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ABSTRACT

The Family Court Predisposition Panel (¥CPP) was devel-
oped by the Office of Probation in the Bronx and the Neigh-
horheood Youth Diversion Program to provide family and commun-—
ity input into the dispositional process of youthful offen-
ses and to develop alternatives to court supervision for ad-
Judicated teenagers.

During its two years of operation {(from October 1973 to
fugust 1975) PCPP mediators worked with 47 youths and famil-
ies to identify and find the special services or informal ar-
rangements that would meet the youths'® needs. Through "Forums"
in which a probation officer, the youth, his or her family,
mediators, and a coordinator met together, s disposition for
the youth's case was mediated and recommended to the Court.
Community participation and a sense of involvement by the youth
and his or her family gave a Family Courtnjudge more informa-
tion on which fo base his decision. Over three-guarters
of the dispositions recommended by FCPP were accepted by the
Court.

Through the identification and use of alternatives to
court supervision, fewer FCPP clients were retained for court
supervision by the O0ffice of Probation than ﬁere a comparison
group of similar adolescents.

The overall rate of dismissals for FCPP clients was not
significantly different from that of the comparison group, but
dispositions were received by FCPP clients in a mean time of
2.8 months in contrast to the time required for the comparison

group of slightly more than four months.
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Introducticn: Family Court Predispositiocon Panel and Neigh-

borhood Youth Diversion Program

The Family Court Predisposition Panel (FCPP) is a pro-
gram designed to provide resources and alternatives that are
not readily available to the brobation office in conducting
an investigation and recommending a disposition of a youth's
case in Family Court. The program gives a youth, his or her
family, and the community an opportunity to participate in
the court disposition of the young person's offense. Through
the efforts of PCPP to provide alternatives to court super-
vision, a dismissal of the case may be obtained.

The FCPP program was developed by the Neighborhood Youth
Diversion Program (NYDP) in conjunction with the Tremcont branch
of the Bronx Office of Probation. NYDP starfed in 1970 as an
alternative to the traditional Family Court and probation pro-
cesses.® After a youth is charged with an offense, and before
a petition is filed to request the young person's appearance
in court, NYDP works to divert the youth to its program for at
least 90 days. NYDP offers services such as counseling, fam-

ily mediation, tutoring, and recreation to youngsters along

# NYDP was designed jointly by the Vera Institute of Justice
and Fordham University and was funded in 1970 as a three-
vear demonstration program by the New York State Division
of Criminal Justice Services and the Criminal Justice Coor-
dinating Council of the City of New York under a federal
grant from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.
Funds are presently provided by the Bureau of Special 3Ser-
vices for Children under the Human Resources Administra-
tion of the City of New York.



with coordination of social services for youths and their fam-
ilies.

The NYDP and FCPP programs are both designed tc offer
other avenues to resolve the youthful offender cases in the
juvenile justice system. Diversion into NYDP takes place af-
ter the youth is charged with an offense, but before a peti-
tion is filed requiring his or her appearance in court. At
this point a youth can be diverted into the NYDP program if
the probation intake officer, with the consent of the arrest-
ing office&,the complainant, the youth, and his or her par-
ent (s) agfee to a referral to NYDP. Then the young person
and his family go directly to NYDP where the program is ex-
plained and the youth and family are asked to participate in
the services offered by NYDP that are appropriate tc the young
person‘§ needs.

In some cases, diversion to NYDP is not permitted and a
petifion is filed--the complainant against the youth may in-
sist upon court settlement of the case or the seriousness of
the act warrants court referral. In either of these cases the
FCPP program helps the young person and family participate in
the disposition of the youth's case.

When a petition is filed, and the youngster appears in
court, the judge asks the youth to admit or deny the charges
and sets a date for the fact-finding hearing. The fact-finding
hearing is similar to trial proceedings in a criminal case in
that the youth is entitled to due process of law and 211 alle-

gations made must be proved beyond reasonable doubt. If they



are not so proved, the petition is dismissed. If the allega-
tions are proved, the petition is sustained and the judge may
request an "I&R"-~an investigation of the youth's background
by the Office of Probation and a recommendation for disposi-
tion of the case.

The treatment of a youngster in Family Court differs in
some respects from criminal court procedures for an older per-
son. An adult can be judged gullty of a specific offense and
sentenced on a charge. In contrast, a youth can only be judged
a delinquent or a "PINS"--a person in need of supervision.. The
Preface to the Famlily Court Act states:

a child may not be found a juvenile de-
linquent unless he "requires superv151on,
treatment, or confinement" .- . . /nor/ found
to be a person in need of Sup@”VlSth /PINS/
unless he requires "supervision or treatment."
Conduct that does not evidence a need for
court action should be dealt with in the com-
munivy.

Hence the case against a youth will be dismissed if ad-
equate family and/or community resources can be found that
£i1l the youngster's needs, and if court supervision of the
youth is not deemed necessary.

Immediately after the fact-finding hearing, all cases
within the geographic area served by FCPP which require
an I&R are referred to FCPP. A visit is made by FCPP person-
nel to the youth and his or her family in order to acquaint

them with FCPP and to obtain their consent to participate in

the progran.
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FCPP Clients

Forty-seven youths, judged to be deliquent (DC) or PINS,
were served by FCPP from its inception in October 1873 to Au-
gust 1975.%

Between 1 August 1974 and 22 May 1975, 21 youths were ac-
cepted by FCPP.##% These youngsters were similar in demographic
characteristies to the 26 FCPP participants of the previous
year. A typical youth was a black or Spanish surnamed male,

13 o 16 years old, living with one parent, receiving publiie
assistance, likely to be attending school, and had previously

been involved in the juvenile justice system (see Table 1).

¥ The Pirst Year Status Report covers the period from Oct-
ober 1973 to August 1974.

Thirty-four youbths were referred to FCPP from the Tremont
branch of the Bronx Office of Probation; however 13 did
not enter FCPP. The reasons were: four families refused
to participate, one family moved, one youth was remanded
by Family Court, two youths were involved in other pro-
grams, four could not be reached, and for one the reason
for nonparticipation was not recorded in the youth's file.
No youths were accepted into FCPP after 22 May 1975.



Table 1
Characteristics of Participants in FCPP at Intake
' 1973-1975
19731974 1974-1975
(N=26) (W=21)
% %
Bthniclty
1. Black HYSS b8
2. Spanish surname y2 52
3. White 12 0
. Age
1. 12 and under 8 G
2. 13-15 years 73 BE
3. 16-18 years 19 14
. Sex
1. Male 85 76
2. Female 15 24
. Bducation
1. In school 42 81
a. Regularly 27 48
b. Occasionally 15 24
¢. Suspension 0 )
2. Not attending school 50 ’ 19
3. Don't know 8 0
Living Arrangements
1. One parent 50 81
2. Both parents 39 19
3. Relatives 8 0
4, Don't know It 0
Public Assistance Family 82 71

Social Service Agency
Already Involved with Youth 19 38

Past‘lnvolvemént”in- )
Juvenile Justice System 54 62

Current Adjudication
1. PINS 31
2. Delinquent (DC) 69

|ea LW
hiw



FCPP Services

PCPP provides services to its clients that are not readily
available through the probation cffice. The probation officer
and FCPP are part of a team reaching out to soclal service and
community rescurces to find alternatives to court supervision
that are appropriate to the youngster's needs and perhaps not
already familisr to the court.

Two weeks following the fact-finding hearing, a "Forun"
meeting for each youth and family who have consented to par-
ticipate in PCPP is scheduled. Unlike the institutional at-
mosphere of a\probation cifice or a courtroom, the NYDP lounge
where the Forum meets is informal, with couches and easy chairs.
There the probation officer, a coordinator, two mediators, the
youth, and his family try to work out a plan for the young per-
son.

The FCPP coordinator describes the status of fhe case in
the Jjudicial pfocess and tries to develop an agreement about
the needs of the youth. Family involvement 1s encouraged
through a plan delineating the family's specific responsibil-
ities in meeting the youth's needs. The mediator's investiga-
tion and services are outlined in an Investigation Plan and a
follow-up Forum is scheduled for three to four weeks later.

After the Forum meeting, the mediator visits with the
youth and family to investigate factors such as neighborhood
gang and social pressures, health and school problems. The
mediator attempts to gain the family's confidence and is
available for consultation 24 hours per day should a crisis

arise.



As the Investigation Plan dictates, the mediator may
visit the young person's school, talk with teachers and ad-
ministrators, and schedule and accompany the youth to appoint-
ments for special psychological testing or medical examina-
tions. Special school placement or a plan to enlist coilat-
eral relatives for discipline and after school supervision for
the youth (which the immediate family may be unable to provide)
might be explored. The mediator is often able to find re-
sources to meet the special needs of a youngster that were un-
known to the family prior to their invelvement with FCPP.

Following are two case studies which illustrate how FCPP
functions.®

Darrell is a 14 year old referred on a delin-
guent charge for petit larceny and for giving
false information to the police. He had at-
tempted to steal goods from a department store
and gave a false name and address when stopped
by a police officer. Darrell had a previous
case (graffitti) which had been dismissed. Af-
ter several visits to Darrell's school and home,
the mediator found the youth had been previous-
ly diagnosed as hyperactive, seldom attended
school, did poor work, and was a disclplinary
problem to his teacher,

Darrell's family were not able to provide
him with the support he needed and the Bocard
of Educatiocn had no special services avallable
for him. At his first dispositional hearing,
the judpge agreed with the Panel's recommenda-
tion to reduce the delinguent charge to PINS
and to seek voluntary placement for Darrell.
The mediator investigated educational re-
sources and found a residential facility about
60 miles outside New York City which Darrell
visited and decided he wanted to attend. Pre-
viously Darrell and his family had not been

# The names of the two youths have been changed.
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aware of the possibility of such a placement.
Darrell was accepted by the school which seems
to provide him with the services he needs and
the mediator continues to receive letters from
Darrell about how happy he is.

Another case illustrates less successful intervention

by FCPP:
Marie, a 15 year old, was referred on a PINS
petition brought by her mother, charging
that she was a truant, keeping late hours,
and absconding from home for three or four
days at a time. Even after volunteering to
be involved in the project, Marie and her
mother were repeatedly late to some appoint-
ments and neglected to attend others. In
spite of the disinterest that Marie exhibit-
ed, the mediator was instrumental in re-
registering and returning Marie to school
after a lapse of two years. Although coop-
eration with the project had been minimal,
Marie's behavior at home and in school are
reported to have shown improvement. The
Panel recommended a six month probation,
which Marie received at her dispositicnal
hearing. Marie's mother agreed to the Pro-
hation instead of her original request for
Court Placement.

After the mediator has worked with the adolescent and
family, and has identified suitable social service resources,
the follow-up Forum is held. The mediator's efforts general-
1y result in an agreement among the youth, family, coordinator,
mediators, and probation officer on a plan which the probation
of ficer will then submit as his recommendation to the judge
for disposition of the case.

Table II presents the community resources used and infor-
mal arrangements made for FCPP clients, both youths and their
families. More participants were placed in specialized school
programs and/or tutored, and fewer received psychological or
psychiatric testing or family therapy in the second year than

in the first. Part-time jobs were obtained for nearly a quarter



of the youths in both years although informal arrangements

were agreed to less often during the second year.

Table IT
FCPP Use of Social Services and Alternatives fto Court Supervigion®
1973~-1G75
1973-1974 1974-33875
% %
1. Community Resources {(other than placement)
a. Specialized school program 19 43
b. Part-time job 23 2L
c¢. Housing change or improvement b 5
d. Psychiatric/psychological testing 31 14
e. Supplementary tuboring il 19
., Family therapy 12 0
g. Other (welfare, legal, etc.) 8 14
1. Informal Arrangements (Forum agreements)
a. Strengthened supervision by
immediate family 23 9
b. Supervision by collateral family 19 G
¢c. Supervision by NYDP g 19

Dispositions of the FCPP Clients' Cases

The aim of FCPP is to provide alternatives to court super-
vision of a youth. If the Court is satisfied that FCPP has ar-
ranged the necessary services for a youthful offender, it will
order a dismissal of the case. If, however, the Court decides
family and community resources are not adequate to meet the
needs of a youngster it will order either court supervision

of the youngster by the O0ffice of Probation, placement in

¥ Por many youths more than one resource or service was util-
ized; hence the percents total more than 100.
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a voluntary agency,® or confinement of the youth in a juvenile
institution.

Tne Court may decide on a 60 Day Stay on Disposition or
a Suspended Judgment-~which are in effect, postponements of
the decision and may result in a subsequent dismissal if the
vouth's needs are being fulfilled by community resources.

FCPP recommended dismissal as the appropriate disposition
for 43 percent of the cases in the first year and 38 percent
in the second year. In a few cases FCPP reguested a postpone-
ment of the decision.

The Panel did not recommend dismissal as an appropriate
disposition for the remaining 57 percent of the cases in the
first year and for 62 percent of the cases in the second year.
FCPP felt that closer supervislon--by NYDP, by a wvoluntary
agency, or by the court--was necessary for these youths.

In most cases the Court accepted the dispositions recom-
mended by FCPP and the probation officer. Eighty percent of
the recommended dispositions in the first year and 76 percent

in the second year were accepted by the Court (see Figure I).%#

# The Court usually requests the placement of the vouth in
a voluntary agency if such a placement will best serve
the needs of the youth, but a youth must be accepted by
the agency; in practice the Court does not order a volun-
tary agency to accept a youth.

#% The dispositional pattern for the first year is 1lius-
trated in the First Year Status Report,
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Figure 1

Dispositions Recommended and Received by FCPP Clients

1974-16975
Disposition Disposition  Other
Recommended by Accepted Disposition
¥CPP to Court by Court Ordered by Court
(N=21) - (N=16) . {N=5)
Dismissal
38 19%
60 Day Stay

—
@)
@)

5% & 55 3

Voluntary Agency Placement
4% 149

Probation with Supervision by NYDP

iﬂLo%‘ NN 10%
Probation T

W33% 524 33%
gg
[N o2
3 B’

1009 76% 25%
Key: Dismissal

Suspended Judgment
Voluntary Agency Placement

\w Probation with Supervision by NYDP
Probation

60 Day Stay on Disposition
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Of the dispositions ordered by the Court for FCPP clients,
the proportion of dismissals decreased from 36 percent of all
cases in the first year to 19 percent in the second year. Pro-
bation Supervision rose from 18 percent in the first year to
63 percent in the second year, and voluntary agency placements
from nine percent to 14 percent in the same respective years.
Supervision by NYDP was sometimes added by the Court as a stip-
ulation of Probation in the second year. In the first year,

46 percent of the youths participated in NYDP as a part of
their Forum agreements, but none were referred there by the
Court. In the second year, 19 percent participated in NYDP
because of Forum agreements, and an additional 10 percent were
referred to NYDP by the Court as a condition of Probation. The
Court recognizes NYDP as an alternative to ifs supervislon, but
sti11 places NYDP within the Court's jurisdiction by making
NYDP placement part of a Probation disposition.

During 1974-1975, the Bronx Department of Procbation under-
went cutbacks in staffing and turnover in probation officers.
Some of the prcbation officers who had been involved in setting
up FCPP and who had participated in its first year were no long-
er with the Department. Smaller staff in the Probation Cffice
meant that less time could be spent attending FCPP Forums and,
in addition, that the probation officer presenting the disposi-
tion recommendation to the judge was not always the officer
who had been involved with FCPP and the youth. Therefore, the
advocacy role performed by probation officers in the first

year was often not possible during the second year.
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By midwinter of 1974-1975, FCPP staff knew that the proj-
ect would not be refunded and hence probably applied less ef-
fort to seeking alternatives for their clients. The mean
amount of time that elapsed befween faci-finding and disposi-
tions was higher in 1974-1975-~three and one-half months—-
compared to the two months mean time of the first year of the
project. FCPP was less successful in its second year in ob-
taining dismissals and in providing alternative plans to Pro-
bation Supervision and required more time to obtain any dis-
position.

Clients, Services, and Disposition of Cases in FCPP and a
Comparison Group

Since all cases for which I&R was ordered in the Trement
Branch of the 0ffice of Probation were referred to FCPP, and
because the total number referred was not large enough to pro-
vide a sample for a controlled experiment, another branch of
the Bronx Office of Probation, serving a simiilar population
of youths, was chosen as a site for a comparison group.

4 sample of 41 youths® was selected from the records of
the Carrcll Place branch of the Bronx Department of Probation.

These were cases of youths, not in detention, and for whom an

# Pifty-one cases were randomly selected from court intake
records; however ten were eliminated from the sample for
the following reasons: seven were transferred to another
probation office because they were outside the geographical
area served; one was a neglect petition; one was a custody
petition; and one was improperly entered in the record book
at intake.
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T&R was ordered between 1 October 1973 and 31 December 197k,

The FCPP¥ and comparison groups were similar in many in-

take variables. For each group, the typical youth was a black

or Spanish surnamed male, judged a Delinguent, previously in-
volved in the juvenile justice system, and living with one
parent. The comparison group youngster was less likely than

the FCPP client to be on public assistance. The comparison

group youths were more likely to have been previously involved

in the juvenile justice system (70%) than the FCPP clients

(58%) (see Table III).

This difference in prior involvement with the Juvenile
justice system may, in part, be due to age differences be-
tween the two groups. Eighty percent of the FCPP youths and
32 percent of the comparison group were 13-15 years old.
Sixty-eight percent of the comparison group and 16 percent
of the FCPP youths were in the 16 to 18 years of age gfoup.

Juvenile charges can be brought to Family Court only up
to a youth's sixteenth birthday, after which time the case
must be initiated in Criminal Court. Any youth 16 years of
age and older could have a case pending'in FPamily Court only
if the petiticn was filed prior to his sixteenth birthday.
Compared to FCPP the comparison group has four times the num-

ver of 16 to 18 year olds--youths who have cases that have

¥ The FCPP statistics are those for all youths entering the
program from October 1973 through 22 May 1975.
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Table I1II

Characteristics of FCPP and Comparison Group Youths at Intake

FCPP Cases Comparison Group

o % %
A. Bthnicipy¥##
1. Black L7
2. Spanish surnamed u7
3. White 6
B. Age
1. 12 and under 4 0
2. 13-15 years 80 32
3. 16-18 years 16 68
C. Sex
1. Male 80 83
2. Female 20 L7
D. Education
1. In school 62 68
a. Regularly 38 , 28
b. QOccasionally 20 kg
¢. Suspension l o
2. Not attending school 35 32
3. Don't. know 4 0
E. Living Arrangements'
1. One parent 66 85
2. Both parents 28 12
3. Relatives 4 2
E. Don't know 2 0
F. Public Assistance Family 77 by
G. Social Service Agency
Already Involved with Youth 29 29
H. Past Involvement in
Juvenile Justice System 58 70
I. Current Adjudication
1. PINS 32 39

2. Delingquent (DC) 68 61

¥ The FCPP cases listed are the 47 youths served from Octo-
ber 1973 tc¢ May 1975.

#% The Comparison Group cases listed are az sample selected
randomly from October 1973 to December 1G74.

#¥% Ethnicity for the youths in the Comparison Group 1s not
available.
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been pending in the juvenile justice system since thelr six-
teenth birthday awailting adjudication.

In contrast to the comparison group, the smaller number
of 16 to 18 year olds referred to FCPP suggesis that the
Tremont Office of Probation may be speeding up the process-
ing of cases between the time the youth is charged with an
offense and a petition is filed, which if sustained, leads
to an I&R. The services of NYDP and FCPP to the Tremont Of-
fice of Probation may contribute to this expedition of ju-
venile cases.

FCPP clients and the comparison group were compared to
determine the extent to which community resources were util-
ized by each group. The comparison group youths were re-
ferred for psychological or psychlatric testing more often
(39%) than FCPP clients (24%), but the Carroll Place Pro-
bation Office seldom used other rescurces in the communifty
for the comparison group adolescents. For. FCPP clients spec-
ialized school programs were offered to 30 percent, jobs to
24 percent, tutoring to 11 percent, and informal arrangements
among family members were agreed upon for 17 percent. For
the comparison group only a few Jjobs (7%), a few school pro-
grams {2%), and a few collateral family arrangements (2%),
were arranged. Without the resources of FCPP, fewer soclal
services were provided for the comparison group and infor-~
mal arrangements for the youths were difficult to make (see

Table IV).
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Table IV

Referrals to Community Resources and Informal Arrangements
Made for FCPP Clients and Comparison (Group

1673-1975
FCPP Compariscon Group
% %
1. Community Resources
{other than placement)
a. Specialized school program 30 2
b. Part-time job 24 5
¢. Full-time job 0 2
d. Housing change or improvement ks 0
e. Psychiatric-psychological testing 24 39
f, Supplementary tutoring 11 0
g. Pamily therapy 6 0
. Other (welfare, legal, ete.) 11 4]
2. Informal Arrangements

(Forum agreements)
a. Immediate family supervision

(changes in family routine) 17 0
b. Collateral family 11 2
¢. Participation in NYDP 35 0
d. Return to school 7 0

The youths who participated in the second year of FCFP
received less favorable dispeositions than did those in the
first year. If all youths served by FCPP from October 1973
§67May 1975 are compared to similar cases entering the compar-
ison group's court from October 1973 to December 1974 (see
Table V), the dismissal rate for FCPP youths (28%) is slight-
1y higher than that of the comparison group (22%).% Fewer
FCPP cases {(39%) were placed under court supervision of the

Probation Office than those of the comparison group {(56%}).

¥ The dismissal rate of 36 percent for the first year of FCPP
was over 60 percent higher than the rate of 22 percent for
the comparisocn group. .
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Table V

Dispositions for FCPP Clients and Compariscn Group

Court Dispositions Court Dispositions

for ¥CPP clients for Compariscon Group
(N=06) (N=141)

% %
Dismissal 28 22
Suspended Judgement 13 0
Probation Supervision 39 56
Voluntary Agency Placement 11 10
Court Placement (Commitment) 4 5
Parole 0 2
(Absconded)® 4 5
9% 100

a

The total includes three cases from 1673-197k
who received dispositions after the First Year
Status Report was completed. The dispositional
data on one youth from 1973-1974 are missing.

In all other dispositions the two groups were similar:
placement in voluntary agencies occurred for about 10 percent
of the cases, and court commitments and absconded cases ac-
counted for four to five percent.®

Thirteen percent of the FCPP cases recelved a suspended
judgment, a court decision which was not used for the compar-
ison group.

The mean time required to obtain the final disposition

# Two youths absconded in the first year of FCPP, none in the
second year.
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of cases was 2.8 months for FCPP clients® and slightly over
four months for the comparison group. As Figure 2 1llustrates,
81 percent of the FCPP cases had received a disposition by the
end of four months; whereas only 54 percent of the comparison
group had obtained a disposition by that time. At the end of
two months, 45 percent of FCPP clients and 37 percent of the

comparison group had received dispositions.
Figure 2

LENGTH OF TIME REQUIRED FOR DISPOSITIONS
FOR FCPP CLIENTS/COMPARISON GROUP
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# For the 45 cases for which time between fact~finding hearing
and disposition is known.



- 20 -

Conclusion

FCPP was designed to meet four goals which are described
in the initial proposal For funding of the project.¥ The
first of the original objectives was to:

increase the capacity of the O0ffice of Pro-

bation to meei the needs of juveniles in

trouble with the law by providing commun-

ity input into the investigation process.
Invelving the community in the investigatory process was
achieved through Forum meetings of the probation oifficer, the
youth, his or her family, and individuals from the community,
such as NYDP? staff and the youth's teachers. Involvement of
individuals from a variety of aspescts of the youth's environ-
ment contributed important input into the court process. In
cases where dispcsition was not a dismissal, that action
was based on greater information, family involvement, and
communal Jjudgment than would ordinarily be available to the
court.

The second goal of FCPP was fo:

provide a mediation service useful in the res-—
olution of parent-juvenile problems and avail-

able immediately after the fact-finding hearing.

In the First Year Status Report it was noted that providing

a mediation service for parent-child problems was a realis-
tie goal only if a substantlal number of PINS cases were re-—

ferred. FCPP hoped to increase the number of PINS referrals

# A Proposal: Family Court Predisposition Panel, Neighborhoeod
Youth Diversion Program: New York, January, 1973, p. 9.




during its second year of operations; however two-thirds of
the cases referred to FCPP were ones in which parent-child
problems were not paramount. Since PINS cases constituted
only one-third of all cases in the first year, in the second
year, and in the comparison group, it is not reasonable to
expect that Tthe hope of FCPP for significantly higher numbers
of PINS cases could be realized. -As dnly a few cases were
appropriate for family mediation, the potential value of this
kind of treatment for vouthiful offenders and thelr families
could not be determined.
The third objiective was to:

provide Family Court judges with a wider_range

of possibilities than is presently /1973/

available in deciding the disposition of a

case.
During the second year, the number of tutoring and special-
ized school programs available to FCPP clients increased and
the Court made participation in NYDP a stipulation of proba-
tion in the disposition of three cases. Through the utiliza-
tion of community and NYDP resources, informal arrangements,
and existing soclal services, FCPP enabled more cases toe be
"dealt with in the community" as stipulated by the Preface
to the Family Court Act. Fewer FCPP clients (39%) remained
under the supervision of the Court (0ffice of Probation) while
more comparison group youths (56%) were placed on Probation.

The fourth of the original cbjectives was to:
determine whether the impact of community re-
sources upon a family during the investigatory

process affects disposition patterns, particu-
larly as they related to dismissals.
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Although FCPP obtained a slightly higher percentage of dis-—-
missals for its clients in its two years of operation, it did
so for a younger group of youths with less previous involve-
ment in the Jjuvenile justice system than those in the compar-
ison group. FCPP did speed up The I&R process and obtained
dispositions for its clients in less Time than was achieved
for the comparison group.

In its two years of operation FCPP showed that addition-
al alternatives to court supervision of juveniles can be pro-
vided to youngsters through the teamwork of the 0ffice of Pro-
bation and community mediators. The effectiveness of this
program for youths, however, depends on the extent to which
the Office of Probation has adequate personnel, and on the ag-
gressiveness and dedication of the FCPP staff in finding and
arranging for alternatives to court supervision for thelr
clients.

FCPP demonstrated that when the mediators and probation
officers were taking the initiative, the dismissal rate could
be 60 percent higher for FCPP clients than for a compariscon
group of older youths with more previous involvement in the

juvenile justice systemn.



