It also encourages prosecutors to take
an active role in developing legislation
that mandates the interagency sharing
of information relating to juveniles
because prosecutors need complete
access to properly perform their
prosecutorial duties.

While Federal laws and laws in most
States make juvenile court records con-
fidential, they also provide for some
degree of access to these records.
Criminal court access to juvenile
records is permitted in every State,
and access to juvenile law enforcement
records is usually not regulated. Access
to sealed records, while more difficult,
is often still possible. Juvenile arrest
and adjudication records, which his-
torically have been maintained and dis-
bursed on a local basis, are increasingly
becoming centralized on a statewide
basis—much as criminal court records
became centralized during the 1960’s
and 1970’s. As of 1988, only 13 out of

the 50 States had repositories maintain-
ing juvenile record information. At
present, statutes in 27 States expressly
authorize State central repositories to
collect and maintain juvenile delin-
quency history data (juvenile arrest
and any disposition arising from a ju-
venile court decision) (Miller, 1995).

Federal events parallel State develop-
ments. The Federal juvenile records
confidentiality law requires that juve-
niles found guilty of an act that would
be a violent felony if committed by an
adult must be photographed and fin-
gerprinted (18 U.S.C. 5038). If the juve-
nile has been adjudicated twice for a
felony or if the juvenile is 13 or older
and has been convicted of a felony
crime of violence with a firearm, then
the Federal court must transmit the
juvenile court record along with the
fingerprints to the Federal Bureau
of Investigation (18 U.S.C. 5038(d)
and 5038(f), as amended by Public
Law 103–322, September 13, 1994). The
Federal Government has also imple-
mented antigang prosecution initia-
tives, which include the development
of a National Gang Trafficking Net-
work, to help Federal, State, and local
law enforcement agencies exchange
information on gangs. The Federal
and State initiatives and the NDAA

Criminal and Juvenile Justice Technology Organizations
Among the organizations that may be of help to juvenile justice practitioners
in reviewing their technology options are the Forum on the Advancement of
Court Technology (FACT), the National Center for State Courts (NCSC),
and the National Association for Justice Information Systems (NAJIS).

FACT, a consortium of private sector companies and court representatives,
was created to increase the dialog between courts and technology providers.
FACT recently sponsored a keynote address at NCSC’s Sixth National Court
Technology Conference, held in September 1999.  The conference covered
integrated justice information systems, electronic filing, e-commerce, court-
room technologies, and data security. NAJIS is an organization of individuals
responsible for acquiring, operating, and managing Federal, State, and local
justice system information systems.

For more information, see FACT’s Web site fact.ncsc.dni.us/, NCSC’s Web
site www.ncsc.dni.us/, or NAJIS’s Web site www.najis.org.
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policy support accurate and consistent
reporting of juvenile criminal offenses
and permit information sharing to
achieve the most effective prevention,
investigation, prosecution, and reha-
bilitation efforts possible.

Any effort to provide access to up-to-
date offender information requires
automation. Individual jurisdictions
often can build on statewide efforts
to automate information sharing and
case tracking for juvenile cases. For
example, statewide juvenile court in-
formation systems were developed in
Utah and Washington, linking all ju-
venile courts in each State. These sys-
tems allow the development of man-
agement reports, including integrated
statistics on case activity, delinquency
histories, and court action on depen-
dencies. Courts also may request in-
dividual ad hoc reports or direct ac-
cess to their own data (Curtis, 1997).

Automated case management
systems
Developing a case management sys-
tem is a task separate from, but re-
lated to, the development of an in-
formation sharing system. Case
management systems are primarily
designed to assist prosecutors and
other juvenile justice professionals
in tracking cases through the system,
identifying where in the process a
particular case is, and determining
what actions need to be taken (e.g.,
motions and notification of victims
and/or witnesses). Further, manage-
ment decisions (e.g., staffing, case-
load allocation, and budget alloca-
tion) may be supported by the type
of information available from case
management systems. However, to
support policy decisions or decide
what actions to take and how to
respond in a specific case, both of-
fender and case information are
needed. If both systems—case man-
agement and offender information—
are combined, this provides the most
comprehensive information support
for line operations and management.

Compatibility with the criminal court
information system is one of the fac-
tors involved in successfully creating a
juvenile system. Having two compat-
ible and integrated systems limits the
need for programming, provides di-
rect access to both data sources, and
generally requires a shorter startup
time. Such comprehensive systems are
in place in a few States, most notably
in Colorado, where a statewide system
links information from all system com-
ponents. Experiences from these ef-
forts show that developing a compre-
hensive information system can be a
lengthy, costly, but well-justified effort.
It has also become clear that develop-
ing such information systems alone is
not enough. Ongoing, consistent train-
ing programs for staff to learn how to
access, maintain, and apply the data
are as essential.

Prosecutors’ offices also need to be
aware of the rapid development of
computer technology. The two most
important issues to watch for when
investing in any equipment or soft-
ware are compatibility with existing
networks and user friendliness. A
prosecutor’s office should assess its
needs, communicate with other agen-
cies, and develop a long-term plan for
the use of this technology. This plan
should include staff training, system
maintenance, and incremental system
updates to alleviate the need to pur-
chase a completely new system after
the old one becomes outdated in 3 to
5 years.

Electronic communication devices
A 1996 Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS)
survey indicated that 46 percent of re-
sponding prosecutors’ offices reported
having e-mail, 36 percent reported
having Internet access, 31 percent re-
ported having online access to the
National Crime Information Center,
and 4 percent reported having a Web
site (DeFrances and Steadman, 1998).

Although these numbers reflect a
healthy start toward electronic com-
munication access, they also show

that many prosecutors still do not
benefit from direct access to this
communication and research me-
dium. Many offices have only one or
two terminals that offer e-mail or
Internet access, and it is not unusual
for an assistant district attorney to
use a private account because the of-
fice does not provide for it. The soft-
ware currently available, however,
allows an increasing number of of-
fices to have intranet and Internet
access at a relatively affordable price.

Many communication tools and tech-
nology applications available today
assist prosecutors in accessing infor-
mation and in communicating. Offices
might consider providing prosecutors
with pagers or cellular phones, which
are especially necessary if the prosecu-
tor cannot be reached by his or her of-
fice telephone or e-mail. Laptop com-
puters not only provide for word
processing, calculation, and informa-
tion retrieval “on-the-run,” but sup-
port in-courtroom presentations, quick
access to the Internet and databases,
and receipt of faxes and e-mail. With
increasingly smaller, lighter, and more
powerful handheld devices, the paper-
less adjudication process may still be
far away for many jurisdictions but is
no longer unrealistic.

Hardware and software
To implement the various computer-
based applications described above,
a prosecutor’s office needs to be
equipped with the appropriate hard-
ware and software. In addition to rely-
ing on computers for standard tasks,
offices use computer equipment to
access electronic research tools, track
criminal histories and current involve-
ment of juvenile offenders, and sup-
port case management, office manage-
ment, planning, and decisionmaking.
In addition, equipment for in-court
presentations (e.g., color printers, lap-
tops, projectors, and so forth) has be-
come increasingly important for pros-
ecutors to communicate and support
their arguments to courts and juries.
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Software should efficiently support a
range of activities, be compatible with
other applications within the office
and other agencies, and be user
friendly. Research software is a criti-
cal element. In 1996, 43 percent of
prosecutors’ offices reported having
the capability to conduct electronic
research (DeFrances and Steadman,
1998). JAIBG Program Purpose Area
6 funds are an ideal means for pros-
ecutors to subscribe to the Internet
and other research services.

Fingerprinting and other
identification mechanisms
Today, 40 States expressly authorize the
fingerprinting of juveniles, while only
2 States prohibit it. That is almost the
reverse from 20 years ago, when most
juvenile codes prohibited the finger-
printing of juveniles except in extraor-
dinary circumstances. Today, there are
statewide systems designed to collect
and maintain juvenile record informa-
tion (including fingerprint records).
In 1988, only 13 State repositories re-
ported that they had legal authority to
operate such a system; today, statutes
in 27 States expressly authorize such
systems. This does not mean that these
States have juvenile record repositories
that are up and running or that they
include complete information, but the
groundwork has been laid. In addition,
the FBI now accepts juvenile record
submissions from the States and treats
those submissions in the same way as
adult records.

The true value of collecting fingerprints
lies in being able to use the prints to
connect offenders to crimes and to pro-
vide an identification system. This can
be fully achieved only through an auto-
mated system that stores and shares
fingerprint information within and be-
yond a jurisdiction. In California, for
example, all arrests, including those
of juveniles, are to be reported to
California’s Department of Justice and
entered into its automated criminal his-
tory system. When the arrest finger-

print card is received, the system cre-
ates or adds to that person’s criminal
history. When the disposition of that
arrest is received, it also is added to the
history. One problem encountered in
California and other States, however,
is that juvenile arrests and dispositions
are not systematically entered into the
automated system. In 1997, for ex-
ample, only 25 percent of juvenile
felony arrests made in California were
logged in. This is frequently due to the
reluctance of local law enforcement and
the courts to submit juvenile data as a
result of conflicting views about how
best to treat juveniles and whether ju-
venile records should be kept confiden-
tial (Sculy, 1997).

In addition to improved fingerprint
collection methods, many other tech-
nologies, such as computer imaging
and digital cameras, are available to
identify and track juvenile offenders.
For example, the Washington, DC,
Pretrial Services Agency uses digital
cameras to check the identity of juve-
niles ordered to submit regular urine
samples for drug testing. The digital
picture is part of the juvenile record
that is called up each time the youth
appears to submit the sample, mak-
ing identification relatively easy and
tamperproof.

Drug testing
The establishment of State and local
drug testing policies is one of the re-
quirements of JAIBG. The issues re-
lated to this topic are addressed in
more detail in another Bulletin in
this series, Implementing a Policy of
Controlled Substance Testing for Appro-
priate Categories of Juveniles Within the
Juvenile Justice System. In considering
the use of drug tests, prosecutors
need to balance available resources
with the benefits of drug testing. A
recent national survey of prosecu-
tors, State prosecutor coordinators,
and State alcohol and drug abuse
directors showed that, even though
only three States require drug testing
of certain categories of juveniles at

some point, drug testing of selected
juvenile offenders occurs quite fre-
quently at the local level (Gramckow
and Walters, 1998). Testing is most
often conducted at those points in
the process where it can be used as
a control tool (e.g., for juveniles on
probation and within the corrections
system), generally concentrates pri-
marily on substance abuse offenders,
and is frequently ordered on a case-
by-case basis only.

Universal testing for juvenile offend-
ers is cost prohibitive and would cre-
ate many problems for the current sys-
tem. This guarded involvement of the
States allows each jurisdiction to de-
velop a selective approach to testing
juvenile offenders that reflects local
needs and resources. In developing
a drug-testing policy, a jurisdiction
needs to consider that, overall, only
8 percent of juveniles handled by the
courts in 1996 were charged with
drug abuse offenses (Snyder, 1997).
Mandatory drug testing of all juvenile
arrestees may be useful in a jurisdic-
tion with a high rate of addicted drug
offenders, but not in others.

Drug testing is most useful in certain
situations:

■ To gain evidence required to prove
that the juvenile was under the in-
fluence of an illegal substance.

■ To serve as a case management
tool for offenders in treatment or
diversion or on probation (Harrell,
Adams, and Gouvis, 1995).

■ To help predict pretrial misconduct
(Rhodes, Hyatt, and Scheiman,
1996).

With additional funding for technol-
ogy through JAIBG Program Pur-
pose Area 6, prosecutors will be bet-
ter equipped to use and explore the
drug testing methods that are most
suitable for the case and offender
type predominantly handled in their
jurisdiction. If applied selectively,
drug testing can be a positive part of
the juvenile justice system process, but
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it may have limited usefulness and
can become a logistical and financial
nightmare if applied too broadly.

DNA testing in serious and
violent cases
DNA testing permits the accurate iden-
tification of an individual from evi-
dence samples (e.g., semen, skin, blood,
hair, saliva) found at a crime scene. In a
1996 BJS survey of State prosecutors’
offices, 49 percent reported using DNA
evidence (DeFrances and Steadman,
1998).  Of those reporting the use of
DNA evidence, 41 percent use it in plea
negotiations and 34 percent use it dur-
ing felony trials.

Although the report does not specify
the frequency of DNA use in juvenile
cases, it is safe to assume that the per-
centage is low. This is primarily a result
of the small percentage of juvenile
cases that involve rape, homicide, and
similar violent offenses for which DNA
testing is used. DNA testing is still a
slow and costly process (Weedn and
Hicks, 1997), which prevents its appli-
cation unless it is essential to prove the
case. Still, with increasing caseloads of
violent offenses, juvenile prosecutors
should be equipped with the tools and
skills necessary to aggressively pros-
ecute cases of serious and violent of-
fenders, which includes using DNA
evidence. Specialized training for juve-
nile prosecutors in the use of DNA evi-
dence, such as the courses provided by
the American Prosecutors Research In-
stitute (APRI),7 should be considered
when training budgets are reviewed.

Potential Implementation
Difficulties
Today’s prosecutors are exposed to
an array of constantly improving
technology applications. Although
many quickly adopt these new tools,
professional and support staff occa-
sionally resist using new equipment
and software and exploring its full

potential. Training every staff mem-
ber, providing periodic refresher
courses, and involving staff in the
development of office-specific soft-
ware applications are the best ways
to overcome this obstacle.

A more difficult hurdle is resistance to
using technology for information shar-
ing. A database is only as good as the
information entered (or accessible).
Again, training is essential to reduce
database errors, but more important is
educating staff about the need for cor-
rect record entry and database access.
Offices should develop procedures
and policies, preferably in a team ef-
fort, and conduct systematic checks to
monitor the correctness and complete-
ness of data entry and use. No policy
or procedure is worth much if it is
not enforced. If the leadership in an
agency neither believes in nor enforces
information sharing, the likelihood
that this agency will provide incom-
plete data is high.

Another obstacle frequently encoun-
tered is that individual agencies too
often purchase and develop systems
without talking to the agencies with
which they need to link. As a result,
information sharing and communica-
tion may be possible only after ex-
pensive programming to overcome
system incompatibilities. Developing
a long-term purchase plan in conjunc-
tion with other agencies is the only
way to avoid such an outcome.

Examples of Prosecutor
Training Needs and Existing
Training Opportunities
In too many jurisdictions, the pros-
ecution of juveniles is left to attorneys
who are relatively new to the profes-
sion. This is mainly a result of the
outdated view of juvenile courts as
“kiddie courts” and the wrongful
assumption that these cases are less
important than criminal cases. Young,
inexperienced prosecutors often
dominate the field, and because the
handling of these cases may not be

seen to rank high on the scale of
prosecutorial achievement, turnover
is disproportionately high. Each year,
many new prosecutors are thrown
into handling juvenile cases without
adequate preparation to deal with the
increasingly complex matters these
cases present and without appropri-
ate knowledge of the many alterna-
tives available to respond to juvenile
crime.

Comprehensive training is required
not only to address the needs of
newly assigned prosecutors, but also
to respond to more experienced pros-
ecutors’ requirements for advanced
training to handle the complex issues
involved in serious juvenile crimes
and to develop special programs to
address juvenile crime in their own
jurisdictions. Elected prosecutors can
benefit from policy-level training ses-
sions that outline how to make juve-
nile crime a priority, and teams of
juvenile justice professionals need
training in how to establish coordi-
nated community responses. The fol-
lowing are a few training programs
currently available to prosecutors to
address these training needs.

Introductory training for new
juvenile prosecutors
Considering that the majority of juve-
nile prosecutors are fairly new attor-
neys, a basic training course that intro-
duces the underlying theoretical and
philosophical concepts of the juvenile
justice system, teaches trial advocacy
skills, and outlines the applicability of
various disposition options should be
available on a continual basis. APRI
received funding from OJJDP to de-
velop core material to support a cost-
effective training program that is
adaptable to State statutes and reflects
the needs of jurisdictions of all sizes.
This core material, presented in a
course entitled “Jumpstart,” will in-
clude the basic elements for a basic
training course as outlined above. It
will be tested and available under the
JAIBG program by the end of 1999.7 For APRI contact information, see “For Further

Information.”
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Juvenile policy development
courses
The priority the elected prosecutor as-
signs to juvenile cases will influence
the extent and scope of resources (e.g.,
staff, program, equipment) allocated to
address these cases. If the elected pros-
ecutor assigns high priority to juvenile
delinquency cases, the prosecutor’s of-
fice is likely to process more juvenile
cases, prepare stronger cases, and in-
crease the resources devoted to juvenile
programs. In addition to changing the
impact of the prosecutor’s office on ju-
venile crime, the elected prosecutor can
also influence the priority that the juve-
nile justice system and the community
overall assign to juvenile issues. To pro-
vide elected officials with the knowl-
edge and skills they need to provide
the leadership for policy changes in
their jurisdiction, APRI developed
special juvenile policy development
courses for elected officials and/or ju-
venile unit chiefs. These courses, taught
by elected officials and other experts,
provide the information needed to
establish juvenile justice as a priority
and to develop jurisdiction-specific
programs.

Specialized advanced prosecutor
training courses
Prosecutors are increasingly chal-
lenged in handling juvenile cases in-
volving serious and violent juvenile
offenses. As mentioned above, to suc-
cessfully prosecute complex juvenile
cases, specialized training is needed.

For example, prosecutors responsible
for handling the cases of youthful gang
members need training devoted to the
unique investigation and prosecution
issues that arise in gang cases. The
training should address the history and
culture of gangs; the type of gangs that
are encountered locally; the nature and
pattern of youth gang crime; evidence
collection techniques; intelligence and
tracking data systems; victim/witness
issues; avenues and methods of inter-
agency collaboration and coordination;
community programs focused on juve-

nile gang offenders; and case law, stat-
utes, and legal issues pertaining to ju-
venile gang prosecution (Ehrensaft,
1991). Similarly, prosecutors who ad-
dress juvenile drug crimes require not
only trial advocacy skills, but also spe-
cific information about different pro-
gram options such as treatment ser-
vices and drug courts.

Because the prosecution of gang- and
drug-related and other serious crime
requires specialized skills and knowl-
edge, it is crucial that the prosecutor(s)
assigned to handle such cases be pro-
vided with intensive training. If the
office uses a team approach, it would
also be appropriate for police officers
charged with investigating the crimes
and other juvenile justice professionals
to receive similar training, perhaps at
the same time.

Conclusion
Some of the effects of the “get tough on
crime” policies of the 1990’s are re-
vealed in the number of juveniles incar-
cerated in public institutions (Moon,
Applegate, and Latessa, 1997; DeComo
et al., 1995; Krisberg, DeComo, and
Herrera, 1992). From 1987 to 1996, the
number of delinquency cases including
detention increased by 38 percent. The
largest increase was registered in the
number of person offense cases involv-
ing detention. Their number increased
by 97 percent (Stahl, 1999). Changes
in State juvenile statutes in the 1980’s
and 1990’s have played a role in this
trend to incarcerate more juveniles.

To appropriately address juvenile
crime in a jurisdiction, prosecutors
need to have access to information
and resources that provide for a
broad range of response mechanisms.
While few would argue against hold-
ing juveniles accountable for criminal
misconduct, there is also almost uni-
versal agreement that the “punish-
ment should fit the crime.” Even for
the most serious offenders, a range
of juvenile justice system response
mechanisms needs to be available to

address underlying causes and to re-
duce the likelihood of reoffending.

Legislators and juvenile justice pro-
fessionals recognize the need for a
continuum-of-response approach to
juvenile crime, including education,
prevention, early intervention, strong
enforcement, and a range of gradu-
ated sanctions. The JAIBG program
offers funding to advance such a sys-
tem in State and local jurisdictions.

What an individual jurisdiction needs
to do to enhance the prosecutor’s abil-
ity to process juvenile cases and hold
youthful offenders accountable will
differ from one jurisdiction to another.
JAIBG stresses that coordination
among the key juvenile justice players
in a jurisdiction is essential. Developing
such a system requires initial coordi-
nated assessment of the jurisdiction’s
needs, planning for change implemen-
tation, resources to support programs
and procedures, and training for those
who must carry out the new proce-
dures or programs.

Spending time and effort in the plan-
ning stage is essential to ensuring
that JAIBG funds are spent produc-
tively. There are dangers in relying
solely on innovative programs and
practices as the basis for reform. In
recent years, the juvenile justice sys-
tem has also been vulnerable to pana-
ceas and “quick fix” solutions to com-
plex problems (e.g., boot camps,
“Scared Straight”) (Bazemore and
Umbreit, 1995; Finckenauer, 1982).
Like Goldstein’s (1979) profile of
police departments that focus on tac-
tics rather than outcomes and empha-
size means over ends, systems adopt-
ing a program-driven approach to
reform typically fail to consider the fit
between new programs and existing
values, policies, and bureaucratic
constraints of criminal justice agen-
cies (McShane and Williams, 1992).
Reform needs to be based on coher-
ent, theoretical, and philosophical
principles; fit the jurisdiction; and
consider both existing and future re-
source needs.
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Applicants, especially those seeking
to add more prosecutors, also need to
consider that JAIBG grants, in most
cases, provide only seed money to
spark the process of system improve-
ment. The agency or jurisdiction
needs to be prepared to assume the
additional costs of a new program
beyond the JAIBG funding cycle. If
this long-term outlook is combined
with a coordinated, well-planned as-
sessment and implementation pro-
cess, State and local jurisdictions have
the potential to significantly improve
and change the juvenile justice sys-
tem in their States and communities.

References
American Prosecutors Research Insti-
tute. 1995. Community Prosecution
Implementation Manual. Washington,
DC: U.S. Department of Justice, Office
of Justice Programs, Bureau of Justice
Assistance.

Bazemore, G., and Umbreit, M. 1995.
Rethinking the sanctioning function in
juvenile court: Retributive or restor-
ative responses to youth crime. Crime
& Delinquency 41(3):296–316.

Benekos, P.J., and Merlo, A.V. 1995.
Three strikes and you’re out! The
political sentencing game. Federal
Probation 59:3–9.

Blumstein, A. 1997. Using juvenile
records to predict criminal behavior.
Paper presented at the Conference on
Juvenile Justice Records: Appropriate
Criminal and Noncriminal Justice
Uses. Washington, DC: U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice, Office of Justice Pro-
grams, Bureau of Justice Statistics.

Bureau of Justice Statistics. 1997.
Paper presented at the National
Conference on Juvenile Justice Records:
Appropriate Criminal and Non-crimi-
nal Justice Uses. April 1997. Washing-
ton, DC: U.S. Department of Justice,
Office of Justice Programs, Bureau of
Justice Statistics.

Butts, J.A. 1996. Speedy trial in the
juvenile court. American Journal of
Criminal Law 23:515–60.

Butts, J.A. 1997. Necessarily relative: Is
juvenile justice speedy enough? Crime
& Delinquency 43(1):3–23.

Butts, J.A., and Halemba, G.J. 1994. De-
lays in juvenile justice: Findings from a
national survey. Juvenile & Family Court
Journal 45:31–46.

Centers for Disease Control and Pre-
vention. 1992. Homicide surveillance,
1979–1988. Morbidity and Mortality
Weekly Report 41(May 29):1–34.

Coordinating Council on Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention. 1996.
Combating Violence and Delinquency: The
National Juvenile Justice Action Plan.
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of
Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention.

Cullen, F.T. 1995. Assessing the penal
harm movement. Journal of Research in
Crime and Delinquency 32:338–358.

Curtis, M.L. 1997. Juvenile justice
records management in Washington
State. Paper presented at the Confer-
ence on Juvenile Justice Records:
Appropriate Criminal and Noncrimi-
nal Justice Uses. Washington, DC:
U.S. Department of Justice, Office of
Justice Programs, Bureau of Justice
Statistics.

DeComo, R., Tunis, S., Krisberg, B.,
Herrera, N., Rudenstine, S., and Del
Rosario, D. 1995. Juveniles Taken Into
Custody: Fiscal Year 1992. Washington,
DC: U.S. Department of Justice, Office
of Justice Programs, Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

DeFrances, C., and Steadman, G. 1998
(July). Prosecutors in State Courts, 1996.
Report. Washington, DC: U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice, Office of Justice Pro-
grams, Bureau of Justice Statistics.

Ehrensaft, K. 1991. Prosecutors Model.
Washington, DC: U.S. Department
of Justice, Office of Justice Programs,
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention.

Feld, B.C. 1993. Justice for Children: The
Right to Counsel and the Juvenile Courts.
Boston, MA: Northeastern University
Press.

Finckenauer, J. 1982. “Scared Straight”
and the Panacea Phenomena. Englewood
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Goldstein, H. 1979. Improving policing:
A problem-oriented approach. Crime &
Delinquency 25:236–258.

Goldstein, H. 1987. Toward community
oriented policing potential, basic re-
quirements and threshold questions.
Crime & Delinquency 33(1):6–30.

Gramckow, H.P., 1995. Community
prosecution in the United States and
its relevance for Europe. European Jour-
nal on Criminal Policy and Research
3(2):112–121.

Gramckow, H.P. 1997a. Community
prosecution in the U.S. European
Journal on Criminal Policy and Research
5(4):9–26.

Gramckow, H.P. 1997b. Prosecutors
turn to prevention. State Government
6:22–23.

Gramckow, H.P. 1998. An alternative
way to attack pervasive crime prob-
lems. De Toekomst van Justitie in de
Buurt. Den Haag, Netherlands: Minis-
try of Justice, pp. 21–31.

Gramckow, H.P., and Mims, R. 1998.
Community prosecution. In Promising
Practices in Community Justice, edited by
K. Dunlap. Lexington, KY: American
Probation and Parole Association.

Gramckow, H.P., and Tompkins, E.
1999. Enabling Prosecutors To Address
Drug, Gang, and Youth Violence. Bulletin.
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of
Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention.

Gramckow, H.P., and Walters, S. 1998.
Current compliance of States with the
drug testing provisions listed in S.10.
In An Assessment of Selected Provisions
in Senate Bill 10, Report to Congress,
edited by H. Snyder. Pittsburgh, PA:
National Center for Juvenile Justice,
pp. 43–47.

Griffin, P. 1999. Developing and Adminis-
tering Accountability-Based Sanctions for
Juveniles. Bulletin. Washington, DC:
U.S. Department of Justice, Office of



19

Justice Programs, Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Harrell, A., Adams, W., and Gouvis, C.
1995. The Impact of Systemwide Drug
Testing in Multnomah County, Oregon.
National Institute of Justice Update.
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of
Justice, Office of Justice Programs,
National Institute of Justice.

Inhelder, B., and Piaget, J. 1958. The
Growth of Logical Thinking from Child-
hood to Adolescence. New York, NY:
Basic Books.

Jacoby, J.E., and Gramckow, H.P. 1993.
Assessing the role of the prosecutor in
community policing. Insights from a
Workshop on Community Policing and
Prosecution conducted by the Jefferson
Institute for Justice Studies, January 16–
17, 1993, Washington, DC: Jefferson
Institute for Justice Studies.

Jacoby, J.E., Gramckow, H.P., and
Ratledge, E.C. 1992. Expedited Drug
Case Management Programs: Issues for
Program Development. Research in Brief.
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of
Justice, Office of Justice Programs,
National Institute of Justice.

Jacoby, J.E., Gramckow, H.P, and
Ratledge, E.C. 1995. The Impact of Com-
munity Policing on the Criminal Justice
System (Final Report). Washington, DC:
U.S. Department of Justice, Office of
Justice Programs, National Institute of
Justice.

Krisberg, B., DeComo, R., and Herrera,
N. 1992. National Juvenile Custody
Trends 1972–1989. Washington, DC:
U.S. Department of Justice, Office of
Justice Programs, Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Langan, P. 1991. America’s soaring
prison population. Science 251:1568–
1573.

Lattimore, P.K., Visher, V.A., and
Linster, R.L. 1995. Predicting rearrest
for violence among serious youthful
offenders. Journal of Research in Crime
and Delinquency 32:54–83.

Mahoney, A.R. 1985. Time and process
in juvenile court. The Justice System
Journal 10(1):37–55.

McShane, M., and Williams, F. IV. 1992.
Radical victimology: A critique of the
concept of victim in traditional victim-
ology. Crime & Delinquency 38:258–271.

Miller, N. 1995. State Laws on Prosecutors’
and Judges’ Use of Juvenile Records. Re-
search in Brief. Washington, DC: U.S.
Department of Justice, Office of Justice
Programs, National Institute of Justice,
Institute for Law and Justice.

Moon, M.M., Applegate, B.K., and
Latessa, E.J. 1997. RECLAIM Ohio:
A politically viable alternative to treat-
ing youthful felony offenders. Crime &
Delinquency 43:438–456.

National District Attorneys Associa-
tion. 1996. Resource Manual and Policy
Positions on Juvenile Crime Issues.
Alexandria, VA: National District
Attorneys Association.

Office of Justice Programs. 1999 (Septem-
ber 28). Deputy Attorney General Holder
announces grants linking prosecutors
and communities to prevent crime. Office
of Justice Programs News. Press release.
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of
Justice, Office of Justice Programs.

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention. 1995. Community
Assessment Centers: A Discussion of the
Concept’s Efficacy. Washington, DC: U.S.
Department of Justice, Office of Justice
Programs, Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention.

Oldenettel, D., and Wordes, M. 1999.
Community Assessment Centers. Fact
Sheet #111. Washington, DC: U.S.
Department of Justice, Office of Justice
Programs, Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention.

Oldenettel, D., and Wordes, M. In
press. The Community Assessment Center
Concept. Bulletin. Washington, DC: U.S.
Department of Justice, Office of Justice
Programs, Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention.

Reiss, A.J., and Roth, J.A., eds. 1993.
Understanding and Preventing Violence.
Panel on the Understanding and
Control of Violent Behavior, National
Research Council. Washington, DC:
National Academy Press.

Rhodes, W., Hyatt, R., and Scheiman, P.
1996. Predicting Pretrial Misconduct with
Drug Tests of Arrestees. Washington,
DC: U.S. Department of Justice, Office
of Justice Programs, National Institute
of Justice.

Rosenberg, M.L., O’Carroll, P.W., and
Powell, K.E. 1992. Let’s be clear: Vio-
lence is a public health problem. Jour-
nal of the American Medical Association
267:3071–3072.

Roush, D., and McMillen, M. 1999.
Construction, Operations, and Staff Train-
ing for Juvenile Confinement Facilities.
Bulletin. Washington, DC: U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice, Office of Justice Pro-
grams, Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention.

Sculy, J. 1997. Juvenile justice issues and
the role of juvenile records in decision-
making: A prosecutor’s viewpoint.
Paper presented at the Conference on
Juvenile Justice Records: Appropriate
Criminal and Noncriminal Justice Uses.
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of
Justice, Office of Justice Programs,
Bureau of Justice Statistics.

Shine, J., and Price, D. 1992. Prosecu-
tors and juvenile justice: New roles and
perspectives. In Juvenile Justice and Pub-
lic Policy: Toward a National Agenda, ed-
ited by I.M. Schwartz. New York, NY:
Lexington Books, pp. 101–133.

Snyder, H.N. 1997. Juvenile Arrests
1996. Bulletin. Washington, DC: U.S.
Department of Justice, Office of Justice
Programs, Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention.

Stahl, A.L. 1999. Offenders in Juvenile
Court, 1996. Bulletin. Washington, DC:
U.S. Department of Justice, Office of
Justice Programs, Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Stull, B.D. 1982. Speedy trial rights for
Florida’s juveniles: A survey of recent
interpretations by Florida courts. Nova
Law Journal 6:437.

Weedn, V.W., and Hicks, J.W. 1997. The
unrealized potential of DNA testing.
NIJ Journal (December):16.



PRESORTED STANDARD
POSTAGE & FEES PAID

DOJ/OJJDP
PERMIT NO. G–91

NCJ 178916

U.S. Department of Justice

Office of Justice Programs

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

Washington, DC  20531

Official Business
Penalty for Private Use $300

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention is a component of the Of-
fice of Justice Programs, which also includes
the Bureau of Justice Assistance, the Bureau
of Justice Statistics, the National Institute of
Justice, and the Office for Victims of Crime.

For Further Information
Abolish Chronic Truancy
Tom Higgins, Deputy District

Attorney
Los Angeles County District

Attorney’s Office
300 South Park, Suite 620
Pomona, CA 91766
909–620–3330
Internet: da.co.la.ca.us/crimeprv/

cpm.htm

American Prosecutors Research
Institute
Juvenile Justice Program
99 Canal Center Plaza, Suite 510
Alexandria, VA 22314
703–549–4253
Internet: www.ndaa-apri.org/apri/

apri2.html

Community Assessment Centers
Office of Juvenile Justice and

Delinquency Prevention
810 Seventh Street NW.
Washington, DC 20531
202–307–5911

Acknowledgments
Heike P. Gramckow, Ph.D., is Director of Research and Development at the
American Prosecutors Research Institute, Alexandria, VA, and Elena Tompkins,
J.D., is Special Assistant to the Deputy Administrator for State and Local Pro-
grams at the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. The au-
thors would like to thank James Backstrom, Dakota County Attorney, MN,
and Gary Walker, District Attorney, Marquette County, MI, for their contribu-
tions in the preparation of this Bulletin.

Juvenile Diversion Program
Sharon Blackmon, Supervisor
201 West Eighth Street, Suite 465
Pueblo, CO 81003–3050
719–520–6074
Internet: www.co.el-paso.co.us/

DistrictAttorney/Juvenile_div.htm

Twelve Day Diversion Plan
Thurston County Prosecuting

Attorney’s Office
2000 Lakeridge Drive SW.
Olympia, WA 95802–6090
360–786–5540

Points of view or opinions expressed in this
document are those of the authors and do
not necessarily represent the official position
or policies of APRI, OJJDP, or the U.S.
Department of Justice.


