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many years ago and has fallen victim to steady cuts  resulting in Gateway using DCF assessment funding to 
provide the screening assessments only to those you th that get arrested and placed in detention missin g the many 
youth who are diverted or go home with a slap on th e wrist in hopes they won’t reoffend.   Being able to provide 
needed screening and assessments with follow-up car
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youth.  In those discussion are included the youth,  the parents, the Public Defender’s Office, the Sta te 
Attorney’s Office, DJJ and providers. 

The project plans to screen all youth entering the J AC which has be averaging 3500 per year.  The projec t 
plans to serve 900 youth (200 the first year; 300 t he second year and 400 the third year) 
• How mental health and co-occurring substance abuse tx services will be made available; 

The enhancement of the JAC/Centralized Coordinating Project, through the addition of  3 additional 
counselors/care coordinators, enables more youth to  receive the more comprehensive assessments and be 
referred for services.  The key is the follow-up in  services.  The planning group identified the first 21 days after 
the youth encounters the police and before they mee t with the State Attorney’s Office as a critical ti me when 
the parents and youth may be more receptive to serv ices.  The project plans to engage the youth and fam ily 
immediately.  If youth do not get an assessment at the JAC, the counselor can go to the youth’s home a nd do 
in-home assessments.  During the initial 21 days th e counselor will serve as a care coordinator, conne cting the 
youth with mental health case managers funded throu gh the SOC or brief substance abuse intervention 
(MET/CBT-5).  A listing of available treatment provi ders will be provided by the care coordinator.  The  care 
coordinator will assist the families in identifying  funding to pay for the treatment including applica tions to SSI, 
SSDI, Kid’s Care etc.  For those with no means of pa ying for the needed treatment, there will be fundin g 
available through this grant to pay for services.  The city will subcontract with several providers for  this 
purpose to reimburse on a fee per service contract.   Included in the contract will be a requirement fo r the 
treatment service to be evidence-based.   

The strategy will be to gain more cooperation from t he youth and family prior to meeting with the State  
Attorney’s Office in an effort to show the good fai th of the family and their willingness to get their  child the 
assistance needed to prevent further involvement in  crime.  This will help in their desire for the Stat e Attorney 
to consider diversion over prosecution. 

For those involved with drug or alcohol, this projec t plans to use MET/CBT 5 which has proven effective 
with youth entering the juvenile justice system pri or to intense involvement with drugs and alcohol le ading to a 
substance dependence diagnosis.  The goal of MET/CBT5 intervention is to provide basic alternative skills  to 
cope with situations that might otherwise lead to s
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values and culture. The long-term goal of Wraparound  is to strengthen connections with natural supports  and 
reduce reliance on formal systems.  The wraparound p rocess has been implemented widely across the Unite d 
States and internationally for several reasons, inc luding its documented success in promoting shifts f rom 



�
�

��������	

����������������� ��������
�

abuse and mental health services to US veterans, th rough the Dept. of Justice.  These programs consist ently 
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focused services and effectively mobilizing the community to address the needs of traumatized children in a 
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IV.D.(4)      Evaluation and Sustainability  
(a)  How the Applicant intends to evaluate the progr am performance, including:  

• A description of how effectiveness will be measured,  
The objectives of this project involve creating a Centralized Coordination Project, training entities that work 

with the target population in identifying and delivering services that focus on recovery, increasing access to 
MH and SA treatment for the target population, increasing public safety by decreasing arrests in the target 
population and increasing the number of youth in the target population who are diverted from the juvenile 
justice system.  The degree to which these objectives are achieved will show the effectiveness of the program.  
Upon award of the grant, the partners will come together to fine tune the evaluation process.  The evaluation 
process to be used will be one of continuous quality improvement (CQI).  Data will be collected monthly, 
collated quarterly and reported to the juvenile justice committee of the SOC.  The JJ Committee and program 
staff will look at progress, challenges and opportunities for improvement and make adjustments to the 
implementation plan based on the reports.  Progress on each objective will be measured in the following 
manner: 
Progress in meeting milestones in the timeline  
During  partners meetings the timeline will be reviewed and staff and partners will 
determine once tasks are complete or what percentage is complete.  Reviewed at each 
partner meeting.  

Chair of 
partner group 

The Centralized Coordination Project will be functional with 8 months  
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• 10% change from admission to re-entry into the comm unity of Program participants who reside  in a stable 
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Timeline 
Activity Date 
First Quarter Activities Jan- March 2014  
Award Announced by DCF December 30, 2013 
City meets with DCF to negotiate contract  
Partners meet to review grant and implementation plan- Additional 
partners are invited to join. 

January 2014 

Stakeholders are informed of the grant award and plans for 
implementation including CJCC, JAC Advisory Board, JAC Community 
Council, SOC, Jacksonville Journey, Juvenile Justice Board and local 
service providers. 

January 2014 

Grant Award is Announced to the Community January 2014 
City begins developing sub-contracts for services with legal January 2014 
SOC and Gateway advertise for new staff to be hired January 2014 
Contract with DCF is signed February 2014 
Other sub-contracts for MH & SA services are identified and engaged February 2014 
Partners meet to review implementation process and plans  February 2014 
Develop with JSO an MOU relating to the Project. February 2014 
Sub-contracts are signed with SOC & Gateway March 2014 
SOC hires Project coordinator March 2014 
Gateway hires 3 new assessment/counselors March 2014 
New staff are trained in Motivational Interviewing March 2014 
Gateway staff begin GAIN certification process March 2014 
Partners meet to review progress and plan further implementation March 2014 
Begin training of DJJ staff and law enforcement about the new project April 2014 
  
Work with School system to develop MOU re: Project April 2014 
Work with Homeless Coalition and Supportive Housing Providers to 
develop MOU and housing resources when needed. 

April 2014 

Partners meet to review progress on start-up April 2014 
Prepare State Attorney and Public Defend staff involved in Diversion for 
new approach for youth approaching diversion 

 

Collect Process Data for Quarterly Report  & submit to DCF  April 2014 
Gateway Staff Gain Certified and Begin accepting target population as 
clients 

April 2014 

Train Staff on data collection for the project April 2014 



Collect data on participants in the program.  
Plan and incorporate expanded Juvenile MH & SA Juvenile training into 
CIT training 

May 2014 

Review data collected for April start up for accuracy and quality 
improvement 

May 2014 

Partners meet to review progress on start-up implementation, initial 
utilization and outcome data from April.   

May 2014 

Ongoing Training schedule planned for stakeholders, parents and 
service providers for Mental Health & Substance Abuse in the Juvenile 
Justice System; Cultural and Linguistic Competence; Trauma informed 
and focused care; and parent training  

May 2014 

Functioning and expectation for the Centralized Coordination Project is 
reviewed 

May 2014 

Monthly staff supervision and training begins with Gateway JJ Director 
and SOC Program Manager and continue through the life of the project 

May 2014- ongoing 

Data collected, collated and provided to partners to analyze for quality 
improvement 

June 2014 

Assessments and Care Coordination continue. For 3 years + 
Utilization Management and entitlement utilization is examined June 2014 and 

ongoing 
First full quarterly report including services to clients and process 
evaluation done 

July 2014 

First group of participants completing the CBT/MET 5 diversion program 
examined  

July 2014 

Continue monthly partner meetings for the first 6 months of 
implementation- reviewing monthly reports of progress, processes and 
functioning of the program then determine frequency of regular meetings 
based on the progress of the project 

April 2014 – Sept 
2014 

The  Centralized Assessment Project is fully functional August 2014 
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