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PREFACE 

As part of an ALEPA project (No. 72-DS-2) the Center for 
Correctional Psychology at the University of Alabama performed 
ad hoc evaluatio~s on six juvenile justice programs in the state 
of Alabama. The evaluations are contained in this document and 
its comparison work--"Volume II: State Training Schools". Volume 
n contains the evaluations of the three state training schools 
for juveniles. This volume (Volume I) contains the evaluations 
for the Central Alabama Youth Services, the Family Court of Jef­
ferson County, and the Juvenile Court of Baldwin County. 

These six ad hoc evaluations (also referred to in the ALEPA 
grant applicatiOn as"Level I" evaluations) were assessments of 
programs which had been in existence for some time and therefore 
had some history behind them. The intention was to do these eval­
uations based on the best available information which could be 
elicited or identified. 

In this sense these evaluations were, to some extent, learn­
ing exercises. .what was learned was what quality and depth of 
eva.luation could be accomplished by only using data that was al­
ready in existence (through the program itself or other sources) 
or could be easily elicited and gathered. The plan for Level I 
evaluations thus purposely precluded any extensive data generation 
by the evaluation staff. 

The programs to be evaluated were selected by ALEPA personnel 
in consultation with evaluation personnel. The Central Alabama 
Youth Services program was selected for evaluation because ALEPA 
had tentatively been viewing it as a "model program" to be followed 
throughout the state as other areas moved toward the regionaliza­
tion of juvenile justice system servi.-;:es. Baldwin County and 
Jefferson County were selected because they provide contrasting 
extremes on many potentially important characteristics. 

Baldwin County's program is relatively new, rural, and small. 
Jefferson County's program is, on the other hand, relatively old, 
urban, and large. One of the main questions was concerned with 
what: differences there would be in the kinds of data available 
on these two contrasting programs. 

For purposes of economy and practicali·ty three evaluations 
are contained under one cover in this document. However, it 
should be noted that eaCh evaluation is, in-and-of-itself, a 
"stand-alone" or complete document and there is no particular 
significance to the order of presentation. Thus~ these evalua­
tions can be read separately and in any order desired. 
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For any evaluation effort of this kind, success depends on 
the cooperation of a large number of persons. The authors want 
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Ms. Barbara Ward and The Honorable B. M. Miller Childers of the 
Central Alabama Youth Services. Finally, the authors want to 
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uable data efficiently and effectively; especially Ms. Margaret 
W. Jordan, Ms. Julia Oliver, and Ms. Jenny L. Taylor. 
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Introduction 

Baldwin County is located in the southwestern corner of the 
state. It is bordered by Mobile County on the west, and the 
southern portion meets Florida on the east and Mobile Bay on the 
west. The southern tip meets the Gulf of Mexico. Mobile is the 
basic ·trade area of the county residents. 

The 1970 census showed a population of approximately 60,000J 
mostly rural (73%). Of the population, about 11,000 or 
18% are Black. Those eighteen years of age or younger who fall 
under the jurisdiction of the juvenile court system are aproxi­
mately 37%, and 20% of the t.otal population are below poverty 
level. Ba.y Minette is the largest city in the county, with a 
population of nearly 10,000 residents. 

The major industries are lumber, fabrics, fishing, and 
tourism. These trades account for approximately one-third of 
the persons employed in the county. 

There is one school system in Baldwin County. This system 
has responsibility for 20 schools, two of which 1~::'Ce technical 
schools. bue to the presence of Gulf Shores in the southern 
s~ction of the county, there is a Aeavy influx of youths toward 
the beach areas. This presents additional problems for the 
juvenile court system of the county_ 

The judge of the circuit court of Baldwin County serves as 
the ex officio judge of the juvenile court for the county. The 
juvenile court is responsible for all juvenile matters as speci­
fied in Chapter 7 of Title 13 of the Alabama Code. Appeals from 
juvenile cases in Baldwin County lie to the circuit court of the 
county and such appeals may he heard by the circuit court judge 
who presides over the juvenile court. 

In addition to the judge of the juvenile court (who works 
only part-time in this capacity), the court also has a single 
probation officer. She has been working in this capacity since 
September 12, 1971, under an original and three renewal grants 
from ALEPA. In the last two years the county has contributed 
some matching funds to support the probation office. In addition, 
another grant was secured form ALEPA in 1973 to provide secretari­
al support for the probation officer. The only other source of 
help available to the probation officer is part-time assistance 
from a student placed at the office during the summer months. 

According to the officer's own figures, she handles approxi­
mately ninety delinquency cases each year. Further, it is her 
feeling that this number has been increasing dramatically in the 
last year or so due largely to an increase in drug abuse. 
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Probably the most salient factor affecting the delivery of 
probation services is the large geographical area of the county 
and the relatively even distribution of probationers over that 
area. In other words, there is no one or two small areas in 
wh~ch the probationers tend to be clustered. Operationally! 
th~s means that the probation officer does a lot of traveling 
as part of her job. (See Appendix I for the weekly schedule 
she follows.) It is estimated that the probation officer travels 
a~proxi~ately 1500 miles per month and spends about 25% of her 
t~me do7ng so. Obviously, this is not a very judicious use of 
the o~f~cer's time. Baldwin County is large, but it is also 
rel~t1vely long and narrow. If there waD an additional probation 
off~cer, then one officer could cover the northern part of the 
county and the other the southern portion. This could cut down 
th; total travel,tim~ of the two officers combined by more than 
50~. Also, cons1der1ng the case load and other factors (discuss~d 
bel~w) there is adequate justification for an additional probation 
off~cer. 

Method 

The objective of thi~ ad hoc evaluation of the Baldwin Coun~y 
Juvenile Court was to arr~ve at some assessment of it ff t' ness Th' 't' s e ec 1Ve-f' 1S cr~ er10n of effectiveness can be defined in a variety 
~,ways. For ~xam~le, in their ALEPA grant application the court 
~s~s three obJect~ves or goals: (1) reduce and control juvenile 

~e~1nquency; (2) speed up hearings for juveniles; (3) reduce recid-
7v1sm . Any or all of these could be used a,s definitions of effect­
~veness for evaluating the ~uvenile court operation. In deciding 

th
OW tO,approach our eva1uat~on task we have attempted to address 
ese 1ssues and a few others. 

, In dO~lig a rese~rch-oriented evaluation, the first thing that 
~s so~ght,~s som~ obJective and quantified data. The only data 
~f th~s k~nd,ava~lable for the Baldwin County County Juvenile Court 
1S the Juven11e Court Statistical Card (Appendix II) data obtained 
fro~ the the Department of Pensions and Security. This data was 
~v~~labl~ only f~r 1972, 1973, and through June 30 of 1974. The 
~n orm~t10n obta~ned from these data will be discussed in the 
fol;ow1ng Results section. No other quantified data was readily 
ava7ia~ie'd For ad hQ£ evaluations, we were limited to using already 
ava1 a e ata under the conditions of our grant However we 
went beyond these l~mitations in some cases wher~ it was f~asible 
~~ d~'~~'d ~n Baldw1n County, the development of such additional 
, an 1 ~e ata,~as not possible for various reasons. For example, 
1~ was n~t poss1ble to administer a staff questionnaire to proba­
t~~~ ~ff~cers ~a~ was done in Jefferson County) since this would 
re eo; ~he op~n~ons of only the one officer and no statistical 
summat.l.ons would be possible. 
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For these reason~ we were forced to take a somewhat more sub­
jective approach in obtai~ing additional information. Specifically, 
we gave considerably more attention to the site visit and to our 
interviews with ,t:.he probation officer. Although we did obtain 
considerable information in this subjective manner, we nevertheless 
feel that we have not introduced any gross biases of our own into 
the collection and reporting of it. This information is also pre­
sented in the following Results section. 

Results 

In this section two different kinds of results are presented 
and discussed. The first are those derived from the information 
obtained during the site visit and interview. The second type of 
results presented are those derived from the data contained on 
the Juvenile Court Statistical Card. 

Results of the Site Visit 

The site visit to the Baldwin County Juvenile Probation 
Office produced a great deal of information. Various issues 
raised by this visit will be discussed here because of their 
importance in terms of the effectiveness of the juvenile court. 

It was the probation officer's view that juvenile delinquency 
in Baldwin C;;:nmty has been increasing dramatically for about the 
last year; and that this in turn is due largely to an increase in 
drug abuse ca~~s. However, such drug abuse cases are often dealt 
with by the cOurt as cases of incorrigibility. While the motiva­
tion for this practice is understandable in terms of particular 
cases, it must be questioned whether it is a wise practice in 
general. In the long run it might be more advantageous for both 
the child involved and for the court (for assessing its long-run 
effectiveness) to charge a youth with a drug offense if this is, 
in fact,the offense allegedly responsible for his/her coming to 
the attention of the court or the probation officer. The above 
procedure is somewhat analogous to the controversial and often 
criticized practice of pl.~ bargaining in ~lult cases. Further, 
there is also the potenti~\ danger that a proble~ of substance will 
be ignored rather than faced and dealt with effectively. ThiD 
report is not making any concrete suggestions in this areai rather, 
it is recommending that this practice should be seriously reconsidered 
by the court and variou~ other alternatives should be explored. 

The ?robation officer herself is overburdened to a greater 
ex~ent than she should be. This is not only due to her direct 
job duties, but also because of various tasks which she performs 
that are less directly her responsibility; such as speaking 
to groups of parents and children, contacts with groups such as 
the P.T.A., advising policemen (especiallYjuvenile officers), etc. 
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The probation officer's commendable devotion to her job is revealed 
by a number of inobtrusive observations that were made--for example, 
the fact that she includes h8r home phone nunilier on her business 
cards. Our conclusion is that, although well-intentioned, the 
ofFicer may be spreading herself too thin in the community. Some 
cutt'ng bac~ in certain areas may be a topic worthy of discussion 
by tht Juvenile court. 

According to the probation off1cer,predisposition investigations 
are cond~~ted for approximately 50% of the juveniles who appear 
before the court (the most severe cases). The Task Force on Cor­
rections (1973) says: 

A presentence report should be presented to the court 
in every case where there is a potential sentencing disposi­
tion involving incarceration and in all cases involving 
felonies or minors (p. 184). 

It appears that a high priority item for the juvenile court 
should be to meet this standard and strive to see that such reports 
are done on all the children that come before the court. 

The evaluation team observed a relatively good filing system 
notwithstanding the fact that the ufficer herself had to do all 
the work connected with maintaining it. The team also observed 
0x;e ~rmual report for 1972-1973 -- a one page statistical summary 
l~stlll~ <?aseload volume, approximate monthly formal and informal 
dlSp081t1ons, the types of offenses committed by juveniles, and 
the number of youths in the three state training schools. The one 
statistic missing was any measure of recidivism. This statistic 
should be computed annually. I·t is simply one of the best ways 
that the court .can determine the effectiveness of the actions 
it iS,taking with juveniles who come before it. Considering the 
rel~t1vely small number of cases, the calculations could be done 
eas71y by hand calculator, even though more extensive data is 
ava1lable from the Department of Pensions and Security. 

We note that final detention decisions about juveniles upon 
~ppreh~nsion remain ~ith the police, although the probation officer 
15 ava1lable for adv1ce and counseling at all hours. The Task 
Force on Corrections (1973,p. 264) advises against this: "Police 
sh~uld not h~v~ ~iscretionary authority to make detention decisions. 
Th1S respons1b1l1ty rests with the court, which should assume con­
tr~l over ad~issions on a 24·~hour basis". Although we agree with 
~h1S, th~re 1S no readily apparent way it could be accomplished 
1n Baldw1n County at this time. 

In summary, the evaluation team observed in Baldwin County 
what_was felt to be an acceptable probation operation, especially 
considering that it is a one-person operation and that are limited 
resources available. Of the areas covered above, the recommenda­
tiox; ~e,would p~sh the strongest is that of regularly developing 
rec1d1vlsm statlstics. Although this single criterion is not 
adequate in-and-or-itself, it is still one of the best indices 
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of how the behavior of the court may be affecting the future 
behavior of youth who come before it. Without this feedbacl~ 
the court and probation office cannot know if or how to modlfy 
existing procedures -- there is not enough information upon which 
to make progres~ive changes. One frequently over-looked resource 
for help in doing this type of statistical work is local college 
and/or university personnel (both faculty and students). These 
people are frequently searching for some lIaction" program that 
they can research. 

Results from the Juvenile Court Statistical Card 

The Juvenile Court Statistical Card (Appendix II), designed 
and distributed by H.E.W., is supposed to be completed by the 
responsible Juvenile court for each "delinquency situation" that 
comes to its attention. 

As was mentioned earlier, this was the only source of "hard" 
data for this particular evaluation. However, certain general 
problems with this data source should be addressed before any data 
is actually presented. 

When these cards are completed by the various juvenile court 
personnel the next procedural step is to forward them once a 
month to the Alabama st:ate Department of Pensions and Security. 
This Department then edits the cards, has them keypunched,and 
performs certain analyses on them. For our purposes the Department 
of Pensions and Security supplied us with duplicate decks of the 
punched cards for the years 1972, 1973, and 1974. 

The completion and transmittal of these cards by the juvenile 
courts is completely voluntary,and there is no established method 
of double checking for accuracy or completeness. In other words, 
this data generation system suffers from essentially the same 
weaknesses as have been attributed to the F.B.I.'s Uniform Crime 
Reports -- the two systems work in much the same way. 

At this point, the problems with the data will not be explored 
in any more detail. It should be sufficient to point Q~t that,we 
know the data is imperfect and it should therefore be vlewed wlth 
caution. On the other hand, we have no reason to believe that any 
errors of omission or commission were intended to bias the data 
in any particular way. Therefore, while absolute numbers should, 
be viewed suspiciously, the general level of the percentages derlved 
from them can be taken more seriously in the absence of evidence 
to the contrary. 

Each of the three years of data was analyzed separatel~. Since 
the area of primary interest was recidivism only one analysls was 
pe;formed. This was a two-way crosstabulation by "reason referred" 
(Item L) and by "prior delinquency referrals" (Item J). The complete 
results of this analysis are shown in Table 1. 
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In this table are the total number of referrals for each year 
and the number of these cases which had 1, 2, or 3 prior referrals 
in the same calendar year and in previous calendar years. From 
these raw numbers various totals and rates were calculated as shown. 
The first two columns of percentages show some fairly large dif­
ferences within each column. However, the most notable thing about 
these figures is that they are all so low -- the largest being just 
slightly over 10 per cent. 

The figures which are probably the closest to what we generally 
mean by recidivism are those given in column r. These numbers are 
the per cents of the referrals for each year which had at least one 
prior delinquency referral to the same court some time in the past. 
To the extent that these figures are accurate they represent extremely 
low rates of recidivism, even for the relatively short duration for 
which the data was available. These figures do not reflect recidivism 
in other jurisdictions. However, especially for juveniles, it is 
reasonable to assume that this number is quite small. 

The other major thing in these data is that there is no apparent 
trend in the data. In fact, the figures in the last column (r) are 
remarkably stable for 1972 and 1973. For the 1974 partial-year 
figures, the total referrals (b) may be running slightly ahead of 
previous years with 110 referrals through the end of the first half 
of the year. This result coincides with the probation officer's 
view that juvenile delinquency has been increasing dramatically in 
about the last year. This table should be recomputed to confirm or 
deny this increase as well as the currently slightly lower overall 
recidivism rate for 1974. 

It must be pointed out that the operational definition of 
recidivism which we have used here is rather gross and certainly 
insensitive. For example, it takes into account neither frequency 
nor seriousness of prior events. If the time to recidivism is longer 
than for the previous offense and/or if the recidivistic incident 
is less serious than the previous offense, there has actually been 
an improvement even though there was an instance of recidivism. Any 
sensitive measure of recidivism should take these considerations 
into account. 

In summary, this limited recidivism data is evidence that (1) 
the recidivism rate for the Baldwin County Juvenile Court is certainly 
at an acceptably low rate, and (2) there is some evidence of a sharp 
increase in juvenile delinquency in the first six months of 1974. 
However, it should be pointed out again that, for various reasons, 
this data should be viewed with caution and interpreted only in the 
light of other information. 
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Probation Officer's Weekly Schedule 

Since the probation office has been established, a schedule has 
been formulated as follows: 

Monday: Work in Bay Minette Area and Office; consult with the 
Juvenile Judge, Sheriff, law officers; and counsel probationers of 
that area . 

Tuesday~ Provide visitation counseling to the Robertsdale 
area, Loxley area, Summerdale area and the Silverhill area; con­
sult with Chiefs of Police in these areas, parents and school 
officials. 

Wednesday: Provide visitation counseling to the Magnolia 
Springs area, Foley area, Elberta area, and the Gulf Shores area; 
consult with the Chiefs of Police in these areas, and school 
officials. 

Thursday: Work in Bay Minette area and office; consult with 
the Judge, Sheriff, District Attorney, school officials; and counsel 
juveniles in detention. (1st and 3rd Thursdays of each month are 
juvenile hearing dates.) 

Friday: Provide visitation counseling to the Daphne area, 
Spanish Fort area, and Fairhope area; consult with the juvenile 
officer and each police chief of the area. 

In addition to the daily schedule, visits are made to jails, 
schools, homes, and other places as needed. These are visits that 
~annot be scheduled but are worked in daily. 

\. 
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Introduction 

Central Alabama Youth Services is a regional,comprehensive 
program designed to deal with juvenile problems, particularly a,~ 
relates to illegal activites. The program serves a nine county 
region comprised of Butler, Chilton, Conecuh, Dallas, Elmore, 
Lowndes, Monroe, Perry, and Wilcox counties. 

According to 1970 census data, the region had a total popula­
tion of over 217,000. Approximately 47% of the region's population 
is Black, and 76% of the total population live in rural areas. In 
1970, about 35% of the families in the region had incomes 
below the federal poverty level. Approximately 85,000 persons, or 
39% of the population, are 18 years of age or under, and potentially 
come under the jurisdiction of the various juvenile courts. Of 
the 18 and under population, approximately 29,000 (31%) do not live 
with both natural parents. 

There are 11 separate school systems in the region with a total 
of 102 Elementary, Junior High, and High Schools. In addition, there 
are six Vocational-Technical schools in the region as well as six 
post-secondary educational institutions. 

Approximately 60% of the total land area in the region is used 
in farming and livestock production. The only military installation 
in the region, Craig Air Force Base; is located five miles southeast 
of Selma, and has a total military population of approximately 2,70~. 

The project is composed of three major types of services: Court 
services, prevention, and support services (See Figure 1 for organiza­
tional chart). 

With the exception of the detention center and the group homes, 
the program is housed in an old school building in Selma, Alabama. 
Also y probation officers who provide services to other counties in 
the region have temporary offices in those areas. The program appears 
to be well received by the public in most areas included in the region, 
although it is unkn9wn to what extent the program is viewed as a "court" 
or "justice" program. It would be desirable for the program personnel 
to monitor public opinion regarding the nature of the program. Hence, 
if people perceive youth who interact with the program as "heading for 
trouble", action can be taken to avert harmful labeling of youth. Such 
action might be in the forr of information to the public or changing 
housing arrangements, etc. 
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Figure 1. Organizational Chart of central Alabama Youth Services 

• 
~---------------~~~---------------- • CENTRAL ALABAMA YOUTH SERVICE :\ '. Participating Counties 

Butler 
Chilton 
Conecuh 
Dallas 
Elmore 
Lowndes 
Monroe 
Perry 
Wilcox 

Intake 

Probation 
Aftercare 

I 

Courtesy Supervision 
Informal SUpl,rvision 

NOII·Judicial 
Cou nseling 

Organization Chart 
'HEW 
LEAA 
LEPA 
Support form Cou nties 

REGIONAL BOARD (23) Youth Adv' (I J d B M . - Isory or 
u ge 'Ch' ~lIler Childers Youth Service System Committees 

airman 

Care & Custody 
Counseling 

Education 

Recreation 
Medical 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE (5) 
Judge B. M. Miller Childers 

Chairman 

PREVENTION 
(Youth Service Systems) 

Educational Day Program 

Family Counseling 
Big Brother/Sister 

Legal Aid 
Tutorial Aid 

Coordination of Agencies 
Recreation 

Religious Guidance Special Medical Aid 
Special Activities Diagnostic Work 

Juvenile Court Fund 

Testing 

Diagnosing 
Planning 

Consulting 

Training, and 
Placing Volunteers 

Juvenile Officers' 
Association 

National Association 
for Children with 

Learning Disabilities 

FUTURE PROGRAMS INTENDED: Crisis Line, Youth 
Employment, Research & Evaluation, ~nd Emergency Shelter 
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Boy's Home 

Girl's Home 
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Method 

The major program objectives of the Central Alabama Youth 
Service (CAYS), as expressed in the ALEPA grant, which partially 
funds the court services aspects of the program, are as follows: 

I. 

II. 
III. 

To develop an administrative system which will coordinate 
regional agencies and other resources in the service of 

youths. To provide quality services to juveniles referred to CAYS. 
To seek constructive alternatives to the juvenile justice 

system. 

These objectives are further subdivided into more specific 

goals as follows: 

I. A. Administration 

1. Maintain a regional advisory board with representatives 
from each participating county. 

a. Make policy recommendations to the Executive Committee 
b. Advise Executive committee of local needsl 
c. Interpret the services of the project to their own 

communities and serve as public relations agents in 

their counties 
d. Assist in fund-raising 
e. Create Youth Advisory Committee in each county 
f. Evaluate project functioning in each county 

2. Maintain five-member' Executive Committee of the Regional 

Board. 

B. 

1. 
2. 

a. Set"written policies and procedures in appropriate 

manuals 
b. ~eek local funds and apply for federal grants 
c. Employ qualified staff to implement the program 
d. Review the accomplishments and priorities of the 

project each month and evaluate in the light of 
stated goals and objectives 

e. Require systematic monthly accounting of caseloads 

and activities 
f. Insure staff has adequate facilities, equipment and 

supplies 

DeveloE Agency Coordination 

Formalize working agreements with statutory agencies. 
Promote good working relationships with all youth­
serving agencies through personal contact. 
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II. 

3. Provlde leadership in promoting interagency workshops 
In the region. 

a. Juvenile Officers' Association 
b. Association for Children with Learning Disabilities 
c. Alabama Juvenile Detention Association 
d. Alabama Training Association for Juvenile Probation 

Officers 

4. Participate in state organizations such as Chief Probation 
Officers Association and the Alabama Council on Crime and 
Delinquency. 

5. Provide intra-agency resources for CAYS staff development. 

C. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

A. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

a. In-service training by departments 
b. Hold memberships in professional organizations, receive 

literature and training aids which are maintained in 
staff library 

c. Sponsor staff attendance at state, regional, and national 
conferences 

Community Services 

utilize a full-time coordinator of volunteers and training 
to recruit, screen, and train personnel for volunteer 
assignments. 
F~rm citizen gro~ps to advise and assist in specific opera­
tlons of the proJect, such as Detention, Group Homes. 
Encourage citizen groups to establish new services such 
as crisis line, teen center, and emergency shelter. 
Develop a public relations program. . 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 

Releases to news media 
Handouts of information 
Public speaking appearances 
Awarding annual certificates of appreciation for 
volunteer services. 

Field Supervision and Services 

Four field offices in region to provide probation and 
aftercare services to 550-600 children. 
Twenty-four hour intake provided for screening, determining 
jurisdiction, and advising of rights. 
Probation/aftercare services: 

a. 
b. 

c. 
d. 

e. 

Eight field officers residing in area served 
Small case loads with plan for individual treatment 
aimed at 75 percent success rate 
Provide 400-450 case histories to courts each year 
Visit children in state training schools monthly, 
along with follow-up visits to parents. 
Develop alternatives to individual counseling (group 
work, camping experiences, etc.) 
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4. Casework supervision. 

a. Supervisor available to staff for consultation and 
supervision 

b. Maintain systematic records on workloads and case 
files 

B. Detention Services 

1. Provide basic care and custody in regional Detention 
Home for 240-300 children. 

2. Have trained staff available twenty-four hours a day. 

a. Full-time superintendent-teacher 
b. Youth counselors work on eight-hour shifts 
c. Part-time nurse makes daily visits and is on-call 

3. Provide rehabilitative programs. 

4. 

C. 

D. 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 

e. 

f. 

Classes held each school day 
Staff counseling, group and individual 
Observation and diagnostic reports made by staff 
Non-denominational religious activities provided 
(1) Ministers may visit individual parishioners 
(2) Ministers conduct group sessions 
Recreation 
(1) Indoor - social 
(2) Outdoor - physical fitness 
Medical 
(1) Screening of new admissions 
(2) Daily sick call by nurse 
(3) Hospitals and doctors available for emergencies 

Maintain administrative functions. 

a. Keep records 
b. Uphold standards necessary to keep state license 
c. Supervise staff training 

Psychological Services 

Full-time psychologist will offer counseling, consultant, 
and evaluative services. 

a. Assist in planning and carrying out a programmed 
academic and vocational p ogram for youth with aca­
demic deficienties 

b. Act as consultant on management of individual cases 
c. Counsel with parents and youth 
d. Perform psychological testing for the purpose of 

assessment for treatment and evaluation 

Residential Treatment Service 

Maintain two group homes -- one for girls, another for 
boys (Reference:Discretionary Grant 73-DF-04-Q013) 
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III. A. 

1-

2. 
3. 

B. 

l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

Divert Forty-six Percent from Court Adjudication 

Eight percent at intake, including referrals to ~ooperating' 
agencies. 
Fifteen percent to non-j?dicia1 counse1~n~. 
Twenty-three percent to lnforma1 supervlslon. 

Encourage Community Volunteers to Initiate Other Alternatives 
-.---~ 

Family counseling. 
Legal aid. 
Medical aid. 
Crisis intervention. 
Employment. 
Recreation. 
Youth involvement in social groups. 

The program's goal structure is designed to provide a stable 
regional administration for coordination of services and development 
of new services. The approach of the present ev~luatio~ is to re~pond 
to these goals with available information regardlng th~lr accomR~7~h­
ment. Many of the goals are difficult to respond to wlth quantl.fl.able 
data, and will simply be commented on. 

Delinquency Prevention activities for the central Alabama Youth, 
Services are funded by a grant from the Department of Health, Educatlon 
and Welfare. ~he goals specified in that grant are: . 

I. To coordinate public and private agencies involved ln youth 
work and/or delinquency prevention. ., 

II. To facilitate ,the addition of services, now misslng, deslgned 
to prevent delinquency, by demonstrating through innovative programs 
the need for such additional services and special treatment methods. 

III. To involve the total community in meeting the needs ~f youth 
by utilizing a Youth Service System.Bo~rd, spe~ia1 you~h comml.ttees, 
volunteers, civic clubs, and a contl.nUlng pub1J.c re1atlons program, 
in addition to the coordination of existing agencies. 

IV. To work with correctional authorities in seeking alternatives 
to the juvenile justice system, and to avoid labeling and stigma 
where possible. 

To a large extent these goals overlap those of the ALEPA grant 
and further comment will not be necessary. Those goals which are 
unique to the HEW grant will be responded to or commented on as 
available data allows. 

Results 

The first set of goals which define the administration system 
and its development have all been fulfilled to some degree: The 
executive and advisory boards have been established. Worklng agr~e­
ments have been formalized with schools and law enforcement agencl.es. 
The CAYS staff have regular meetings to work through problems and 
for supervision purposes. In addition, staff are encouraged to take 
courses related to justice at the local junior college and to attend 
Juvenile Officers Association meetings~ The position of v~lunteer 
coordinator has been filled, and vo1un'teers are presently lnvo1ved 
in several aspects of the program, including work with children at 
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the detention center and youths on probation, etc. Volunteers pro­
vide an essential resource in terms of involving community members 
in further program development and community responsiveness to youth 
needs. At our last visit to the CAYS, (January, 1974) an active 
volunteer popUlation of 20-30 people were involved in the program. 
At that time, citizen groups hadn't yet been mobilized to establish 
new services. 

The second set of goals are more subject to quantitative analysis, 
and consequently will be dealt with in greater detail.. A sample 
year of data from November, 1972, through October, 1973, v.7as analyzed 
to respond to these goals. The data consists of monthly activity 
records summarizing intake . .:tnd supervision information of each month. 
A total of 492 new cases were received during that period. Of that 
number, 120 youths were placed on probation, 96 youths were placed 
on informal supervision, and 24 youths were placed on aftercare status. 
From the records provided, it is impossible to obt~in an accurate 
annual figure for the number of youths supervised on probation and 
aftercare I as those youths who were supervised for more than a month 
(almost all) would be counted more than once. Four field offices 
have been established to provide supervisory services to the entire 
region. Probation officers live in one of the counties they serve 
to minimize travel time and maximize efficiency in dealing with 
problems. The probation officers had an average case10ad of approxi­
mately 26 supervision cases, which is less than the recoa~ended 
national maximum of 35 cases per officer. These supervision cases 
include non-judicial counseling, informal supervision, probation, and 
aftercare. For those youths on official probation and aftercare, 
official recidivism statistics were made available (See Table 1) by 
CAYS personnel. According to these figures, the goal of 75% success 
rate is met. However, official recidivism figures are potentially 
subject to control by the program via unofficial handling of repeating 
offenders. 

In addition to supervisory activities, probation officers are 
responsible for providing case investigations on new cases. In the 
year for which data was obtained, 4~0 case investig~tions.wer~ prov~ 
ided which is within the range proJected (400-450 lnvestl.gatl.ons) ln 
the ~rogram g.oal·s. The probation officers also ,?,i~i~ the youth in 
the training schools as part of aftercare supervls~on.· . Once a month, 
at least one officer visits each of the three training schools, and 
talks with each youth from the nine county region who is in residence 
at the school at the time. 

Record keeping in the entire program is fairly exten~ive. In 
addition to complete individual cas~ ~iles, ~robation.o~flcers.s~b7 
mit monthly activity reports summarlzlng thelr superv~slon act~vltles. 
Record keeping is adequate for most purposes, although the progra~ 
personnel might find objective rather than narrative records (socla1 
histories) more suited to their research efforts. 

The detention center is staffed 24 hours a day and on holidays. 
The evaluation team did not obtain data on the number of youths held 
annually. On two separate visits, one and three youths respectively, 
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were in detention at those times. Youths held in detention receive 
schooling on weekdays during the morning and afternoon, followed by 
recreation and counseling in the evenings. A nurse is available for 
sick call every day. A medical history is taken on intake as a pre­
caution against inappropriate handling of medical problems. All of 
the goals presented for the detention center are at least minimally 
met. 

The psychologist has been hired and is involved in individual 
counseling; diagnostics and consultation activities. At the time of 
the last visit, he was recently hired/and it was unfeasible to collect 
data regarding the number and types of activities he is involved in. 
Also, at the time of our last visit to Selma, the group homes had 
been located and efforts were underway to get them licensed for opera­
·t.ion. 

The program goals concerning diversion from court adjudication 
have been met in that 47% of the youths appearing at intake did not 
go to full hearings. The goal that was set was 46% diversion. For 
the sample year of data, the proportion of individuals diverted at 
intake was considerably higher (22.6% as opposed to a goal of 8%) 
than the stated goal. Conversely, the proportions diverted to non­
judicial counseling (9.4%) and to informal supervision (15.1%) were 
lower than the stated program goals of 15% and 23% respectively. 

The phases of development presented in the CAYS grant application 
were: I. Planning and Organization, II. Quality of Service and Staff 
Development and III. Evaluation and Expansion of Existing Services. 
These developments were scheduled for completion by the end of the 
third year of operations, which is mid-l975. By all apparent indica­
tions, the program is developing on schedule, and the groundwork has 
been done to insure prog~am stability, particularly with regard 
to public relations and internal cooperation, etc . 

In sununary, the goals which were presented in the ALEPA grant 
application have been satisfied for the most part. Those aspects 
of the program which ~iere given the most intensive scrutiny (chiefly 
the court services component) were in correspondence with available 
national guidelines . 

The goals listed in the HEW grant dealing with prevention have 
been covered in the discussion of the ALEPA grant with the exception 
of the goal which calls for facilitating the addition of services 
designed to prevent delinquency. This addition of services has been 
dealt with in two ways, by direct provision of services, and by con­
tractual agreements with other agencies and individuals. 

A serious gap in the services provided by the schools for children 
with learni.ng disorders and children with behavior problems is per­
ceived by the CAYS staff as contributing to delinquency. Thus the . 
major thrust of their prevention effort has been toward the development 
of supplementary education programs. The Day School began as two 
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sepatate programs. The release-time ,program was a detached unit in 
four schools where it operated as a complement to thE\ re9'l..l1ar school 
program, serving children with learning difficulties. This program 
was considered sufficiently successful by the schools served that they 
have adopted it as a regular part of the public school pro~rram. Thus 
the qoal of demonstrating an innovative program and encouraging its 
add~tion by the community has been met. 

Thv extension class is a special program designed for children 
who are suspended from school. Ori ginally it was planned for' t'~\70 
locations, but was fully lmplemented only in Selma. This program, 
too, has been seen as successful by the school systems served. The 
Selma City schools have provided a second teacher and have made it 
possible to double the number of children served. Each class serves 
ten to twelve children at a time. During the 1973-1974 school year, 
approximately thirty childr~n were enrolled in the classes. 

Other prevention services are operated through the Volunteers and 
Training Coordinator utilizing services from co~nunity agencies and 
individuals. Between July 1, 1973, and June 30, 1974, 120 volunteers 
provided 2,715 hours of work .. Family counseling is provided by minis­
ters of several churches in the area and totals approximately 40 hoUl:'s 
per month. Legal aid is available but has not been used. The tutoring 
program has been very active, 31 tutors giving 1,119 hours. 

Four volunteers have given eighteen hours in recreation supervision. 
The YMCA is utilized less than originally planned but is available. 
The camping program at Camp Discovery has been active; eighteen vol­
unteers have given a total of 578 hours. Special interest volunteers 
have given time in areas such as sewing, music, crafts, and ceramics. 
The Big Brother/Sister program has been the least successful volunteer 
program because of a high drop-out rate; nineteen volunteers have 
given 421 hours. Overall, the volunteer program is very active. 
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Discussiol1 

Due to the fact that the Central Alabama Youth Services 
program has been heavily considered as a model for future 
planning of regional juvenile services, some basic issues 
with regard to program design will be presented here. As 
the first comprehensive regional program of its type in the 
state, the CAYS project is burdened with the responsibility 
of providing information regarding such issues as in what 
ways regional programs are inadequate for those counties 
which are furthest from the center of operations, or what 
problems arise in attempting to coordinate community and 
regional services, etc.· 

The comments and recommendations which follow are based 
on the opinions of the evaluation team, and dQ not necessarily 
reflect the views of any national, state, or local agency or 
organization. 
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Court Services 

Field Services 

T~e field service component of the program includes intake 
probat~o~, ~f~ercare, c01~rtesy supervision, informal supervisio~, 
an~ nO~-J~d~c~al counsel~ng. Except for non-judicial counseling, 
wh~ch ~s Jo~ntly handled by the counselor and probation officers 
all of these functions are performed by the intake and probation' 
~taff. In general, the staff is well qualified and the pay scale 
~s reasonable ~n the fie~d ~ervice un~t. It is hoped that the 
P7esent em~has7s on cont~nu~ng educat~on and professional contacts 
w~ll be ma~nta~ned. 

A. Intake. Intake is available on a 24 hour basis, with one 
fUll-time'i~t;;ke work7r, and several on-call personnel. Many of 
the,most cr~t~cal dec~s~ons regarding disposition of cases are made 
at ~~take. For exa~p17' the intake officer generally decides whether 
a ch~ld should be d~smJ.ssed, and what dispositional recommendation 
shoU~d be made. While the final decision does not actually rest with 
the ~ntake officer, intake is highly influential in the decision 
P7"0cess; Due ~o the complexity and possible biasing factors which 
m~ght d~st<;>rt ~ntal~e, decisions! any intake agency must be acutely 
aware of b~ases and ~ts operat~onal criteria for decision-making and 
m~st repea~edly chec~ it~elf against national standards and guide­
l~nes. Th~s su<?g~~st~on ~s not in any way intended as a criticism 
of the pre~ent ~nt:ake program or personnel, but is rather a matter 
of precaut~onary €lmphasis. 

Data from one year of operations was analyzed (November, 1972 
through October, 1973) for purposes of describing the operations of 
this program. During that period, a total of 492 cases were received-­
an ave7"age of 41 ?ases per month. An additional 144 cases or 22.6% 
were d~verted at ~ntake, without petitions or hearings. The stated 
program goal was to divert a minimum of 8% at intake including 
refer7als. ~ heavy emphasis of the court services s~ction of the 
CA~S ~s to d~vert cases prior to adjudication whenever feasible in 
or er toreduc~harmful labeling and the number of youth who have 
a c~urt reco~d. The purpose of this goal is to avoid negative effects 
on he youth s self-con.cept and social patterns resulting from early 
heavy court contact. 

, . Oth7r diversional ~e?hniques in the form of non-judicial coun~el-
:t.ng and ~nf<;>rmal su~ervJ.sJ.on are used as a means of dealing with . 
~7~~~ems wh~ch requ~re.some intervention, but are not sufficiently 

1. J.c?lt as to necess~tate court processing. In the sample year of 
operat~ons, 60 ~a~es were 7"eferred to non-judicial counseling. 
Informal superv~sJ.on compr~sed 15.1% (96 cases) of the total cases 
compared to a stated program goal of 23% supervisory diversjon Al­
though the actual diversions do not exac·tly fit the proposed p~ttern 
the total number of diverted cases, (47.1% or 300 cases) i~ very cio~e 
to th~ program goal <;>f 46% diverted cases. In terms of possible 
ne<?a~~ve effec~s of.J.nterv7ntion, the evaluation team was of the 
opJ.n~?n that d~vers~on,at l.ntake and non-judicial counseling should be 
used. ~n. preference to ~nformal supervision, as the lattf".:!r is likely to 
be v~ewe~ ~¥ the,youth as punitive and restrictive. The reasons for the 
reCOmmen a loon ~~11 be discussed in greater detail in the section on 
Informal SupervJ.sion. 
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In accordance with legal requirements of juvenile processing, 
cases in which a petition has been filed cannot be diverted without 
a full hearing unless a confession is obtained. No social history 
investigations are performed unless the youth has admitted to the 
offense for which he or she has been charged. Consequently, the 
youth's fear of consequences may make unavailable to him options 
which might be more beneficial or appropriate to his needs. The 
complexity of dispositional alternatives and the contingencies on 
which they are based make the free availability of legal co'Unuel 
for juvenile cases highly desirable if not essential to optimal 
operation of thi.s program. Although it is a practice of the CAYS 
intake staff to attempt to inform youths and guardians of probable 
outcomes and possibilities, ignorance, fear, and confusion could 
most effectively be dealt with by legal counsel which has only ac' 
vocacy as its operational mandate. This would help to counter the 
confusion which is almost inevitable in the child or family's en­
counter with intake. Legal counsel which.is well versed in possible 
outcomes would provide a more reliable guarantee of protection of 
a child's rights, and would be perceived with less ambiguity when 
making recommendations. Program personnel are well informed with re­
gard to observing them. Nevertheless, it is suggested that free 
outside legal counsel should be made available at the youthis 
request, and that such provision would enhance the operation of the 
present intake program. Availability of counsel would also decrease 
a youth's dependency on his or h~r guardians in those situations in 
which guardians are non-supportive or punitive. 

B. Probation. Probation, as defined by the CAYS program is "a 
legal statueii'! in which a child, following adjudication of ·""n alledged 
offense 0+ other misconduct, is permitted to remain in the community 
subject to supervision by the court .•. ". 

The probation department consists of one full-time director of 
field services, one full-time intake officer, one full-time counselor, 
and eight full-time probation officers. The counselor is involved 
only in non-judicial counseling and has no supervisory functions. 
For the sample year of operations, an average of 83 children were on 
probation at the end of each month. During the course of the year, 
120 new probation cases were added, and 60 youths were released from 
probation supervision. Probation officer caseload size varied by 
area served, with the majority of cases in Dallas County. Officers 
in the other counties spend more time in travel and usually have 
somewhat smaller caseloads. probation officer activities include 
official probation, informal supervision, non-judicial counseling, 
after~a.re, and case il").vestigations. 

When a child is adjudicated and placed on probation, the probation 
officer works out the conditions of probation with the child, usually 
including emphasis on obedience to parents, school attendance, curfew, 
avoidance of undesirable companions, and compliance to probation officer 
instructions. Additional provisions are made when the circumstances 
require a change in living situation or restitution, etc. The probation 
staff generally atb:'!mpt to work through problems of minoJc probation 
violation rather than returning the case to court, as th~ court's only 
alte:rnative at that point is institutionalization~ The ;r:'ecent availa­
bil~ty of group homes provide an alternate form of disposition for youths 
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who repeatedly or seriously violate probation conditions but do not 
seem ~o require institutionalization. 

C. Aftercare. When a youth is adjudicated to one of the three 
state training schools, he or she is automatic~lly pla~ed ?n a~terc~re 
status. The probRtion officer prepares the ch11d for lnstltut10nall­
zation by discussing with him why he is being sent to the institution 
and the nature of life at the institution. After the youth begins to 
reside at the train1ng school, he or she is visited by one of the CAYS 
probation offlcers once a month to discuss the home situation and see 
how the youth is getting along at the school. After the youth is re­
leased from the institution, he remains in aftercare status for a 
period of approximately one year under the supervision of the after­
care worker. For the year sampled, an average of two youths were 
placed on aftercare status per month, a total of 24 during the year 
indicated. An average of 39 youths were on aftercare status at the 
end of each month. Violation of conditions of aftercare can result 
in a return of the child to the ins"l:itution. 

There are advantages and disadvantages to having probation officers 
serve in an aftercare capacity with a youth they have supervised on 
probat.lon. On the one hand, the probation officer knows the youth and 
his situation and is in a better position to see the ,effects that treat­
ment are having on the child. H0wever, ,if the probation officer is in 
any way responsible or is seen by the child as responsible for the 
institutionalization, difficulties may develop which could lead to a 
negative relationship between the officer and the youth. The problems 
mentioned may be in no way critical, provided the youth who feels he 
has had a bad experience with a probation officer is given some option 
other than staying with the same officer. It is understood thaLt it 
would be impossible to provide such an option for all youths on after­
care status, but it should nevertheless be considered if such circum­
stances arise. 

D. Courtesy Supervision. Little needs to be said about courtesy 
supervision' except that it is a probationary supervision provided for 
youths who have been adjudicated to probation in another jurisdiction. 
If a youthYs family moved during his or her period of probation, the 
CAYS staff will provide probation services for such a period as the 
youth resides in the jurisdiction of one of the courts of the CAYS 
region. Such supervision is provided at the request of the court of 
original jurisdiction. 

• 

• • 
• 

E. Informal supervision. This involves a non-adjudicated probationary 
status. The program itself is operated in much the same fashion as .' i 
proba"l:ion, with the exception that no petition is processed in the • 
court. The major purpose of having such a program is to provide a ' 
means whereby some type of intervention is possible without necessi- .' 
tating that a youth have a court record. Supervision is again the \ 
domain of the CAYS field services staff. There are several ways in ' ' 
which informal supervision can be used. The major type of use involves 
case continuation for a period of several months, during which the .' . 
child is supervised by a probation officer with the consent of the 
parents and child~ If the youth reacts favorably during the term of 
supervision, the charges are dropped and the case is dismissed. .-
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This use of informal supervision does not require any direct 
proof or rUling that the youth actually committed a crime, and con­
sequently no judicial record can result to the possible detriment of 
the youth. A logical outcome of this program definition is that 
parents and child may request inforrnal supervision even though there 
is no report of any offense of any kind. For example, if parents are 
disturbed at the activities of their child and feel that they are 
not able to cope with the situation, they may request supervision 
of their child for a period of time. However, the youth must also 
consent to the proposed supervision, a provision which to some extent 
may protect the child from coercive use of supervision. There are 
some complex issues involved in informal supervision programs. The 
first consideration for caution is the potential for violation of 
youht's rights which is inherent to a program which bypasses the usual 
legal channels. For example, a child may know he is innocent of the 
charges pressed against him; where his parents, thinking he is guilty, 
might pressure him into consenting to supervision in order to protect 
him from adjudication. Although this example may be uncommon, there 
is good cause to question the degree to which a youth can give truly 
informed consent for supervision under the pressures inherent in his 
situation. At the sa~e time, there is a demand ,for mi~imizing the 
possible detrimental effects of having a "record" in terms of labeling 
and changes in the youth's self concept. To parents who are concerned 
about what might happen to their son or daughter, some assistance in 
averting further delinquency while at the same time avoiding a record 
must seem attractive. To the youth in that situation, it is much more 
likely to be viewed as restrictive and punitive, and would be chosen 
only to avoid impending circumstances which a.ppear even more puni ti ve 
to him. There is, additionally, a question of the negative effects 
on a child's self concept if his parents define him as having a legal 
problem by requesting supervision from a justice-related agency. Another 
hazard of a program of this nature is that it may pick up a pOl:.'tion 
of the intake population who would otherwise have been released out­
right. 

In summarYI the benefits of this type of program are 1) providing 
assistance to parents who have control problems with their children 
and 2) protecting youths from harmful effects of having a record. The 
detriments are 1) potential for violation of rights, 2) potential,for 
overinclusicn of mild problems which might benefit more from non-1nter­
vention. Ideally, family control problems should be handled through 
family counseling services which do not have strong linkages with the 
justice system, so labeling problems wo~ld be avoided. Al~o, ~ttempts 
at diversion for the purpose of protect1ng youth from the ]ust1.ce 
system are a serious reflection on the design of the justic7 system 
itself. In other words, if the justice system were appropr1.ately 
designed, people should not come to harm as a result of their contact 
with it as in availability of records for misuse. There should be no 
need to'bypass the justice system to protec~ individuals. ,T~is 
discussion leads to the conclusion that an lnformal superv1s10n program 
responds to a real need and is better than no response to that need, 
but is probably no the 
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most appropriate resp~nse to the problem in that it merely masks the 
need for deep-structure change both in the justice system and in the 
availability of societal services. 

F. Non-judicial Counseling. Non~judi~ial ~ounseling is designed 
to provide counseling services to youths w~th m~ld to moder~te pro~lems 
which mayor may not be related to legal problems. ~ounsel~ng dut7es 
are shared by the full~time counselor and the,probat~on staff. Cllents 
for counseling may be referred by other a~enc~es o~ s~l~-referred., Of 
the total population at intake, 9.4% rece~ved non-Jud~c~al ~ounsel~~g, 
a total of 60 new cases in the sample year. Number of sess~ons var~es, 
depending on the severity and complexity of the,presentin~ problem. ,The 
necessary precautions appear to be taken rega:d~ng anonym~ty a~d cl~ent 
protection. The evaluation team has reservat~ons about employ~ng pro­
bi'1.'tion officers as counselors in such a program, not because of any 
inadequacies inherent to probation officers, but because of the like­
lihood that they will be misperceived and because of the sensitivity 
of their legal roles as officers of the court. The team is also aware 
of the problems of staffing that are introdu~ed in separating t~ese 
functions but nevertheless suggest that an ~ndependent counsel~ng and 
referral ~rogram has less potential for harm and a greater flexibility 
for dealing with broad-spectrum problems than a program with strong 
juvenile justice lingages. 

Court Services: Detention 

The detention center for the Central Alabama Youth Services program 
is located in Selma, Alabama, and services a pine county region. , Child­
ren can be placed in detention only with the order of the juvenile 
judge of original jurisdiction. The detention center is located in a 
separate wing of the county jail. Inasmuch as the structure was origi­
nally designed as a jail, and was later modified as a detention center, 
many of its physical characteristics are less than desirable for de­
taining children. The structure consists of two rows of cells, one of 
which is used to house boys and one of which is used to house girls. In 
addition to the cells, the original structure has a reception area and 
two office-size rooms for school and recrea·tion ac·tivi,ties. At the time 
that we visited, a separate structure was under construction which was 
expected to be used for most of the daytime activities. Extra space 
was obviously needed, as the onJy available space for active play was 
previously outside. The new structure is spacious and seems to be 
designed well for flexibility of purposes. Staffing at the center is 
adequate, particularly in that the number of children detained is kept 
as small as possible. The center is staffed on a 24 hour basis, with 
substitute staff to cover weekends and holidays. The director of the 
center is a certified teacher, and other staff members have experience 
in counseling. Not all members of the staff have training in emergency 
medical procedures, an inadequacy which is relatively easy to remedy 
and potentially costly to neglect. It is a good idea for any de~ention 
center to establish emergency medical procedures as part of the ~n­
service training for all staff. During 1973, 237 youth were detained 
in the regional facility, with an average stay of approximately 2 weeks. 
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A number of relatively minor items came to the attention of the 
evaluation team. These items will be discussed here only because in 
a closed system such as jailor detention, minor details can become 
sufficiently annoying to residents as to lead them to reject positive 
attempts to influence. For example, the youths informed us that their 
food was cold when they got it, they were not allowed to smoke at all, 
and had to go to their cells for an hour in the afternoon whether they 
wanted to or not. The evaluation team suggest that such procedures 
should be optional and that other activities should be available to 
youths who do not chose to return to their cells. Rule-systems which 
are too rigid lead to a preponderance of disciplinary problems, the 
handling of which may damage the helping relationship between staff 
and youth and prevent effective treatment. For this reason, it is 
important to find a middle ground in which rules are not too rigid 
or restrictive and consequences are known and fair.' 

A detention center has as its first mandate secure custody, for 
which a simple jail cell would suffice. A recent drive to provide 
humane holding with treatment potentialities and avoidance of severe 
negative experiences for children, has moved some of the emphasis to 
the human contact realm. Nevertheless, physical structure, program 
characteristics and nature of human contacts are important to the 
total detention experience. The Dallas County detention center is 
most limited with regard to physical structure. Without more informa­
tion, it would be impossible to estimate to what extent structural 
weaknesses are compensated for in program and staffing. In any event, 
it is an unquestionable improvement over jail. 

Although the regional detention concept provides capabilities ' 
which were not previously ,available for'dominantly rural counties, it 
is' not wi,thout cost to the most distant of the subscribing counties. 
The time and cost involved in transporting youths to Selma is a burden 
which could eventually lead to more distant counties falling out of 
the cooperative effort, or it may lead to a concerted effort on the 
part of the counties to establish alternate ways of dealing,with,the 
problems. The ground work was laid out except~onally well 7n th~s 
program in terms of establishing solid working agreements,w~th,the, , 
participating counties and agencies, which helps greatly ~n ma~nta~n~ng 
the viability of the program. 

Educational Day Program -- ' ... -
The educational program served children who were seen as inade­

quately provided for in the public school systems of the areas se~ved 
by CAYS. The release-time program served four school systems dur~ng 
the 1973-1974 school year and the responsibility for continuing the 
program has now been assumed by those schools. The extension school 
operated one classroom of ten to twelve students on a 'grant from 
HEW. The Selma school system has assumed responsibility for a second 
classroom. 

Data from the 1973-1974 school year indicate that both day school 
programs were educationally successful. That they are seen as useful 
by the public schools is indicated by their willingness to adopt the 
programs. The greatest advantage of such a program is in the impetus 
it gives to other community institutions to develop programs. 
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Volunteer Services 

Most of the prevention programs are dependent upon volunteer 
time donated by community agencies, professionals, and interested 
individuals. The volunteer program is very active ans supports all 
aspects of the CAYS activities. 

Extensive volunteer activities not only provide more services to 
the youths but involve and interest the community in their needs. E1rom 
this standpoint the program seems to have been very successful. Legal 
Aid has been available but has not been utilized. This suggests a 
need for routinely informing youth and their parents of its availability 
at the point of intake. It should not be left up to the youth to ask 
if such help is available. 

The Central Alabama Youth Services program was designed to offer 
a wider variety of available services to a region consisting of dominantl 
rural counties, which otherwise would be too limited by finances, etc., 
to offer more than a very narrow range of services. The purpose of the 
present evaluation was to an outside appraisal of the extent to which 
program objectives have been met and to point out any aspects of the 
program in which modifications might prove more beneficial to program 
adequacy. In general, the program has been carefully planned, is on 
schedule in its development, and has satisfied its proposed objectives. 
Several issues were discussed concerning possible program modifications 
anp related concerns. 
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EVALUATION REPORT ON THE 
FAMILY COURT OF JEFFERSON COUNTY 

Introduction 

Jefferson County is located in north central Alabama. It is 
the largest county in the state, with an area of 1,118 square miles. 
The 1970 census show'ed a population of approximately 650,000, making 
Jefferson the most populated county in the state. Approximately 
206,000 or 32% of the county population is black, and 15% of the total 
population is below poverty level. The juvenile court system has 
jurisdiction over 34% of the population which is eighteen years of 
age or under. 

Birmingham is the largest city, with a population of approximately 
350,000. Metal processing is the predominate industry, with medical 
and health related services also important. Jefferson County is 12% 
rural. I ... 

There are nine school systems, governing 208 secondary schools. 
This includes eight technical schools. There are seven post-secondary 
educational institutions, and two state training schools in Jefferson 
County. 

A major responsibility of the Family Court is the adjudication 
and rehabilitation of delinquent youth in the county. It has the 
responsibility to receive complaints of all~ged dependency and/or 
neglect of children and to pursue the adjudication of these matters. 
The Family Court also has the responsibility of families in difficulty 
as a result of family conflict (i.e., desertion and non-support, 
assault and battery, contributing to the delinquency of minors, vio­
lation of the compulsory school attendance law, and the determination 
of paternity when this is in question). Finally, the Family Court is 
responsible for termination of parental rights in order that children 
may be released for adoption, deciding the legal custodian of children, 
and the temporary housing of children as'a result of alleged delinquency 
or because they are in need of shelter care pending the outcome of other 
plans being made for their supervision. 

The Family Court of Jefferson County purpo~ts to oper.ate on the 
principle or philosophy that the family as a unit must ,be ut.reated ll 

(receive casework) .when a member of the family becomes involved with 
the court because of an alleged offense. It is believed that various 
family members may be part of the .reasons 'for the difficul tyin which 
the child is, involved and may themselves have difficulties requiring 
guidance and counseling. In essence, in order to help a given child, 
it is usually necessary to work with the entire family structure. 

The Jefferson County Family Court has a relatively large staff 
(a total of approximately 50 persons) and it typically handles over 
one-fourth of all the juvenile matters recorded in the State of 
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Alabama. It is also considered somewhat unique and "forward-looking" 
in its delivery of services. For example, it has five field offices, 
located in various parts of the community through which the super­
vision of all juveniles on probation is handled. 

For these reasons, among others, the Family Court has been the 
subject of a number of evaluative-type reports in the past. Two of 
the most recent of these reports were authored by Charles Simonson 
(1973), Director of the Summit County Juvenile Court Center in Akron, 
Ohio and by Ted Rubin (1973), Director of Juvenile Justice of the 
Institute of Court Management in Denver, Colorado. The "main points" 
of both of these reports will be recounted below for purposes of 
establishing a perspective. However, these comments should not be 
interpreted as constituting valid summaries of these reports. 

The Simonson (1973) report was a two-year follow-up report of 
several previous such reports and it evaluated the progress made by 
the Court during the preceding 24 months. This report addressed the 
five areas of administration, probation, staff training, detention 
staffing, and detention program. The evaluation of the administration 
was positive as was that of probation services (with the exception that 
there was a greater need for foster home and shelter home alternatives 
to the utilization of detention). This report also favorably evaluated 
the areas of staff training, detention staffing, and the detention 
program. 

The Rubin (1973) report was also favorable in most respects. 
Rubin (1973) stated that the "strong suit is the growing professionali­
zation of its C!he Family Court'sl probation department, and its 
program to more flexibly and mor~effectively deliver probation ser­
vices [po 3:0 ". Further, Rubin (1973) said: liThe weak suit of the 
court, at this time, is its imperfect legal procedures [po 3~ II 

Both of these recent reports were prepared on the basis of short­
t~rm site ~isi~s and staff interviews by the authors. They are essen­
t1ally sub~ect1ve statements of the author's opinions about the state 
and operat10ns of the Family Court. However, both of these men are 
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reco~nized authorities in this field and their reports were serio'Usly .' 
cons1dered and acted upon by the Fe~ily Court's administrative officials.' .. 

Afte: r~adin~ these previous evaluation reports and discussing our • 
general m1SS10n (1n terms of our ALEPA grant) with various adminis- ' 
trators of ~he Family Court we designed our evaluation so that the . -
results,of 1t w~uld (1) fulfill our grant obligations, (2) provide 
usef~l 1nformat10n ~o the Family Court and (3) complement (rather than • 
dup11c~te) the ~revl0us reports. Specifically, we put some effort into -. 
gather1ng certa1n data we thought to be necessary for ·the evaluation 
even th~ugh the co~ditio~s ?f our ALEPA grant specify that our ad hoc 
evaluat10ns, ~f wh1ch th1s 1S one, should use only pre-existing data. 
Further, we d1d not concern ourselves with legal matters since this 
was beyond our domain and because it had already been addressed in • 
detail, especially by Rubin (1973). 

• 
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Our main goal in this evaluation was to secure data adequate to 
evaluate,the effectiveness of the operation of the Family Court--parti~ 
cularly 1~S probation and detention services. The operational definitions 
of effect1veness and the methods used to assess their achievement will 
be discussed in detail in the next section. 

Method 

The criterion, effectiveness of the Family Court, was operationally 
defined in two ways for the purpose of this evaluation. Each of these 
alternative definitions, and how their achievement was measured, are 
discussed separately in this section. 

The Staff Perception Criterion 

One viable approach to evaluating the effectiveness of any "service 
delivery" operation is simply to ask the deliverers of that service 
how effectively they think they do their job. When this obviously 
~ranspare~t system i~ used with care, and with certain precautions, 
1t can ye1ld useful data. Furthermore, the expected results (highly 
favorable) do not necessarily always emerge. 

Consequently, the first definition of effectiveness was the "line" 
worker's own opinions about their effectiveness. However, to measure 
this, more than a single question was asked. Two short questionnaries 
were developed--one for the intake workers at the detention facility 
and one for the probation officers and aides. The questionnaires were 
purposely kept short and were not meant to be exhaustive but to cover 
a few key areas. The specific questions were constructed following a 
visit with several administrators at the Family Court and after reading 
the reports referred to above and a number of other documents relating 
to the operation. Both questionnaires and the directions for completing 
them are contained in Appendix I. 

The questionnaires were administered to all first-line (non-super­
visory) probation officers and probation aides and to all the intake 
workers at the detention center for the Family Court. The questionnaires 
were distributed by the chief probation officer. Each questionnaire 
also had an envelope clipped to it which was marked "CONFIDENTIAL". 
The questionnaires were completed the week of June 10, 1974, by lOO~ 
of the persons requested to complete them. They were then promptly 
returned to the chief probation officer and picked up by a member of 
our staff. The supervisory level personnel were not given question­
naires because they would have constituted such a small number of res­
pondents and because another kind of questionnaire woulci have been required. 

The Juvenile Court Statistical Card Criterion 

The second operational definition of effectiveness was the recidi­
vism-type data which was derived from the Juvenile Court Statistical 
Cards (Appendix II) for Jefferson County. This data was obtained from 
the Department of Pensions and Security for 1972, 1973, and through 
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June 30 of 1974--the only data that was available. For this criterion, 
effectiveness was defined as the rate of recidivism; and this rate was 
1btained by analyzing item J on the Card--which askes for prior delin-
quency referrals in tile current calendar year and in previous years. 

Results III 
i, 

In this section the results are discussed separately for each of nnIn 
the operational definitions of the effectiveness criterion in the ~ 
same order that these definitions were presented in the previous section--
Method. • 

The Staff Perception Criterion • i 

This criterion was measured by two questionnaires completed by 
the intake workers and by the probation officers and aides. The re-
sults from the two questionnaires are presented below. 

In Tables 1 and 2, which are presented below, the n= in the paren­
thesis under each item refers to the number of respondents who responded 
to that particular item. The only other terms used in the tables which 
should be explained here are mean and median. These terms are defined 
by Wert, Neidt, and Ahmann (1954) as follows: "The mean is the sum of 
all the values in a distribution divided by the number of these values 
[po 23J. "The median is that point in the distribution above which and 
below which 50 per cent of the cases lie [po 2/fl." It can be seen from 
these definitions that the mean is a central tendency measure which is 
sensitive to the absolute magnitude of individual values. The median, 
on the ocher hand, is sensitive only to relative values or the "position" 
of values and is insensitive to their absolute magnitude. 

Juvenile intake worker ~estionnaire. Not all of the items on this 
questionnaire were completed by all of the respondents. For the 5-point 
scaled items, the scoring was from one to five counting from left to 
right. Descriptive statistics will be used to describe the results 
f:om,this questionnaire and we will point out apparently significant 
flnd~ngs. However, these summary statistics should be interpreted with 
cautlon because of the small number of cases (10) on which they are base 
For the same reason, none of these statistics were analyzed to determine 
their statistical significance. In Table 1 are shown the statistics 
computed for each of the questions. 

Summary Statistics for the 
Juvenile Intake Worker Questionnaire 

1. Sex: male=7 female=3 (n,=10) 
2. Mean age = 31.8 years (n=lO) 
3. ~ow age9uate are the rules and regulations (criteria) of the court 

In helplng you make deten'tion adminssion decisions about juveniles? 
Range = 1 (very adequate) to 5 (very inadequate) 
Mean = 2.1 
Median = 1.5 
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4. What factors do you ty~ically consider when making a detention 
decision about a juvenl1e? List the most important first, the 
second most import.ant second, and so on. (n=lO) 

CONTENT CATEGORY MElloN RANK 
------------------------------------------------------~-----,------~-----

Degree of danger juvenile is to himself 
Degree of danger juvenile is to community 
Number of prior committments of the juvenile 
Probability of appearance for court hearing 
Nature (degree) of the present offense 

1.3 
1.9 
3.5 
3.9 
4.2 

5. What per cent of your time did you spend doing dispositional 
investigations? 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

During April 1973: Mean = 15.9% (n=8) 
During April 1974: Mean = 10.4% (n=9) 

How many cases did you handle (formal, informal, or other)? 
During April 1973: Mean = 30.3 (n=8) 
During April 1974: Mean = 32.3 (n=8) 

How many referrals to other (outside) agencies did you make? 
During April 1973: Mean = 15.4 (n=lO) 
During April 1974: Mean = 19.2 (n=lO) 

HoW effective do you think the Community (as a whole) perceives 
the probation service of the Family Court to be in terms of i te~ 
rehabilitative effort? (Check one) (n=lO) 
Range = 1 to 5 
Mean = 3.1 
Median = 3.5 

How often did you have a conference (formal and informal) with 
your immediate supervisor? 
During April 1973: Mean = 9.8 (n=lO) 
During April 1974: Mean = 9.2 (n=lO) 

How effective is the volunteer program in helping the Family 
Court do its job in the community? (Check one) (n=lO) 
Range = 1 to 5 
Mean = 3.2 
Median = 3.0 

Briefly state how you define your role (or your job) as an in'take 
worker. (n=lO) 

CONTENT CATEGORY 
Screenlng lncomlng comp alnts 
Counseling and/or helping juvenile families 
Preparing cases for court 
Determining action to be taken 
Detention home supervision 
Perform intake when court is closed 
Making record checks 
Acting in a liaison capacity 
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3 
3 
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12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

For what percent of the admissions are 
With~n 24 hours: Mean = 29.0% (n=lO) 
Within 48 hours: Mean = 74.5% (n=9) 

detention hearings held--

In ~our opinion, should more or fewer 
handled formally by the J' u~~enl~le youngsters (percent) be 
M ' .... justice system? ore: Mean - 20.0% (n=l) 
Less: Mean = 25.6% (n=8) 

A7e the alternatives to detention 
k~nd) adequate in the community? 
,Range= 1 to 5 

for juveniles (both number and 
(Check one) (n=lO) 

Mean = 4.4% 
Median = 4.0% 

Is physical detention of a' 'I ' 
the last resort? That' Juven~ e at ~ntake,generally used as 
b f . ~S, are all other poss~bil't' 
Y

e ore a detention admission decis~on ~s ~ ~es exh~usted 
es 9 No 1 oJ.. ... made? (Check one) 

~~ ;ou, feel you a7'e !ldequatelx informed 
ar~ous cOllunun~ty resources? (Ch k 

Range = 1 to 51 • ec 
Mean = 2.9% 
Median = 2.0% 

about the availability 
one) (n=lO) 

Pleose feel free to make 
space below. any additional comments you have in the 

(No comments were made.) 

, ~he mean and median of th 
pos~t~ve en~ of the scale indi~a~~sponses t~ #3 are both on the 
and regulat~ons are seen as at 1 ~nf ~hat, ~n general, these rules 
~ha~ the me~ian is more than :as some~hat adequate". The fact 
~~d~cates that the highest pr~~~~~~lf a po~nt lower than the mean 
"iTery adequate" option. There i~ ~~~ of respondents checked the 
~mpro\Tement in these rules ads ~l~, however, some room for 

n regulat~ons. 

For #4 the responsps w 
Response categories wer;' n ~r7 categorized as shown in Table 1. 
were mentioned at least 'fo~r ~~cluded in this analysis unless they 
ra~k was then calculated b st~m~s by the respondents. The mean 
~h~s n~,mber by the total n~mb~~~ng the, rank positions and dividing 
~S,ob~~ous that the first t of rank~ngs. From the analysis it 
pr~orJ. cy by the respondent;WO ~on~ent cat~go:r.'ies are given a high 
7espondents, as a ~!lhole, pe;ce', n:. act, th~s analysis shows that the 
~mportance of the first two' ~ved a marked difference between the 
three. content categories and the remaining 

that tFhreom #5 it is appc.\rent that, ' 
Y spent notabl 1 ~n.gene7'al, ~h7 respondents felt 

in 1974 than they did in ~~~3':ime do~ng d~spos~t~onal investigations 
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The results of #6 and #7 show no particularly noteworthy dif­
ferences even though both do show moderate increases in cases handled 
and referrals made in 1974 over 1973. 

The results of #8 should be given serious attention. Both the 
median and the mean fall slight.ly to the negative side of the "neu­
tral" response. rrhis indicates that these officers do not perceive 
the community as having very much regard for the effectiveness of 
the rehabilitative effort of the Family Court's probation service. 
Further interpretation of these results is not advisable. However, 
the department itself may want to establish a way of looking into 
the reasons for these responses in more depth. 

Number 9 shows no great differences between 1973 and 1974. In 
general, these responses indicate a very adequate frequency of com­
munication between these officers and their immediate supervisors. 

, Both the mean and the median for #10 shows that these officers 
perceive the volunteer program effectiveness as being "neutral" to 
"somewhat ineffective". This is also a serious result since these 
officers, as a whole, do not perceive the volunteer program as being 
effective. This may be another area that the department w:t.,U want 
to explore in more depth. 

Responses to #11 were analyzed by simply counting the number of 
times a particular activity was mentione~--this question did not call 
for any ranking by importance. The results are self-explanatory. 
That is, siy._people mentioned "screening inc.oming complaints," three 
people mentioned "counseling and/or helping juveniles and families", 
etc. 

The results from #12 show that detention hearings (according to 
these intake officers) are held within 48 hours for about 75% of the 
youngsters a.dmi tted. If this perception by these officers is true, 
it is in conflict with recommended national standar1s (Task Force 
on Corrections, 1973, p. 260) which say that children should not be 
detained longer than 48 hours without a court order. 

For #13 there is an obvious high degr.ee of consensus (8 to 1) 
that about 25% fewer youngsters should be handled formally by the 
juvenile j us'cice system. 

Both the mean and median for 4~14 show that these officers believe 
the alternatives to detention for juveniles in the community are at 
best "somewhat inadequate". 

The above two questions, taken together, show that these officers 
would like to see more youngsters handled informally i and ye.t the 
communi ty resou,rces necessary to do this are perceived to be lacking. 

The responses to #15 show an obvious high degree of consensus 
that detention of a juvenile is generally perceived to be used as a 
last rcso:rt. The responses to #16 show that these officers feel they 
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are on the positive side in terms of their information about commu 't 
resources. However, there is clearly room for improvement in thisn~ y 
particular area. 

Probation officer/aide guestionnaire In Table 2 
statistics computed for each of the ~uest' , are presented the 
discussion which introduced Table 1" also ~ons,~n this instrument. The 

appl~es here. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Table 2 

S~mmary Statistics for the 
Probat~on Office/Aide Questionnaire 

Sex: male = 13 female = 11 (n=24) 

Mean age = 27.1 years (n=23) 

Officer == 16 Aide = 8 (n=24) 

How many cases did h 
During April 1973' you andle informally? 
During April 1974; Mean = 4.5 Median = 4 

Mean = 3.7 Median = 5 

How,many formal cases were 
Dur~ng April 1973: M~an = you supervising? 
DUrIng April 1974: Mean == 38.4 (n=15) 

32.2 (n=22) 

(n=14) 
(n=20) 

How many referrals ~ 
Durl,'ng April 1973'. ~o other (outside) agencies d'd Mean - 8 4 ( 14) ~ you make? Durlng April 1974: -. n= 

Mean = 9.2 (n=22) 
7. 

HO\,l many times do yo th' k 

8. 

9. 

10. 

or -:llevia~ed a cris~s s~~ua~<;>u ~ersonally i.ntervened and prevented 
Dur~ng Apr~l 1973: Mean = 6 ~on. 
Durlng April 1974: Mean = 5:2 i~:~i? 
How effective do you th' 
the probation service o~nk the C<;>mmunity (as a whole) perceives 
rehabilitative effort? (6~e Fam~ly Court to be in terms of its 
Range == 1 to 5' eck one) (n=23) 
Mean = 2.2 
Median = 2.0 

~ow many family contacts 
Juv~nile) did you make? 
DUr~ng April 1973: Mean 
DUrlng April 1974: Mean 

(excluding those ' 
~nvolving only the 

= 40.2 
= 37:'9 

(n=16 ) 
(n=23) 

How many contacts did 0 h 
(or, total number of c~n~ac~~ed~n,the average, with each juvenile 
a) For:cnal - During April 1973. v~ded by total cases)? 

During April 1974: MMean = 6.4 (n=15) 
. ean = 5.3 (n=23) 
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11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

b) Informal During April 1973: Mean 
During April 1974: Mean 

For formal supervision cases: 

Length of shortest contact 
Length of longest contact 
Length of average contact 

Ie'm Ir. 
Mean 
17.6 

103.9 
40.9 

= 1. 9 
= 2.0 

Median 
15.0 
90.0 
35.0 

(n=15) 
(n=22) 

Number (n) 
24 
23 
24 

How often did you have a conference (formal or informal) with 
your immediate supervisor? 
During hpril 1973: Mean == 6.1 (n=14) 
During April 1974: Mean = 8.1 (n=22) 

How often did you conduct (or participate in) a group counseling 
session? 
During April 1973: Mean = 1.8 (n=15) 
During April 1974: Mean. = 1.2 (n=2l) 

What percent of your formal .caseload involved a'" social contract 11 

with the juvenile? 
During April 1973: Mean = 16.9 (n=16) 
During April 1974: Mean = 14.7 (n=23) 

What percent of our 
'investigations? 

time did you spend doing dispositional 

During April 1973: 
During April 1974: 

Mean =20.1 (n=15) 
Mean = 21.0 (n=2l) 

How effective is the volunteer program i~ helping the Family 
Court do its job in the community? (Che one) (n=24) 
Range = 1 to 5 
Mean = 2.3 
Median = 2.0 

Considering all of your contacts with juveniles (formal and 
informal cases), what percent of these contacts take place at 
your office? (n=24) 
Mean = 19.4 
Median = 17.5 

Briefly state how you define your role (or your job) as a probation 
officer/aide. (n=24) 

I. 
2. 
3. 
40 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8 • 
9. 

10. 
11. 

CounselJ.ng 
Behavior modification 
Rehabilitation and prevention 
Law Officer 
Supervision 
Social work€)r 
Liaison-type role 
Substitute parent 
Buffer 
Family counselor 
Helping children 
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Respondents Mentioning 
this category 

14 
5 
4 
4 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
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19. W~at type of behavior or work (e re 

20. 

21. 

w1th juveniles, home visits etc'f', port preparation, contacts 
supervisor and the departme~t in' 1S mo;t I'~warded by your 
warded first, the second most ~ew ge~e~al. L1St the mo::-;t re-

ar e second, and so on. (n=24) 
Content Category 

l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 

Report preparation (e.g. 
Contact with juveniles ' 
Carrying out plans 
Home visits 
Initiative 
Interagbncy liaison 
Punctuality 
Working with volunteers 

dictation) 

Mean Rank 

2.5 
2.6 
3.0 
3.2 
3.8 
4.1 
4.3 
6.0 

What major ta k ( 
the most sati~f~i 0; ar~as of work) 
most satisfyi y ng. L1st the most 

ng second, and so on. 

Content Ca·tegory 

do ¥ou ~ersonally find to be 
(~!~~fY1ng first, the second 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

Conta~ts with clients 
Behav10r modification 
Contact with famil' . 

C
lnVolving youngste~:sin 
conta?ts with agencies· programs 

arrYJ.ng out plan f 
Solving problems s or youngsters 

:lease feel free to mak 
<-he space below. e any additional comments 

(Of the 24 perso . 

Mean Rank 

1.7 
2.1 
2.5 
2.6 
3.4 
3.5 
4.0 

you have in 

comments. The ns responding to the ' 
in length and ~o~ang~d from one sentence ~~e~t10~naire, 9 made 
of the figures wh:~e such things as concern ~ a out two pages 
the survey itself 197~ data was asked for ~or ~he accuracy 
training, and man' the ~n~dequacy of probat{ _he 1~relevancy of 
Court and 't Y s~ec1f1c suggest' ~n off1cer/aide 

1 s operat10n.) 10ns for 1mprovement of the 

The results for #4 
1973 and 1974. 1 and #5 show no 1 ' 
differences sho!nt~~Ugh both show a casel~~~e d1ff:rences between 
responses to #8 h #6 and #7 are likeWi decreQse for 1974. The 
ge 1 s ow that th ' se not very not bl nera , perceives th ' ese off1cers think th . a e. The 
cases. This' , - e1r work to be "s e community, in 
question was ~~k~~ ~~l1~~as~ to the res~~~:r.~!te~fe~tive" in most 
the "somewhat ineff t' e 1ntake workers who a1ne When this same 
be eXplainable ho ec 1ve" side of the seal se re~pon~es were on 
generally eXPo~ed ~ever, by the fact that t~' ,Th1s d1fference may 
the responses are i~ more :' failure" 0'; recid~~ ~ntake workers are 
them are not great. °Ppos1te directions, the~~~~f' Also, even though 

1 erences between 
, The responses t 

e1ther of these two 0 #9 and #10 re 1 
questions. vea no great differences for 
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From the analysis of #11 (which deals with lengths of contacts), 
the main thing to note is that the median measures are lower in all 
three cases which suggests that the means presented are probably in­
flated by a small number of extreme values. Thus, the median values 
may be more accurate central -tendency measures of the actual time 
estimates for the respondents as a group. The responses to #12 show 
more conferences for 1974 and the increase is notable. In responding 
to the same question, the intake workers indicated that the number 
of supervisor conferences was somewhat high for them for both years. 
This may simply be due to the fact that the officers and aides spend 
more time out of the office than the intake workers and are there­
fore exposed to their supervisors less. 

The responses to #16 show that these officers think the volunteer 
program is, in general, "somewhat effective ll

• Just the opposite re­
sult was found for the intake workers. The only readily available 
explanation for this difference is the fact that the intake workers 
generally see more "failure" which, in turn, makes them more pes­
simistic as revealed in several ways in this data. The responses 
to question #17 indicate that only about one-fifth of the contacts 
with juveniles take place at the office in the perception of the 
officers and aides. If these figures are reliable they indicate 
a great deal of field work by the probation personnel. 

Responses to #18 were analyzed by simply counting the number 
of times a particular type of activity or function was mentioned. The 
results show that, by far, most officers and aides specifically men­
tion "counseling" when they are describing their j'obs in their own 
words. This is the one and only item for whicl) .there exists any 
degree of consensus. In fact, the other "terms" used to describe the· 
job show a fairly large amount of variability. 

For #19 the responses were categorized as shown in Table 2. 
Categories were not included in this analysis unless they were men­
tioned at least four times by the respondents. The mean rank was 
then calculated by summing the rank positions and dividing this 
number by the total number of rankings. The data shows no great 
differences among the rankings wi·t.h the possible exception of "work-
ing with volunteers" \,;hich is perceived to be quite minimally re­
warded and considerably lower than the next nearest item--"punctuality". 
The Department will want to give considerable attention to this item. 
It is certain that working with volunteers should not be perceived 
(and should not in fact be) a very lowly rewarded behavior. 

Not unexpectedly, "report preparation" is the highest ranked 
item in terms of what these officers perceive their supervisors as 
rewarding. It should be noted, however, that it is only an insig~ 
nificant one-tenth of a point away from the next category of "contact 
with juveniles"--the kind of item most experts in this field would 
sooner see at the top of a set of ran kings such as these. Some insight 
into how report preparation ends up with such a high ranking is pro­
vided by Glaser (1973, p. Ill). By studying Glaser's (1973) work, 
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it Sh')UId, b~ POSSI ble to understand thi s phenomenon d 
some pOSSLbl~ ways of changing thlS situation. an to identify 

. The data analysis for #20 was the same as for #19. The data 
ile~f~ no surprises. As expected, direct work with juveniles and 

aml les is ranked high. By comparing #19 and #20 there is some 
7W~;fmen~ b~tween what the officers perceive to be rewarded hehaviors 
(#20) an h W at they personally feel are the most satisfying activiti 

t' T ere. are ,some notable exceptions however. For example " es 
l~~o f~epara~l~n:" which is top-ranked in #19, does not even make f~­
of th' e ran e ltems in #20. However, we must question the valid:t 
fIlS result because of what Glaser (1973 p. 109) has said H 1 Y 

ee s that report preparation in a "peoPle-~han' " . e 
~~I~ ~~;~~YbvalUed by subordinates and highly r~~~~de~g~~C~u~:~i~~s 
decla ( ~ the case.even th,?ugh both parties might "pulicly" . 
This r~ss~u~ ,as on thlS questlonnaire) that this is not the casp 

when ~tte~~~t~;Yt~h~~~~r;~e~e~~Isb~a~~~sidered by the Department-' 

Glaser (1973 p 109) l' h' .. 
preparation by pointing oute~~v:~~~ ~h7 hlgh p71orlt~ o~ report 
the few activities in thi' lngs; Flrst, It 18 one of 
document or product. sec~n~ln~ ~f wor~ whlch.res~ltz ~h a tangible 
to a superior Third th l!b eport s quallty lS qUl~kly evident 
background of'most "t~eat:en~ :~:~f~rts educa~ion and middle-class 
certain activities over others F may predl~pose them to favor 
certain people to work on repo;t 'tohr examp~e, lt may be ~ier for 
the field. s an to lnteract with cli~s in 

The Juvenile Court Statistical ~ Criterion 

The Juvenile Court Statist' 1 '. 
by H.E.W., and it is completed ~ca Card (Appendxx II) 1S distributed 
each "delinquency situati~nll th ~ ~heresponsible juvenile court for 
court. However, before any of ~hi~s brou~ht to the attention of that 
general problems with this d t data lS actually presented, certain 

a a source should be addressed. 

When these cards are com 1 ~ d b 
personnel the next proceduralP ~~e . Y the various juvenile court 
to the Alabama State Departmen~ ep lS t'? forward thenl--once a month-­
ment then edits the cards h t~f Penslons and Security. This Depart­
analyses on them. For ou~ as em keypunched and performs certain 
Security supplied us with d~u~~oses the Department of Pensions and 
the years 1972, 1973 and th~ lc

h
ate decks of the punched cards for 

, oug June 30th of 1974. 

The completion and transmitt 1 
courts is completely voluntar a of the~e cards by the juvenile 
double checking for accuracy y, and there 1S no established method of 
data generation system sUffer~rf~ompletene~s. In other words, this 
as have been attributed to the F om e7sent~ally the same weaknesses 
two systems work in much th .B.I. s Unlform Crime Reports--the 

e same way. 
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caution. On the other hand, we have no reason to believe that any 
errors of omission or commission were intended to bias the data in 
any particular way. 'rherefore, while absolute numbers should be 
viewed suspiciously, the general level of the percentages derived 
from them can be taken more seriuosly in the absence of evidence to 
the contrary. 

Each of the three years of data was analyzed separately. Since 
the area of primary interest was recidivism only one analysis was 
performed. This was a two-way crosstabulation by "reason referred" 
(item L) and by "prior delinquency referrals" (item J). The complete 
results of this analysis are shown in Tables 3, 4, and 5. Table 3 
contains the results for all of Jefferson County, and our main interest 
lies here. However, for additional detail, the same data is broken 
down and analyzed separately for the Birmingham Court and the Bessemer 
Court. These results are contained in Tables 4 and 5, respectively. 

These tables contain the total number of referrals for each 
year and the number of these cases which had 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5 and more 
prior referrals in the same calendar year and in previous calendar 
years. From these raw numbers various totals and rates were calculated 
as shown. 

In Table 3, the first two columns of percent,ages (i and p) show 
a noticeable lack of variability--both within and between the columns. 
There does seem to be a slight trend in these figures in that the 
percentages go down slightly for 1973 (from 1972) and then return to 
near 1972 levels again in 1974. This trend is somewhat more noticeable 
in column r--the overall recidivism rate. 

The figures which are probably the closest to what we generally 
mean by recidivism are those given in column r. These numbers are the 
percents of the referrals for each year which had at least one prior 
delinquency referral to the same court some time in the past. To 
the extent that these figures are accurate, they. 'represent acceptable 
to somewhat high rates of recidivism. Of course, these figures do 
not reflect recidivism in other jurisdictions. However, esp~cially 
for juveniles, it is reasonable to assume that the number of youngsters 
recidivating in another jurisdiction is quite small. 

It must be pointed out that the operational defini,tion of recidi­
vism which we have used here is rather gross and certainly insensitive. 
For example, it takes into account neither frequency nor seriousness 
of prior events. If the time to recidivism is longer than for the 
previous offense and/or if the recidivistic incident is less serious 
than the previous offense, there has actually been an improvement even 
though there was an instance of recidivism. Any sensitive measure 
of recidivism should take these considerations into account. 

In summary, this limited recidivism data is evidence that ·the 
recidivism rate for the Jefferson County Family Court is at an accept­
able level in relative terms--that is, when compared to national figures. 
However, there is obviously much room for improvement on this criterion 
in absolute terms. 
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PRIOR REFERRALS THIS 
CALENDAR YEAR 

TOTAL 
YEAR REFERRALS 1 2 3 4 5 Total 

(a) (b) c d e f g (h) 

1972 3974 641 157 60 25 19 902 

1973 3742 438 137 55 22 2 654 

1974 2031 258 93 37 16 7 411 
Through 

Junej 
--.--

Table 3 
Prior Delinquency Referrals 

(Recidivism Data) 
Jefferson County 

PRIOR REFERRALS IN 
PRIOR CALENDAR YEARS 

Recidivism 
Rate 1 2 3 4 5 Total 

(i) j k 1 m n (0) 
h-:-b 

. 
22.70% 420 219 105 76 117 938 

17.48% 364 173 114 18 8 677 

20.24% 218 116 81 44 5 464 

Recidivism TOTAL OVERALL 
Rate PRIOR RECIDIVISM 

(p) REFERRALS RATE 
c-:-b (q) (r) 

h+o q-:-b 

23.60% 1840 46.30% 

18.09% 1331 35.57% 

22.85% 875 43.08% 

••• •• •••• liiiiI: ..... ' ... ' .. -, _ . 
..... ~_ .. _ ' ... , ___ ~.~. ,:::..;..... ___ ~ ',,=:::~--:::;:::~~ .-S? -- .;..:::.-::.. :..-~- -~:-::A1 

TOTAL 
YEAR REFERRALS 

(a) (b) 

1972 3295 

1973 3209 

1974 1793 
(Through 

June) 

. 
PRIOR REFERRALS THIS 

Table 4 
prior Delinquency Referrals 

(Recidivism Data) 
Birmingham court 

PRIOR REFERRALS IN 
PRIOR CALENDAR YEARS 

CALENDAR YEAR 
Recidivism 

2 3 4 5 Total 

1 2 3 4 5 Total Rate 1 

c d e f g (h) (i) j k 1 m n (0) 

M·b 

383 128 51 22 17 601 18.24% 363 181 89 66 III 810 

392 122 53 22 2 

59

1

\ 

18.42% 327 165 102 15 7 616 

215 80 31 14 7 347 19.35% 194 105 65 38 5 407 

Recidivism TOTAL OVERALL 

Rate PRIOR RECIDIVISM 

(p) REFERRALS RATE 

o-:-b (q) (r) 
h+o q-:-b 

24.58% 1411 42.82% 

19.20% 1207 37.61% 

22.70% 754 42.05% 
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Jefferson County Family Court 
Juvenile Intake 't<]orker Questionnaire 

Directions 

This questionnaire was constructed by a research team from the 
Center for Correctional Psychdlogy at the University of Alabama. It 
will be used as one ~ource of data for a report to be prepared by 
that team for the Alabama Law Enforcement Planning Agency. 

The questionnaire is anonymous. DO NOT IDENTIFY YOURSELF! 
Please answer each question completely and honestly. Some questions 
(especially those referring to "April 1973") will require you to make, 
an estimate; please take the time to make the best estimate you can • 
If you were not employed or were doing a different job at the time 
referred to in some of the questions, indicate this by putting NA 
(Not applicable) in the space provided. 

When you have completed the questionnaire, seal it in the 
envelope provided and give it to your immediate supervisor who will 
then forward it to the research team. Only the research team will 
see your individual responses. 

Thank you for your' cooperation • 
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5. 

Ii"~ 

7. 

8. 

.' 

Jefferson County Family Court 
~uvenile Intake Worker Questionnaire 

1. Sex: male female 

2. Age: -.-
3. How adequate are the rules 

4. 

helping you make detention 
and regulations (criteria) of th < admi . d . . e court in 

SSl.On eC~S~ons about juveniles? (Check one) 

Very 
adequate 

Somewhat 
adequate 

Neutral Somewhat -
inadequate 

Very 
inad:3quate 

What factors do you tyoi 11 
about a juvenile? List ~~e X consider when making a detention decision 
portant second, and so on. most important first, the second most im-

1. 

2. 
" < 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

What percent of your time did 
gations? you spend doing dispositional 
During April 1973 ._% 

During April 1974~% 
investi-

How many cases did 
During April 1973 you handle (formal, informal 

During April 1974 ) or other)? 

How many referrals ------
During April 1973 to other ~outi:)ide) agencies did 

Dur~ng April 1974 you make? 

How effective do you think the 
prob~n service of th F . Community (as a ~'Jhole) pf'ceives the 

terms of its rehabili-tat . ~ am~ly Court t b . ~ve effort? (Ch.eck one) 0 e in 

Very 
effective 

SomeWhat 
effective 
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Somewhat 
ineffective 

Very 
ineffective 
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9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

, ,. 

~', 16. 

17., 

Juvenile Intake Worker Questionnaire (cont.) 

How often did you have a conference (formal and informal) with your 
immediate supervisor? 
During April 1973 During April 1974 ---
How effective is the volunteer program in helping the family Court do 
its job in the community? (Check cne) 

Very 
effective 

Somewhat 
effective 

Neutral Some-what 
ineffective 

Very 
ineffective 

Briefly state how you define your role (or your job) as an intake 
worker. 

For what per cent of the admissions are detention hearings held within 
24 hours? %; within 48 hours? % 

In your opinion, should more or fewer youngste~s (per cent) be handled 
formally by the juvenile justice system? (Enter only one) < 

% More ---' % Less 
--~ 

Are the alternatives to detention for juveniles (both number and kind) 
adeguate in the Community? (Check one) . 

Very 
adequate 

Somewhat 
adequate 

Neutral Somewhat 
inadequate 

Very 
inadequat~ 

Is physical detention of a juvenile at intake generally used as the 
last resort? That is, are all other possibilities exhausted before a 
detention admission decision is made? (Check one) 
Yes No ____ _ 

Do you feel you are adequately informed about the availability of various 
Community resour.ces? (Check one) 

Very 
adequate 

Somewhat 
adequate 

Neutral Somewhat 
inndequ~te 

Very 
inadequate 

Please feel free to make any additional comments you have in the 
space below. 
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Jefferson County Family Court 
Probation Officer/Aide Questionnaire 

Directions 

-This questionnaire was constr t d b 
Center for Carr .. uc e y a research team from the 
will be d' ect~onal Psychology at the University'of Alabama It 

use as one source of data f r . 
that team for the Alabama La E f 0 a report to be prepared by 

w n orcement Planning Agency. 

The questionnaire is an 
PI onymous. DO NOT IDENTIFY YOURSELF' ease answer each question completel a d h .• 
(espec~ally those referring to IIApriIY19F3") o~estly •. Some questions 
an est~mate; please take the tim t k w~ll requ~re you to make 
If you were not employed or wereed ? ma ed~~e best estimate you can. 
referred to in some of the o~ng a ~ ferent job at the time 
(Not applicable) in the spa~~e~~!~~~~d~ndicate this by putting NA 

When you have completed the ue i 
provided and give it to your imm d' st onnaire, seal it in the envelope 
it to the research team Onl t~ ~ate supervisor who will then forward 
dual responses. . y e research team will see your indivi-

Thank you for your cooperation. 
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1. Sex: male ---
2. Age: 

3. Please check one: 

Jefferson County Family Court 
Probation Officer/Aide Questionnaire 

female ---

Officer Aide --- ----
4. How many cases did you handle informally? 

During April 1973 During April 1974 __ 

5. How many formal cases were you supervising? 
During April 1973 During April 1974 ---

6. How many referrals to other (outside) agencies did you make? 
During April 1973 During April 1974_' __ _ 

7. How many times do you think you personally intervened and prevented or 
alleviated a cr~s~s situation? 
During April 1973 During April 1974 ____ _ 

8. How effectiv~ do you think the Community (as a Whole) perceives the 
probation service of the Family Court to be in terms of its rehabili­
tative effort? (Check one) 

9. 

10. 

Very 
effective 

Somewhat 
effective 

Neutral Somewhat 
ineffective 

Very 
ineffective 

How many family contacts (excluding those involving on1X the juvenile) 
did you make? 
During April 1973 During April 1974 ____ _ 

How many contacts did you have, on the average, with each juvenile 
(or) total number of contacts divided by total cases)? 
a) formal cases: 

During April 1973 During April 1974 ___ _ 

b) informal cases: 
During April 1973 ____ _ During April 1974 ____ _ 

11. For formal supervision cases: 
a) How long is the shortest contact? minutes ---b) How long is the longest contact? minutes ---c) How long is the average contact? minutes ----

12. How often did you have a conference (formal and informal) with your 
,immediate supervisor? 
During April 1973,. During April 1974 __ _ 

55 



13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

Probation Officer/~ide Questionnaire (cont.) 

How often did you conduct (or participate in) a group counseling session? 
During April 1973 During April 1974 __ 

What. per cent of your formal case10ad involved a "social contract" with the juvenile? 
During April 1973 % During April 197,~ % 

What per cent of your time did you spend doing dispositional investi­gations? 

During April 1973 % During April 1974 % 

How effective is the volunteer program in helping the Family Court do 
its job in the community? (Check one) 

Effective Somewhat 
effective 

Neutral Somewhat Very 

17. Considering all of your contacts with juveniles (formal and informal 
cases), what per cent of these contacts take place at your office? % 

ineffective ineffective 

18. Briefly state how you define your role (or your job) as a probation officer/aide. 

19. What type of behavior or work (e.g., report preparation, contacts with 
juveniles, home viSits, etc.) is most rewarded by your supervisor and 
the department in general? List the most rewarded first, the second most rewarded second, and so on. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

i 
i 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• • 

, 

• 
• : I; ,. 
II -. ' 

• 

20. 

21-

Officer/Aide Questionnaire (cont.) Probation 

k) do you personally find to be 
What major tasks (or areas of wor tisfying first, the sE~cond most 
most satifying? List the most sa 
satisfying second, and so on. 

1-

2. 

3. 

4 . 

5. 

6. 

7. 

the 

Please feel free to make any h e in the space additional comments you av 
below. 
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U •• P.ncil or Ball-Point Pen and PRESS DOWN FIRMLY 

~ u. S. GOV~RNMENT PRINTING OFFICE' 1071 - 4~7·844 

National Center I'or "Social S<tatl-;t1~;."so-ela'i·e";;-ci R-;;habl<lltatlon se"rvlee. 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. EDUCATION. AN.D W~:I.I··ARE. Wash. D.C. 20201 

Fora SnS-HCS8-20:J 
olla Ho. 8 3-RO 123 

JUVENILE COURT STATISTICAL CARD 

A. CoURT ___________________ ...l..I-L1 ...l.1---I1 

I. ~U~Lf~~_NA_ME_O_R___;;i':':":i"---_=....".....-' __ 7W7.._:_---..J..I---I-I--l-1 -J1--l.1-L.1 :---"1 
(la.') (flnl) (Mlddl.) 

Ar •• celli, ., UlJ 

D. DATI! OF BIRTH ...... I 1 I l III m., i., , ... , 
E. AGI! AT TIME OF REFERRAL ............. DJ· 
F. SEX, 

G." RACE, 

Mol. 

Whit. 
I.~I"" 

2 F .... I. 

C. ADDRESS ____ ~;__:_-----~----------~~--~--~------------------------- c ••••• t,.ct 
Enter only one code in the designated code bO:I: for each major category from "H" to "0" 

o 
o 

I. REFERRED BY 

'. J. 

, t.."" cn'"cI"'lnt •• 'ncr 
2 Sch .. 1 ~.p •• tm.nt 
3 Soci.1 •••• cy 
• P'.~atl ••• fflco, 
5 P,rent. or ,.1 •• '1;,. 
6 Oth.r Cturt 
7 O,h., loureD (spaclfy) 

PRIOR DELINQUENCY ( •• cludlng It.lfle) 
REFERRALS 0 

o. This cel,nd., 'f'" -
a I 2 1 4 5 ......... 10". II 

~. In ", •• y .... - 0 
o I 2 1 • S ......... f ... ol, 

K. CARE PENDING DISPOSITION rn 
00 H. 4e'lntll" It ,h.ltl' cet. IY"'"'tht 

Dot.ntl~n .t .. h. It., et'. 
I."nl,hl 0, 10",,' 'n, 

01 J.II or ,.lIc •• t.tI •• 
02 0.,0.11 •• h.m • 
O. F •• ,.t lomlly ",."'. 
01 Olh .. ,1 ... I'p.clfy) ________ _ 

In ~hh CI",.,)' (UK") if mo,e then 'n' 
e,". II 1"IIClbl_, C!d,J 'he .,p'O,""1 

L. REASON REFERRED 
011 •• ,., appll.abl. to both IUVl.II .. ond odult. ( •• clutlln, ',0111 .• ) CD 

01 MUld" ."~ nan-n •• U"nt ""naleuahte, t1 Lare'''),1 She,lIftln, 

02 M ••• lau,ht .. ~y "".II •• nco 12 Lo, .. ny, AU .... pt .h.,lIhl •• 
03 F.,.:I~I. t.,. 
04 R.~~ .. y, P ...... otchl •• ~y I.,c. 

OS R''''''.,,)'I All •• ce,t ,u .... netchin. 

1J w~.JII.".-c."'fI"lt , ...... In •• ltc, 

14 s ••• ffln ••• C •• copt '.,e,ltl, ,.,.) 

1~ ~q~l.tl." .f ",ug la. It H"cetlc 

06 A .... It, An, ... t.~ 

07 A .... It' All .... ,t ou, ••• lod 
08 But.lt,y- .. ,..~in • • t tnt.rlno 

09 A.t. ,h.h, U.o.,h •• lao4 ... 

10 A.to Ih.hl All .... ,t 

vnt\:th.,h,d Ut. 

U Viol." ••• f ~, •• I.wlt 
All •• c.,t "Inotlc 

'7 Orun","",. I 
11 Ol .. ,~.rly u.d.ct 

19 V.nd.II .. , 
20 Olh., (., .. lfy) 

Off.n ... oppllcobl. ,. lu~.~nll •• only ( ••• Iutlln, I .. lfle) 
31 Runn'n, 'w • ., 3 .. Un,.",.," ... I. ~.h.",'.' 
32 T, ••• cy 35 P ...... I .... ~'I"k'., of II ..... 
33 Vlol.tI.n of c.,f... 36 Oth., h,.clly) 

TroW. oH.n ... 
41 0,1.1.1 whll. l.t .. ICI'o~ 
42 HIt •• d .u. 
43 R.ckl ... ~.I.l •• 

44 0.1.1., .. lIh •• , • lI .. n .. 
45 All .th .. ".ffle C.,oclly). 

N'gIICI (.Iou". d ... r/I.n, l.o~.~IIO'o CO", .'e.) 
51 Abu,. 
52 All ather negl'CI ('Pfel",1 

SpIClol p,oeNdlnOI (odop,lon, (On"n"o ""ry, ote.) 

M. MANNER Of' HANDLING [J 
I Wlth~ut p.,ltlo" 2 With ,etitlon 

N. D~rs~8fJTION ... 1-:::: -..J.I--:t:i ~I_'--:-::-:::J-, 
rno. ~a't yeo, 

O. DISPOSITION 
00 WalvCl~ 't Ct'MJn:i!J1 ~.u,i 

C'IlIQI.ln' no' .~~.to.tlot ... 
O~ Oh",!. uch H.t p,..,.d .t 

f.u"~ n.t Inv.I'Iod 

C ... ,I,ln' .ijb.ton,lo,od 
N. ""n,f,n .f 10001 cu,t .... y 

rn 
11 OII ... h"~1 W.,n,tI, '~Iu't'''f co"null • ., 
12 H.I~ ',.n wlth •• 1 IUllho. ull •• 
13 P,.tt.tI." .'Uc., t. "".,., .. 
,. R.f.".ri 'a Cln.th., ,._nc.., 0' 

In41.hh,.1 (or .",.,,,,11'0" 0' u,vlc. 
tS Run, .. ,., ,at",n," 10 ____________ _ 

__ ~16~0~'~h.~._I~.~p~ •• ~I~'y~I--~~~~------­
T",n.f., .f log.1 (U,tady III 

21 Pu~lIc Inlllt.I'.n for ~.II.~.o." 

22 O,h .. ,.~II. I •• tlt.llo. 

23 Pu"" •• ,.n$t I' ctlp."",."t 
(In'I"~I., c.u," 

2" P,ly,t ••• ,nc), .r In,tlt"."" 

25 In41.ld •• 1 

26 Olh., (.,.,Uy) 

~ _ e.0!-.! !"-,. _1~'!'."'~t~I.!~~ I~ ~~4~.n! ~.:._ ..... " ~ •. 6 ~ !':~I~':::":.:_.=_=.-=~:__=_=~-=_:":.=_=__-:.-=.=-_=_= _ _: .• =-_=-=-.-:_-=.=-.::-:_-=_=-.=_=__-:.:":.:-::" .. -:.-=.:-.=-=.-=.:":.=-=-.-:._=.=_.=_=.-=_:":_ ••• _ • __ . _ ... _____ • . ____ .. __ 

SUPPLEMENTARY DATA (for court's use) 
P. PRIOR TRAFFIC AND NEGLECT REFERRALS 

It T.t.1 Ho, If "la, ",'fie ,.f.".11 
a I 2 3 4 5 ....... 

... T,t.1 HI •• f ,,1., "o,llct ,0f.,,,I. 
a I 2 3 4 5 •• m." 

Q. DIAGNOSTIC SERVICES 
N .. d for Dlo,no.ll. S..vl ••• 
In~l .. t.~ l.dICl,.d ~ut Il.t I.-

• n~ , ... ,~.~ •• t ... II.~I. ~ 

•• P,pk.lo., .. l 

•• M.dl .. 1 

d. s..,., I 

R. ESTIMA TED. MENTAL CAPACITY 
I a.I •• , .. e"., 
2 Avo .. ,. 

1 A"o.1 ,ve,.,t 
4 N., ~.I .. ml •• ~ 

s. SCHooL mrntrMIiHT & 40JUSTMENT 

El 

D 
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