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Abstract

Diversionary programs in the United States juvenile justice system were designed to
redirect youth from formal legal processing towards services such as treatment, commu-
nity service, or counseling. Alternative to Detention (ATD) emerged as a key strategy
to reduce youth incarceration, though research suggests these programs often provide
inconsistent and short-term benefits. Despite these limitations, ATD remains one of the
primary, and frequently sole, methods funded and implemented by courts and stakehold-
ers as a diversionary strategy. This article introduces Youth Enrichment Services (YES), a
community-based non-profit in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, and describes how the Integrated
Model of Juvenile Justice (IMJ]) is applied through universal, selective, and indicated inter-
ventions. As a community-based, multi-level approach, YES offers a holistic, practice-based
model of prevention, mentorship, and family engagement, with implications for policy and
community-driven juvenile justice reform.

Keywords: juvenile detention alternative; aftercare services; restorative services; juvenile
delinquency; community-based corrections; practice-based model

1. Introduction

Addressing juvenile delinquency remains a pressing issue in many urban contexts,
where harsher punitive methods are now recognized as harmful and lacking the ability
to appropriately address the needs of at-risk youth (Ackerman et al. 2024; Orendain et al.
2022). As a result, a multitude of restorative approaches have been developed to intervene
in and prevent juvenile delinquency by centering positive youth development practices and
addressing youth needs within multiple socio-ecological contexts (Cavanagh 2022; Gonzélez
2020). While public health frameworks support the need for comprehensive and multi-level
approaches to effectively address juvenile delinquency, many prevention and intervention
efforts often only specialize in one service and address a limited scope of youth needs.
Furthermore, juvenile probation offices are often hesitant to implement these services due to
the sustained and long-term engagement they require despite promising outcomes resulting
from Alternative to Detention (ATD) and Aftercare programs (Salyers et al. 2015).
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In order to address this gap, the current article presents a descriptive case study of
one community-based organization’s approach to addressing juvenile delinquency, Youth
Enrichment Services” (YES) Community-Based Model for Juvenile Detention Alternatives.
YES’ model is supported by Pennsylvania Commission on Crime and Delinquency (PCCD)
through the Edward Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance Grant. These fiscal resources
support the development, evaluation, and replicability of YES” model to address juvenile
delinquency. Informed by the Integrated Model of Juvenile Justice, YES’ program model
is described and situated within universal, selective, and indicated interventions, and the
socio-ecological levels and criminogenic needs targeted are discussed. Furthermore, a
program rationale is presented to situate YES’ program model within the current body of
literature regarding juvenile diversionary services. The current model holds implications
for other community-based organizations who may engage in this important work but may
not integrate it to best support at-risk youth.

1.1. Youth Development and the Juvenile Justice System

Youth criminality is a multifaceted issue complicated by varying degrees of cognitive
development, personal responsibility, and by perceptions of reality that are insufficiently
addressed through the justice system (Cavanagh 2022). Criminalization of young people
is deeply intertwined with systemic inequities and often reflects trends in criminalization
at large, where marginalized groups, particularly Black and Latinx youth, youth from
low-income backgrounds, and LGBTQ+ youth are disproportionately criminalized and
overrepresented in the juvenile justice system (Abrams et al. 2021; Edelman 2019; Hereth
2022; JDAI 2017). Furthermore, criminalization of young people may be related to the
distinct developmental period of adolescence. As decision-making skills continue to
develop through adolescence, younger youth offenders commonly misperceive both what
constitutes crime and the likelihood of their experiencing judicial consequences (Woolard
et al. 2015). Neural-developmental and cognitive-behavioral studies have long reported a
youth’s inability to sustain the emotional and psychological competencies necessary for a
criminal trial held in adult courts (Warren et al. 2016). The reality that youth may not be
rational in front of a jury further encouraged the development of a juvenile justice system
(JJS) and of juvenile court officials capable of determining youth levels of responsibility and
ruling in the best interest of each youth (Thompson and Morris 2016).

Although created to foster rehabilitative outcomes, justice-system involvement gener-
ates social and environmental consequences that negatively impact youths” development.
For example, court-involved youth often experience a stigma which can be explained by
labeling theory, where the repeated negative connotation of youth labeled as “deviant” or
“criminal” persuades them to eventually accept and act on the category they have been
assigned (Lee et al. 2015). This negative label may contribute to a negative self-concept,
where court-involved youth may withdraw from traditional roles in society and increase
their risk for future juvenile delinquency and antisocial behavior (Moore et al. 2024). Fur-
thermore, court-involved youth are often harassed and ridiculed in school by both peers
and administrators, where “exclusionary policies” may be employed more frequently
against criminally charged youth (Cole and Cohen 2013; Gardner et al. 2022).

These negative consequences frequently extend beyond the school environment, where
members of the community, including future employers, negatively typecast system-active
youth (Fields and Abrams 2010). Juvenile justice system involvement has stark conse-
quences for youth future outcomes, negatively impacting psychological and physical health,
educational attainment, and employment opportunities (Cauffman et al. 2023; Dierkhising
et al. 2023). Furthermore, those that were involved in the system as youth are more likely
to be involved in the adult criminal justice system (Cauffman et al. 2023). The negative
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consequences further extend to the children of those who were involved in the system
as youth, where their children are more likely to be involved in the child welfare system
(Schweer-Collins et al. 2024).

By the 1960s, an increased awareness of the unique complexities of juvenile crimi-
nality pushed for a juvenile justice system more apt to rehabilitating youth offenders and
safeguarding against future youth recidivism (Feld 2007; Fox 1998). In response to the
costly, poorly run, and highly discriminatory juvenile justice system, the 1967 President’s
Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice urged lawmakers and
service providers to explore alternative responses to youth criminality (Wilson et al. 2022).
Accordingly, Alternative to Detention (ATD) programming was introduced to prevent the
negative effects associated with prolonged juvenile justice system (JJS) contact and promote
positive youth development.

1.2. Juvenile Detention Alternatives Programs

ATD programs are spaces to place pre-adjudicated youth as an alternative to secure
detention facilities, often with the added benefit of resources to support positive develop-
ment (Pennington 2019). Generally, ATD programs can be grouped into two categories,
residential and community-based (Development Services Group 2024). While residential
ATD programs involve placing youth outside of their home, including group homes and
residential treatment centers, community-based ATD programs allow youth to live in their
home while receiving supportive services and monitoring (Austin et al. 2005). Ultimately,
what ATD looks like, how it is defined, and how it is implemented varies by jurisdiction
(Development Services Group 2024).

Community-based ATD programs typically utilize service providers outside of the
direct JJS, where charges are generally offset to provide youth with a means of behavioral
redemption, and pro-social environments are generated to mitigate the effects of peer-based
criminal networking (Pennington 2019). Although there are differences in the implementa-
tion of ATD programming, successful approaches entail a reduction in youth delinquency
and recidivism, an increase in JJS efficiency, and a reduction in total cost per youth (Smith
2013). Some examples of ATD programs include day or evening treatment programs,
intensive supervision programs, and family-based programs (Smith 2013). While ATD pro-
grams vary in the services they provide and the intervention dosage and frequency, most
ATD programs incorporate elements of supervision, therapeutic services, and needs-based
services (Smith 2013).

Community-based organizations are particularly well-equipped to act as providers
for ATD programming. Community-based organizations have a unique understanding of
the needs of the surrounding community and the ability to integrate youth within existing
opportunity networks and program offerings for extended support (Greenwood 2008;
Underwood et al. 2006). Community-based services are capable of fostering unity and
intra-neighborhood relationship-building and diversifying each youth’s support system
(Greenwood 2008; Smith 2013). Community-based organizations also have the flexibility
to tailor services to meet youth needs within ATD programming, where they are able to
move beyond crisis management to implement future preventative efforts that support
youths’ positive development and future trajectories (Smith 2013). Furthermore, they may
be particularly well-equipped to support the needs of minoritized youth.

Helping minority youth navigate through, and avoid future contact with, the JJS
necessitates customized prevention strategies that address the plethora of diverse risk
factors facing these youth (Cabaniss et al. 2007; Malvaso et al. 2023). Empowering youth
to be self-agents of change requires cognitive development exercises in problem solving,
impulse control, decision-making, and attention strengthening (Speer et al. 2019). These
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qualities enable the pro-social behavior and emotional regulation necessary to prevent
habitual crime. Research into adolescent relationship formation and prioritization confirms
that more personal and long-term exchanges, such as those afforded through mentorship
as opposed to lecture-based service dissemination, foster lessons learned and meaningful
development (Cavell et al. 2009; DeWit et al. 2016; Rhodes and DuBois 2008).

Mentoring as an intervention strategy meets pro-social development and delinquency-
prevention objectives. Long-term benefits of intervention and mentoring services include
an increase in family-based services, improved parental relationships, fewer unexcused
school absences, and an increase in self-perceived academic competency (Tolan et al. 2013).
Mentorship also affords youth opportunities to connect with and convey their emotions
while learning healthy coping mechanisms (DeWit et al. 2016). Youth are more responsive
to long-term mentoring relationships because these are more likely to identify and build
on common ground between mentee and mentor. Even ATD programs with short-term
mentoring do not yield substantially beneficial outcomes since mentorship values take at
least a year to internalize and implement (DeWit et al. 2016). It is worth noting that failed
mentoring relationships can be traumatizing for youth. Knowing this, agency decision-
makers should vet mentors in depth and prioritize the quality of services they provide
(DeWit et al. 2016; Smith 2013). Invested ATD program staff can invoke this degree of
familiarity and trust through consistent and reliable mentorship.

1.3. Challenges with Current Alternative to Detention Models

Overall, the national movement to reduce youth juvenile crime and youth incarceration
that began more than two decades ago continues to be successful. Data from the Sentencing
Project indicates that between 2005 and 2021, the juvenile detention rate declined by 72%.
A total of 24 states reduced their commitment rates by at least 50 percent during that period
(Rovner 2024). The Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiatives (JDAI) reported an aggregate
reduction rate in youth detention by 54% since the start of the program in 2009 (JDAI
2017). However, youth of color are still three times as likely to be detained than their white
non-Hispanic peers: as of 2016, youth of color accounted for 52 percent of the total youth
population, but 80 percent of the detention population.

Detention alternative programs, recidivism ATD programs, and primary delinquency
prevention programs are most needed in areas of high strain and conflict where high-
risk youth need immediate services. There is a prevalent supply gap for at-risk youth
and juvenile detention alternative and delinquency-preventive programming in minority-
dominant areas (O]]DP 2014). Existing evidence-based programs and models are generated,
validated, and disseminated from a suburban low-risk environment; consequently, they
fail to consider the array of construct-variable fluctuations that can influence program
effectiveness on cyclically at-risk youth (Tolan et al. 2013).

ATD programming alone is not yielding the extensive decline in youth crime it was
created to provide (Bouchard and Wong 2017; Hockenberry and Puzzanchera 2015; Jalbert
et al. 2010). Considering that ATD programming has now existed for several decades
(Underwood et al. 2006), this suggests that the problem stems from a continued lack of
understanding about the nature and expression of youth crime rather than solely from a
failure in ATD service implementation. They further propose that criminology and youth
behavioral studies have not determined whether the areas in which delinquent youth reside
or the areas where they commit crime should be where prevention services are delivered.
This argument highlights the domain of community-based services and the potential gains
from expanding community-centric delinquency prevention best practices.

By keeping youth out of detention facilities, ATD programs present an opportunity
to rehabilitate youths” well-being before deviant behavior and decisions become chronic
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(Smith 2013). When ATD efforts immediately precede police contact, youth can be evaluated
to assess their prevalent risk factors (Pennington 2019; Smith 2013). Effective ATD programs
tailor action steps to address each youth’s matters of concern (Greenwood 2008; Smith
2013). However, the short-term nature of ATD services is problematic for the long-term
development of at-risk youth and does not provide the long-term support necessary to
prevent future juvenile justice system engagement (Smith 2013). Once ATD efforts are
terminated, most youth are discharged without an integration plan or a process for tapering
off support services, where the positive effects of ATD programming are uprooted. As a
result, Aftercare programs were developed to support youth in successfully transitioning
back into their community and sustain no system contact (Pennington 2019; Smith 2013).

Aftercare programs act as an extension of ATD services, where they provide supervi-
sion, including targeted services to address their needs and support positive development.
Examples of services that aftercare programs may provide include workforce skills train-
ing, educational opportunities and support, counseling services, mentorship, and family
interventions. Aftercare programming has led to promising results, where youth engaging
in Aftercare programs were less likely to receive a future conviction (Wong et al. 2024).
However, there is high variability in crime-related outcomes for Aftercare programming,
pointing to the need of establishing evidence-based practices and more rigorous research
efforts to determine the nuances of program effects (Wong et al. 2024). Further, while the
literature long recognizes the need for extended services and care following ATD program-
ming, the juvenile justice system is often hesitant to fund Aftercare programs and other
preventive efforts and more often focuses on short-term intervention efforts following
youth engagement with the juvenile justice system (Javdani 2019).

In addition to the need for aftercare services, the current literature suggests the need
to develop more comprehensive program models to reduce juvenile recidivism. While
prevention, ATD models, and aftercare models currently exist, they often operate separately,
limiting their ability to address complex and diverse youth needs as they change over
time. Rather than existing in silos, an integrated approach supports a continuum of care
that provides a seamless transition between services and a comprehensive approach to
addressing juvenile delinquency. To most effectively reduce juvenile recidivism rates, a
combined model is necessary to address the needs of all youth.

1.4. Theoretical Model

In response to shifting perspectives on juvenile justice practices that emphasize the
influence of developmental, social, and contextual factors on juvenile delinquency, diverse
prevention strategies and interventions were developed to address the unique needs of
at-risk youth (Austin et al. 2005). Consequently, three theoretical frameworks emerged
as underpinning reformed approaches to juvenile justice, including restorative justice,
socio-ecological, and public health models (April et al. 2023). While each theory has
shown promise in informing juvenile justice interventions, a more integrated approach is
required to ensure youth are receiving a comprehensive and equitable standard of care
across all juvenile justice systems. Further, a combination of approaches may be required
to comprehensively address the needs of at-risk youth, where one approach may not fully
address the scope of youth risk and protective factors (April et al. 2023). To address these
shortcomings, April et al. (2023) developed the Integrated Model of Juvenile Justice (IMJ]),
a theoretical framework integrating the dominant approaches to juvenile justice.

Within the IMJ], juvenile justice interventions occur at three levels, initially concep-
tualized within the public health model: universal, selective, and indicated. Universal
interventions refer to preventative measures that reduce the likelihood of a health risk or
reduce the number of cases in the future, targeting risk and protective health factors of
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the entire population (April et al. 2023). Selective interventions target at-risk populations
and are intended to reduce or stop a health risk after it has already occurred (April et al.
2023). Indicated interventions provide individualized and intensive support to those who
have not benefited from universal or selective interventions (April et al. 2023). Within the
context of juvenile justice, universal interventions prevent juvenile delinquency before it
occurs, selective interventions address juvenile delinquency after it happens, and indicated
interventions would provide intensive support to those who have continued engagement
within the juvenile justice system.

Nested within each level, there are socio-ecological contexts that must be taken into
consideration to best support the needs of the population of interest, including: individual,
family, community, and society. The unique socio-ecological contexts youth develop within
contribute to a variety of risk and protective factors that are present at each level (April
et al. 2023). Furthermore, each context does not operate in isolation but rather directly
influences one another, requiring multi-level interventions to effectively address risk factors
and promote positive development (April et al. 2023). Within the IMJ], restorative justice
practices are used to inform tailored interventions that occur at each socio-ecological level.

While there is variation in what is considered restorative justice practices, they are
generally thought to encompass practices that address juvenile delinquency through repair-
ing relationships between individuals and their community (April et al. 2023). The IM]J
focuses on three restorative justice practices that can be applied to intervene in juvenile
delinquency, including victim reparation, or supporting youth in repairing the harm caused
to the victim of an offense; community reconciliation, or supporting youth in restoring
positive relationships within the community that were affected by an offense; and offender
responsibility, or supporting youth in acknowledging and taking accountability for an
offense they committed. Taken together, the IMJ] provides a framework to comprehensively
prevent and intervene in juvenile delinquency, clearly outlining the different prevention
and intervention strategies (universal, selective, and indicated), what level they occur at
and how (individual, family, community, and society), and how they are implemented
(restorative justice practices).

While the IM]] framework presents a novel approach to intervention and prevention
in the juvenile justice system, this model has not yet been applied in a practice-based,
community setting. The current article applies the IMJJ framework in the context of one
community-based organization’s approach to juvenile justice-related services, presenting a
community-based model for an Alternative to Detention, diversion, and restorative services
programming that connects theory to practice.

1.5. Background and Context

Youth Enrichment Services (YES), a community-based non-profit, was established
in 1994 in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. YES provides socially, economically, and criminally
at-risk youth with the opportunity to achieve success through participation in a variety of
programs, including mentorship, education, and enrichment programming. Predominantly
serving youth of color, YES engages youth in culturally relevant programming that pushes
youth to explore, challenge, and rewrite the harmful narratives given by society as a means
of self-realization and systemic change. Further, YES developed a diverse program portfolio
to address social, economic, and academic disparities youth of color face. In response to
student needs, YES developed Alternative to Detention Diversion and Restorative Services
Programs, or prevention and intervention programming to create alternatives to youths’
punitive placement in secure detention facilities and to reduce juvenile justice system
involvement and youth recidivism. The Alternative to Detention Diversion and Restorative
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Services Program includes three pillars, including Alternative to Detention (ATD), Aftercare,
and prevention efforts embedded within holistic Programming and Mentorship Services.

As the sole provider of Juvenile Diversion services in Pittsburgh for youth ages 10-18,
YES began its ATD program in partnership with the Allegheny County Juvenile Probation
Office in 2000 and has since served over 1200 students’ families. The initial contract
deliverables required YES to ensure that ATD participants attend their initial court hearing,
monitor participants at home and at school through home and school visits along with
curfew calls, and prevent reoffending between the time of the ATD referral and their
initial court hearing. Service terms and expectations expanded as juvenile court judges
anecdotally observed YES’ successful impact on recidivism rates, positive client pro-social
behavior changes, and improved academic performance of clients (Lewis and Cohen 2016).
Generally, this meant increases in overall clients served and in clients remaining active
with YES throughout their six-month consent decree term, where they engaged in Aftercare
programming that extended court-mandated ATD services to include personal and skill
development curricula, family interventions and supports, and adult and peer mentorship.

Anecdotal evidence, in the form of conversations between YES staff and youth parents,
suggested that traditional ATD services did not adequately address youth needs. YES staff
also received frequent requests for more extensive and prolonged services from parents
who insisted that maintaining their child’s abstinence from crime and avoidance of the
JJS would not be sustainable after juvenile probation ended their ATD referral along with
the associated intensive support of YES service providers. Ultimately, YES infused the
ATD service design with their existing community-based youth development program,
Mentoring Partnerships (MP), for a more holistic and sustainable delinquency diversion
and prevention program called Aftercare.

Under the guidance of the Annie E. Casey Foundation (AECF), YES and the Allegheny
County Juvenile Probation Office collaborated from 2014 to 2016 in developing a model
for identifying evidence-based best practices and establishing knowledge management
between a community-based service provider and a Juvenile Detention Alternative Ini-
tiative (JDAI) probation site. Addressing what Young et al. (2013) characterized as an
absence of evidence-based practices (EBPs) regarding proper case management for youth
in the JJS, YES has standardized their Aftercare program into a codified and replicable
service plan. YES’ efforts to formulate and promote delinquency prevention strategies
furthered Pennsylvania’s 2012 Juvenile Justice System Enhancement Strategy focused on
utilizing EBPs and policy modification to achieve balanced and restorative justice (BAR])
principles within the juvenile justice system. The comprehensive YES model is described
below alongside the IMJ] theoretical tenets.

2. YES’ Community-Based Model for Juvenile Detention Alternatives

YES offers three tiers within their Community-Based Model for Juvenile Detention
Alternatives: Holistic Programming and Mentorship Services, Alternative to Detention
(ATD), and Aftercare. Each tier aligns with the IMJ]’s proposed intervention levels to
reduce youth recidivism, where universal interventions are implemented within Holistic
Programming and Mentorship Services, selective interventions within ATD programming,
and indicated within Aftercare. The program sequence, detailing how youth move through
programming, is presented in Figure 1. Each tier corresponds with restorative services
that address criminogenic risk and protective factors in the various socio-ecological con-
texts. While the IMJ] model proposed general restorative services that could target the
different socio-ecological contexts youth engage in, YES” Community-Based Model for
Juvenile Detention Alternatives extended the current framework by detailing specific
services and interventions to address youth needs and promote positive youth develop-
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ment. Each tier, including how youth are referred, how youth service provisions are deter-
mined, intervention descriptions, and alignment with criminogenic needs, are presented in
detail below.

petiRe et by Prokiation Youth referred by magistrate court judge, school

.

personnel, or local officials

Universal

Selective Indicated

Holistic Programming and
Mentorship Services

Alternative to Detention Aftercare Services

Figure 1. Program model.

2.1. Universal: Holistic Programming and Mentorship Services

YES provides universal interventions that incorporate diverse programming across
various program domains, including mentoring, workforce and academic development,
social, wellness, and cultural exposure and awareness, civic engagement and personal
development. The IMJJ states that universal interventions should include multi-level
socio-ecological interventions to improve impact, where YES” universal program offerings
intervene on the individual, family, and community levels. Each domain houses multiple
programs, which each vary in frequency and dosage per week. Students are recruited
from surrounding city and county districts and are typically between the ages of 13 to 18.
Among the various services YES provides, mentorship is the primary service offered to
prevent youth entry into the juvenile justice system. A full description of each domain,
program services, frequency and dosage, criminogenic need targeted, and socio-ecological
intervention level is provided in Table 1.

Table 1. Universal programming and services.

. . e Dosage & Criminogenic Ecological Level
Domain Program Service Description Duration Need Addressed Targeted
Power Hour Programming designed to 2 h, 4 times a
Tutorin support the academic needs and ~ week, school Education & Skill ~ Individual
& capacity of youth enrollees year
Summer y(')uth employment 15-25h a week, Employment Individual,
Learn and Earn  programming connecting youth .
. ; 6 weeks Development Family
to meaningful work experiences
Summer Work Summer progre'lmmmg , 6 h a day, 5 Education & Skill .
designed to build youths times a week, 1 ~ Employment Individual
for Success s . .
Workforce & employability preparation skills ~week Development
gcadiemic Summer programming
evelopment i ioni ’
P designed to ignite youths 6haday, 4 Education & Skill | .
. curiosities, academic acumen, . Individual,
Summer Magic . times a week, 6 Employment -
build youths; hands-on work Community
; weeks Development
experiences through
apprenticeships
Summer programming . .
Summer Study  designed to support youths’ S.h a day, 2 Education & Skill Individual,
L . times a week, 6 Employment -
for Success experiential learning through Community
weeks Development

discovery workshops
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Table 1. Cont.

Domain Program Service Description Dosage & Criminogenic Ecological Level
8 P Duration Need Addressed Targeted
Male—id.entifying group .
Voices to Men mentoring programming that 2h,2timesa . Individual,
(VIM) encourages young males to week, school Peer Relations Communit
discuss and challenge the year y
obstacles they encounter
. Female-identifying group
Mentoring Female mentoring programming that
Empowerment addresses societal and 2h,2timesa Individual
and Wellness environmental pressures/biases  week, school Peer Relations Communit’
Initiative that deter young women and year Y
(FeWi) misconceptions around
wellness
. Programming that exposes
?Z?lclltilrzllld youth to the local and regional 3h,1timea Leisure & Individual,
Social Wellness Outines cultural landscape building week, 6 weeks Recreation Community
and C’ultural ’ & their cultural competencies
Exposure and Programming sessions that
Awareness Wellness focus on different dimensions of 2h,1timea Leisure & Individual
Wednesdays wellness and teach mini lessons  week, 6 weeks Recreation
on self-care practices
Programming sessions that
engage youth in in-depth
Teen Council discussion around root causes 2h 1 time a
(You'th Justice of Vlolenc':e, developmg. week, school Education & Skill Inleldua'l,
Advisory community-based solutions, car Community
Civi Board) and implementing teen-led y
EIVIC f& solutions intervene and prevent
Pziao%learlnen violence
Development Programming that engages 3 h, twice a
th in rigorous youth week, 3
Youth Civic youth & 5y ’ . .
Leadership part%apatory action research program cycles Education & Skill Inleldua.l,
Academy curriculum and engages youth  during the Community

in discussion with community
content experts

school year
(8-12 weeks)

Mentoring has been shown to be an effective strategy to address risk factors for juve-
nile justice system involvement, including delinquent behavior, aggression, and antisocial
behavior (Tolan et al. 2013). To address these risk factors, YES implements a mentoring
modus operandi that aims to (1) provide pro-social support and personal development
to prevent youth entry or reentry to the juvenile justice system, (2) lessen the influence of
youth exposure to an abundance of negative environmental influences in their immediate
community, schools, or household and (3) instill in youth the notions of self-worth, initiative
and goal attainment through character development. Further, YES” Motivational Model
supports this work, where in meeting youths’ self-determination needs, conceptualized
as four concentric circles, youth begin to become internally motivated to engage in YES
programming (Jones et al. 2021). YES” mentoring modus operandi is enacted within two
gender-based mentorship programs: Voices to Men and Female Empowerment and Well-
ness Initiative, which facilitates individual and community mentorship-based interventions.
Voices to Men and Female Empowerment and Wellness Initiative services and curriculum
encourages participants to challenge gender-based stereotypes, identify community and
societal risk factors, and pursue their aspirations. Gender differences impact the prevalence
and type of delinquent behavior exhibited by youth, where these differences further impact
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youth outcomes of community-based prevention programs (Fagan and Lindsey 2014),
supporting the need for gender-based programming to address delinquency risk factors.

Previous research suggests that high academic achievement functions as a protective
factor against juvenile delinquency (Aazami et al. 2023). Further, high-quality summer
programs provide access to learning opportunities, which is critical for low-income youth
to address persistent opportunity gaps and support positive outcomes (Jones and Jones
2020). The findings regarding the influence of summer youth employment programs on
juvenile delinquency are mixed. While some studies identify the potential of summer
youth employment programs to increase juvenile delinquency (Staff et al. 2010), others find
that summer youth employment programs substantially reduce both violent crime and
mortality (Davis and Heller 2020; Modestino 2019). Further, summer youth employment
programming has been shown to support youth future orientation (Jones et al. 2024). Due to
these combined benefits, YES implements workforce and academic development program-
ming that provides individual, family, and community interventions, including power hour
tutoring, offered during the school year, and Learn and Earn, offered in the summer. Power
hour tutoring provides free tutoring services to middle school, high school, and college
students to support students” academic needs. Learn and Earn encompasses three program
offerings, including academic and employment preparation, conceptualized as Summer
Work for Success, Summer Magic, and Summer Study for Success. Learn and Earn pro-
gramming provides youth participants with six weeks of part-time summer employment.
Summer Work for Success is a week-long curriculum that familiarizes participants with job
readiness skills including but not limited to job applications, resume writing, workplace
etiquette, financial literacy, and goal setting. Summer Study for Success and Summer
Magic participants engage in youth participatory action research coursework, creating
innovative research projects and developing community-based research methodologies
over the course of 6 weeks. The research projects produced showed that youth developed
rich understandings of issues in their communities, research skills, and critical perspectives
that support academic achievement (Pearson et al. 2025).

Peer relationships have been shown to significantly influence juvenile delinquency,
where high-quality and positive peer relationships are associated with reduced deviant
behaviors (Dira and Subardjo 2025). Wellness has also been found to impact delinquency,
where mental illness has long been associated with crime (Hancock 2023). YES provides
youth with Social, Wellness, and Cultural Exposure and Awareness programming that
implements individual and community interventions through Wellness Wednesdays and
Social and Cultural Outings, both offered during the summer (Youth Enrichment Services
2024). Wellness Wednesdays includes holistic wellness programming that aims to promote
healthy habits and practices to improve overall health and well-being (Youth Enrichment
Services 2024). Program activities give students the opportunity to connect with other
students and community members, think thoughtfully about their futures, and engage in
wellness practices they may not have thought of before. Social and Cultural Outings allow
students to engage with students they may not otherwise have before and be exposed to
different leisure and learning opportunities within their community that they may not have
had access to before (Youth Enrichment Services 2024).

Additional preventative measures that promote positive adolescent behaviors, like
civic engagement, show promise in reducing delinquency (Leonard 2018). Civic En-
gagement and Personal Development provides individual and community interventions
through Teen Council (Youth Justice Advisory Board) and Youth Civic Leadership Academy,
both offered during the school year. Teen Council engages youth in thoughtful discussion
around the various causes and implications of violence within their community, giving
them the opportunity to collaboratively develop solutions to address it and implement
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those changes within their community. Youth Civic Leadership Academy further engages
students in community-engaged work, where they work on identifying and addressing
social issues, positioning students as changemakers in their community.

While universal and holistic programming prevents juvenile justice system engage-
ment, intervention efforts are required to address the needs of court-involved youth to
promote positive future outcomes for all youth.

2.2. Selective: Alternative to Detention Services

Alternative to Detention (ATD) delivers selective interventions to youth through
pre-adjudication detention-alternative programming developed in collaboration with and
funded by Allegheny County Juvenile Probation (ACJP) to address the over-confinement
of children, detailed in internal program manuals and curriculums. Its primary function
is to serve as a 24/7 monitoring and mentoring program for first-time juvenile offenders,
where youth receiving intensive monitoring have been found to have lower recidivism
rates in comparison to regular supervision (Sarver et al. 2012). Youth are referred by
probation officers, where they are ATD-active from the time of arrest or detention hearing
until they attend their adjudication hearing. ATD participants are probation-active and
enrolled by their probation officer. The nature and extent of participant programming
depends strongly on the terms that probation sets, where youth may be in the program
from anywhere between 30 and 60 days. Upon probation officer or court judges request,
ATD programming may be extended for an additional three to six months, where additional
support and interventions are implemented in addition to intensive monitoring services in
Diversion 2000 (D2000). In D2000, an Intervention Specialist determines a level of service
related to youth risk level through an internally developed measure, the Service Delivery
Matrix. A full description of services offered at each risk level is presented in Table 2.

Table 2. D2000 intensity determination and level of service.

Service Intensity Service Provisions

2 School Visits
2 Home Visits
Case Management

Low Intensity Family Action Planning
Mentoring
Wellness Calls
Interventions

2 School Visits

2 Home Visits

Case Management
Medium Intensity ~ Family Action Planning

Additional Mentoring

Curfew Calls

Interventions

3 School Visits
3 Home Visits
Case Management
Family Action Planning
High Intensity Additional Mentoring
Curfew Calls
Interventions
Additional Services Outreach (Drug & Alcohol Counseling,
Mental Health Services, Conflict Resolution, Family Therapy)
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Accordingly, ATD is reactive and diversionary in nature: services are provided to
those already in the juvenile justice system. Detention alternatives are provided for youth
alleged of misdemeanor or low-level felony charges. ATD participants are co-ed youth ages
10 to 18, vulnerable to societal and delinquency risk factors, struggling with below-par
academic achievement, and lacking sufficient support systems to prevent recidivism prior
to adjudication. ATD contract deliverables require that (1) ATD youth participants do not
receive additional delinquency charges prior to the adjudicatory hearing, and (2) ATD
youth are present at all pre-adjudicatory court dates.

In accordance with IM]] guidelines for multi-level interventions in selective program-
ming, ATD offers individual-, family-, and community-level interventions to provide com-
prehensive support and address needs across youth social contexts. The literature suggests
that successful juvenile justice interventions provide both a supervision component and
a therapeutic component, with particularly promising results for therapeutic approaches
(Evans-Chase and Zhou 2014; Development Services Group 2024). YES integrates both
supervision and therapeutic components, where Intervention Specialists conduct home and
schools visits to both monitor youths progress and needs (i.e., monitor school attendance
and youth curfew, conduct classroom and home observations, and ensure youth are meet-
ing home and school expectations) and provide therapeutic interventions through multiple
coordinated services (i.e., education advocacy and support, restorative services, family
therapy and resource matching, individual counseling, and drug and alcohol counseling).
Family therapy has particularly promising results, where family therapy has been found to
address the root of problem behavior and promote family communication, support, and
conflict resolution (Development Services Group 2014). Further, home and school visits
allow Intervention Specialists to integrate into and strengthen youths’ existing support
networks, coordinating with school personnel and families to understand and address the
root of dysfunctional behavior.

2.3. Indicated: Aftercare Services

Due to the community and judiciary support for ATD services, probation officers and
judges began ordering ATD youth to continue their participation with YES. The resulting
service transitioned into the Aftercare program, an indicated intervention, which can be
conceptually understood as the union of ATD and YES” mentorship curricula, where all the
ATD monitoring services are provided in addition to the personal-development curricula
and value-added components that mentorship offers, detailed in internal program manuals
and curriculum. Through all Aftercare activities, the primary goal is to develop, maintain,
and strengthen vulnerable youths” motivation to achieve and advance in all areas of their
lives. Youth are referred by magistrate court judges, school personnel, or local officials,
where they are assigned to a long-term mentoring relationship with their Intervention
Specialist, who utilizes the validated Missouri Model of goal setting to encourage personal
growth and self-investment. Youth typically are in Aftercare programming for three months,
where transition readiness is then assessed to determine if further engagement is needed.
Intervention Specialists determine a level of service associated with students’ risk level, as
measured by the Service Delivery Matrix, described in Table 3.

The IMJJ model incorporates multi-level interventions at the indicated level, where
YES implements individual, family, and community interventions in Aftercare. Aftercare
participants receive the monitoring and mentoring services characteristic of ATD program-
ming while integrating skill-building and personal development interventions, including
adult and peer mentoring, cultural enrichment, and life skill development. Skill-building
and development interventions have promising results in reducing recidivism (Crime Solu-
tions 2021). Further, positive and supportive social networks are critical for a successful
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transition to adulthood and provide a protective factor against juvenile justice system
involvement (Zwecker et al. 2018). However, juvenile justice system-involved youth often
report that they lack positive and supportive individuals within their support network,
prompting the need for services to directly target the development of healthy support
systems for these youth (Zwecker et al. 2018). To accomplish this aim, Aftercare extends the
support offered within traditional ATD services, where restorative practices are leveraged
to integrate youth back into their family and school community through supporting youth
in repairing relationships with their peers, school, and family.

Table 3. Aftercare intensity determination and level of service.

Service Intensity Service Provisions

1 School Visit
1 time a week program session

Low Intensity

2 School visits
1 Home visit

Medium Intensity ; .
2 times a week program session
Additional mentoring session
2 School visits
2 Home visits
High Intensity 2 times a week program session

Additional mentoring session
Additional Services Outreach (Drug & Alcohol Counseling,
Mental Health Services, Conflict Resolution, Family Therapy)

Criminogenic risk factors develop within youth socio-ecological contexts, including
home, school, and community, and the interpersonal relationships within each context (Van
der Stouwe et al. 2014). Therefore, to effectively address criminogenic behaviors at the root,
factors across all socio-ecological contexts youth inhabit must be addressed (Sapp 2023).
YES Intervention Specialists establish lines of communication between the school, family,
and home to map the youth’s holistic needs and assets and address risk across multiple
socio-ecological levels. During monthly home visits, participants, parents/guardians, and
Intervention Specialists discuss youth behavior, providing education on societal risk factors
and improvements to establish and maintain a Family Action Plan to create long-term
mentoring and advocacy relationships that stimulate and enrich the entire family unit.
Further, staff conduct needs assessments to identify any barriers to a healthy and safe
environment for participants and connect families with any necessary external resource
providers. Lastly, YES staff conduct bi-weekly school visits to meet with administrators,
counselors, teaching staff, and additional service providers to coordinate service delivery
and advocate for each youth’s barriers to academic success.

YES prioritizes preventing disproportionate numbers of marginalized youth of color,
particularly African American males, from entering the JJS by continuing to improve upon
the Aftercare model so that it is validated and replicable for other JDAI sites with commu-
nity partnership. In keeping with this priority, Aftercare services now reach a broadened
population, including local school districts and housing authorities. By reinvigorating the
JJS and the scope of preventative youth services, the Aftercare service model allows JDAI
sites nationwide to ally with their respective local nonprofits.

3. Conclusions

The current article provided a descriptive case study of how one community-based
organization applied the Integrated Model of Juvenile Justice in practice, describing a
holistic approach to juvenile delinquency prevention and intervention that targets multiple
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socio-ecological levels to best support positive youth outcomes. While prevention, ATD
models, and Aftercare programs currently exist, these programs often operate in silos,
limiting their ability to comprehensively address youth needs. YES” Community-Based
Model for Juvenile Detention Alternatives provides a comprehensive, practice-based model
that is currently absent from the literature, providing Holistic Programming and Mentorship
Services, ATD programming, and aftercare services within one community-based space.

YES’ model, informed by 25 years of work, has been impactful for youth, families, court
affiliates, and community stakeholders alike. In Pennsylvania, it costs as much as $211,000 a
year to incarcerate a child, where non-carceral alternatives have been shown to be more cost
effective, improving youth outcomes and seeing returns as much as $217.89 for each dollar
spent (O’Conner 2023). YES has diverted nearly 1200 youths from juvenile detention and
saved county taxpayers nearly 2 million dollars through the reduction in youth entering the
school-to-prison pipeline and the disruption of long-term system involvement. Beyond the
fiscal benefits, YES has instilled positive changes in program participants and has helped
to improve their physical, emotional, and academic development, leading to their cultural
enrichment, career development, life skill enhancement, and reduction in criminal activity
(Lewis and Cohen 2016; Youth Enrichment Services 2018). On a community level, YES
programming has helped to reduce delinquency, recidivism, per-youth expenditures, and
increase ]JS efficiency (Lewis and Cohen 2016). YES’ programming policies are well-aligned
with the expectations of the county’s and state’s JJS and are overall perceived as effective
by the Allegheny Juvenile Probation Department. At the state level, YES’ programming
exhibits strong youth and family support, as well as Balanced and Restorative Justice
(BAR]J) and accountability measures as recommended by Pennsylvania’s Juvenile Act.

Feedback from program alumni, including program reports and unpublished focus
group data, reinforce the positive program impact described above (Youth Enrichment
Services 2018, 2024). In referencing former focus groups and evaluative surveys, program
alumni report that YES has helped them refrain from reoffending, pursue personal goals,
and alter their mindsets and habits through intentional mentoring. Their overall senti-
ments underscore the program’s effectiveness and lasting influence. Alumni successes
are a testament to the transformative power of proper mentorship and opportunities and
highlight how these young people grow into responsible, successful, and contributing
members of society (Youth Enrichment Services 2018). Alumni also reflected on the wel-
coming environment YES cultivated, the meaningful opportunities provided, the inspiring
role models guiding their way, the engaging activities that grounded them in productive
opportunities, and access to beneficial program components designed to support and shape
their experiences.

Overall, YES’ comprehensive service model incorporates intervention and prevention
strategies, addresses risk and protective factors at multiple socio-ecological levels, and
provides a diverse profile of restorative services. Offering a comprehensive service profile
allows YES to address a wide range of youth needs that may be out of the scope of pro-
grams offering only one aspect of juvenile detention alternatives services. For example,
ATD services provide only a short-term intervention that is often ineffective in developing
support systems and addressing the complex needs of youth and their families that is
often required to reduce recidivism (Smith 2013). To ensure youth continue on a positive
trajectory, comprehensive approaches are necessary to create and sustain long-term change,
where extended services provide consistent support, resources, and opportunities necessary
to address youth needs and promote positive youth development. To address this gap, it
is necessary to integrate and layer universal, selective, and indicated approaches that im-
plement interventions at multiple socio-ecological levels to best meet the needs of juvenile
justice involved youth. Further, holistic juvenile detention alternatives models must be
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rigorously evaluated to identify the effectiveness of each program element, identify best
practices, and support the development of a standardized approach to juvenile delinquency.

4. Implications
4.1. Impact

YES promotes the adoption of protective factors (academic excellence, decision-making
training) to lessen the effects of risk factors (financial ineptitude, negative peer influence,
etc.). Aftercare program completion discourages delinquent behavior by fostering employ-
ability skills, improving academic standings, prioritizing healthy and stable family rela-
tionships, and developing appropriate stress-coping mechanisms. Intervention Specialists
provide socialization and self-regulation training, including gaining comfort with authority
figures and friendly eye contact, articulating thoughts and arguments with positivity, and
structuring positive peer interaction. Equipped with newly fostered social etiquette skills,
Aftercare youth display improvements in all aspects of personal development because a
youth’s ability to communicate effectively lessens their sense of vulnerability and mini-
mizes the risk of delinquent outbursts when attempting formalized social interaction. The
desired result for Aftercare participants is prevention of further entry into the juvenile jus-
tice system. Youth who successfully complete Aftercare curricula are expected to exemplify
the following: no additional justice system contact, no criminal charges received, enhanced
self-worth, increased academic abilities, development of leadership skills, career develop-
ment training, fostering of lasting pro-social relationships, engagement in their community,
expanded mentor skill sets, and adoption of healthy and proactive decision-making habits.
YES identifies these characteristics as primary delinquency prevention criteria since they
are signs of empowered youth who can positively engage in community stewardship.

4.2. Influence

Over the years, reports from the YES model have shown that successful youth partici-
pants and families exhibit reduced effects of economic and academic disparities, social disen-
gagement, vulnerability to negative social influences, and racial/ethnic over-incarceration
rates. Exposure to mentoring and intervention services increases participant awareness
of societal influences and motivates youth to break the cycles of community-linked or
peer-associated delinquency by providing them with a role model, a service contact person,
and a confidant. A degree of trust between community members and juvenile justice service
providers is fostered as it becomes clearer that providers are interested in the participant’s
wellbeing rather than in enforcing a punishment. Youth who have access to holistic support,
an engaged family unit, and structured program services are more likely to combat as
activists the societal underpinnings of socioeconomic restraints, academic hardship, and
negative peer influence. While each Aftercare participant has a customized service plan,
on average Aftercare youth receive 8 h of contact per week if they receive their two-hour
home visit, two-hour school visit, two-hour curricula session, and daily 15 min curfew
calls. These monitoring efforts are consistent with Jolliffe and Farrington’s (2007) findings
that reoffending was prevented when mentoring sessions were longer in duration and oc-
curred multiple times a week. Positive developments in the social-emotional, self-identity,
and cognitive dimensions enhance youth regulation of complicated emotions (Jolliffe and
Farrington 2007).

4.3. Policy

Given these demonstrated successes and the evident deficiencies of earlier approaches
that lack the key dimensions of the model we have described here, a shift in policy at
both the state and federal levels seems indicated. Frequently, funding for juvenile delin-
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quency interventions and prevention typically are limited to short-term, band-aid solutions
that do not provide enough support to effectively reduce recidivism. However, to fully
break the school-to-prison pipeline, agencies at both levels need to commit to policy and
funding structures that invest in long-term, comprehensive intervention and prevention
models. Future directions of YES” Community-Based Model for Juvenile Detention Alter-
natives include integrating diversion programming into school-based settings, providing
an alternative to school resource officers and disrupting the school-to-prison pipeline. To
persuade legislators to support the needed increases in spending, evaluations that sup-
port the tangible and sustained positive results in communities, including the effects on
juvenile crime rates, recidivism, law enforcement costs, and local economies, are required.
In particular, short-term ATD programs should be re-envisioned to facilitate the kinds of
coordination and follow-up that have proven successful with Aftercare. Finally, if there is
to be a “school-to-opportunity” pipeline or range of pipelines for at-risk youth, there will
need to be changes at other socio-ecological levels: lowering or eliminating the cost of at-
tending public college and targeting economic investment in low-income, low-employment
neighborhoods by providing livable wages. Prepared and motivated youth will ascend to
success, but there must be ladders for them to climb.

YES’ Aftercare model of prolonged and intensive diversion programming has only
been implemented in the greater Pittsburgh area. However, other community-based service
providers and JDAI site partners should adapt the presented practices and approaches
to holistic and responsive intervention for the needs of their respective clientele. Testing
the impact and influence of the Aftercare model in differing environments positively
contributes to ongoing efforts to codify and package the Aftercare approach as a nationally
recognized model for holistic crime prevention services. In addition to long-term and
community-based mentorship services, school-based diversion programming should be
further explored as a catalyst capable of enhancing and extending the short-term effects of
standard crime diversion programming.
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