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1.0 INTRODUCTION °

- on Efficiency. Questions 5 and 6 ar

3 maten

1.1 Backercund
Lacsareund

The Exemplary Projects Program of the National Inétitute of Law Enforce-
ment and Criminal Justice is designed %o identify and document outstand-
ing criminal justice Programs across the country which are suitable for
replication. The Providence Educational Center (PEC) of St. Louis,

Missouri has been nominated for desigration as an Exemplary Project.

At the request of the NILECJ, Urban and Rural Systems Associates (URSA)
conducted a validation study of the PEC. This report presents the
Tindings resulting from that Visit and is intended to provide the
Exemplary Projects Advisory Board with information bearing on the
specific questions raised by the Board and with additional information
designed Yo halp the Board assess the extent to which the PEC program
meets the Exemplary Project Screening Criteria established by the
Advisory Doard. Findings are discussed. in Section 2.0 of t
Specitic questions posed by the Exemplary Project Advisory Board are
ressed within the context of the Screening Criterr  to which they
apply.  Figure 1.71-A consists of the Advisory Boards Questions regard-
ing PEC. Quastions 1, 2, and 4 are addressed in Section 2.1 on Goal
Achievenent and Effectiveness. Question 3 is addressed in Section 2.3

e discussed as part of Section

his report.

2.4 on Replicability,

1.2 Sources of informnation

The information on Which this report is based was secured through a
review and analysis of al] available documentation on the Providence
Educational Center (PEC) and through a series of interviews and
observation conducted on-site between 4 Decembor and 7 December 1973,
Prior to the site Visit, URSA staff contacted the Missouri SPA (MLEA)
by telephone to disucss PEC and the schedule for the on-site visit,
Staff of.the MLEA coordinated the entire on-site visit and ary

3
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Figure 1.1-A

Validation of Providence Educational Center

“Information Needed by the Exemplary Project'Advisory Board

1. The Providence Educational Center appears to be achieving an
impressive success rate with its juvenile enroliees., Are these
statistics accurate? What is the comparative effectiveness of other
forms of treatment for juvenile offenders, e.g. Missouri Hills Home

for Boys, Missouri State Training Schoo] at boonevw11e, Boys Town
of Missouri, probation, other?

2.

youth go to Providence and which to one of the other forms of frcat-

. What ¢riteria are used by the Providence staff in
refusing to accept a youth into the program? What would have been
the most likely disposition of youth in the Providence program if
the Center did not exist?

ciiarged to youth in the program?

Is the program run economically? Are the cost comparisons with
Missouri juvenile 1ns;1£utxons accurate? (See page 8 of the ExP
_application). , : ;
4'

Page 6 of the St. Louis application cites improvement in the
average math and reading level of Providence enrollees. Can any

comparison be made with the average math and reading level of

delinquent inner city populations in other parts of the country?

5. What has been the community reaction to the program? Whas there
any resistance to establishment of the Center? Can lessons be
drawn for other communities? :

6. What is the relative importance of staff. ccmpcuence and commite
ment to success of the program?

A

. T T Rt A

What criteria are used by the juvenile court in determining which

What is “he percentage breakdown of crimes

-
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for pertinent appointments and interviews.

The URSA site visit team was composed of pp, Barnry Krisberg, Senjor
Reszarch Scientyigs at URSA apg a faculty member of the School of
Criminology, University of California at Berkeley; and Mr. Noegj Day,
an URSK Partner ang the URSA Project Managep, .

The documents reviewed by the URsa team pr

Tor to the on-site visis
included:

T. PEC'g Exemplary Project Application (August 1973)
2. Fina) Narrative Report” (May 15, 1972 o NMarch 15, 1673)
3. PLec Statistics 197273

+ PEC Evaluation Statys (Deccinber 5, 1973)

Fo]?owing the on-site vigit URSA p
sunplied by PEC inc]uding:
1. Persenne] Policies

eviewed additional materisls

2. Assorted Administrative memoranda,

3¢ AN forms Utilized by pec (each form !
request to indicate staff originatop
and frequency of use)

4. Assorted Progran aterialg (News]etters, Student’Newspapers,

Description of Physical Educatjon Program,retc.)

"as annotated at URSA s
and destination, purpose

During the On-site visit the URSA team conductad intervieys With

PEC staff, PEC Board members, Participants in the PEe Progran,
Juvenile Couprt officers, STaff of the Fissoury Hills Home for
Boys, and staff of the MLEA (Region 5), and other key Tigures in

Juvenile law enforcemen+ and crimina) Justice, hd

0

PEC stafr members who were interviewed included:
= The Executive Director
“ The Coordinator of the "After-Cape Component:
-~ Tha Educationa) Director
~ The Socia] Servige Director

“f
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- Secial Service Workars
- Counsalors

- The Assistant Director of Education and Curricu

"~ The Reading Specialist

~ Team Teachers - ‘

~ The Physical Education Instructor
the Arts and Cratis Teacher

Tum Coovrdinator
s the Shop Instructor, and

In%orma] interviews were conductad with approximately 12-15
participants in the PEC program. Interviews with participants were
conducted at random 1in rost instances since the  URSA team enjoyed
completely open access +o PEC staff and participants, The partici-
pants who were interviewad included the chairman of the studen%
council, coniributors to the PEC student newspaper, and youth who

the URSA team observed in classroon activities op encounitered in
the ballways of the building. '

duvenile Court officers and law enforce
Who were interviewed includ
Home for Boys, the chief of
Juvenile Bureau, staff of
Director of Probation Serv

ment and correcticnal officials
ed the Director of the Missouri Hills
the St. Louis Police Department's
the St. Louis Crime Cormission, and the
ices for the juvehi}e courc, Jduvenile
court Judge Gaeriner was tanble to meet with the URSA team. He was
the only significant local figure who URSA was unable to interview,
Program activities observed during the on-site visit included:
~ classroom teaching | '
~ group counseling , N
~ individua) counseling '
~ remedial reading instruction ;
- physical education and arts and craft classes
« & PEC staff

tean meeting reviewing individual student progress
and goals

« informal gatherings of students in the cafeteria and student
Tounge.
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Finally, the URSA tean reviewed the curriculum materials available
for teachers to use and remedial education mat

zrials.

1.3 Project Summary . '

1.3.1 Structure and Concept
The sponsoring organiza

tion for the Providence Educational Center's
program is th

e Providence Inner-City Corporation--a private non-
profit organization with a Board of Directors co

mprised of local
business and civic leacers. PEC s the major programmatic com-
ponent of the Providence In

iner-City Corporation with current annual
buaget of $315,000 and a capacity of 75 yout
. of the Corporation's activities is the Providence Group Home,

a small residential Tacility with a current annual budget of $39,000
and a capacity of 12 youths. Some, but not all of the resijdents 1in
the Group Home are enrolled 4n PEC's program.
zation structure of the Providence Inn

schematically in Figure 1.3-A

is.. The other component

The overall organi-
er-City Corporation is presented

1

PEC's program operates under a sub-contract
Inner-City Corporat
prime conty

between the Providence
jon and the St. Louis City Juvenile Court, the

ractor For the LEAA funds through the Missouri Law
Enforcement Assistance Council. '

The PEC program is aimed at trexting delinquent youth and preventing
Juvenile recidivism~~particular1y in terms of stranger-to-stranger .

crimes.  Although it is not explicitly stated by PEC in any of the

program literature reviewed by URSA, it is clear that the program

s conceptually based on the theory that delinguency, in many o
instances, is functionally~-and perhaps even causally--ralated to
school failure and lack of social and economic achievement. In

"esponse to this theoredical stance, PEC com

bines a strong emphasis
on rom

edial education with counseling for delinquent youths with
previous histories of school related problems, PEC's approach
focuses on the development of highly individualized and specific
cducational, attitudinal, and behavioral goals for students

enrollicd in the program. ' ar
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o 1.3.2 Operational Approach

o - Internally, PEC's operating structure consists of three functional

S components: the educational componment, the social services and
counseling component, and the "After-Care" component. The educa-
tional component is responsible for all instruction including
remediation, The social services component is responsible for all
1ndividua1 and group counseling, social service referrals, and
Tiaisons between PEC and families and between PEC and relevant ,
public and private agencies in St. Lovis. The After-Care component,
begun in June 1973, is responsible for assisting "gracuates" of the
- ' PEC program in making the transition back into the public schools or %

4 the job market. Figure 1.3-8 illustrates the organization of PEC's |

staff in these components.

Youth are referred to PEC from three sources:
o - The St. Louis Juvenile Court refers youth after they are
adjudicated on the recommendation of prebation officials:
- Probation officers--at their - discretion--may refer youth who
are encountering difficulty in school without prior court
- o approval; and, )

- The Missouri Hills Home for Boys refers some youth and transports
N

- . them to PEC each day.

’ The Juvenile Court system is %he largest source of referrals to
PEC.

After a preliminary diagnosis of need, PEC staff develops an
individual treatment program for each student. An individual treat- ' ]
ment program sets forth goals related to educational achievements,
and social, attitudinal, and behavioral adjustments.

Each indi-
vidual treatment plan is reviewed every two weaks to one month and ?
updated,

Np i
1al diagnostic battery of tests given each
student at the time of entry into PEC are also used to guide ¢

The results of the init

ass Ve
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Figuré 1.3-B
PEC Staff Organization

Providence Inner-City Corporation
Executive Director
| o
Providence Educational Center ’
’ \ l . ‘ RN
Director [ Director ‘ Fter-Care ‘:F”””‘I
\ Education (1)*\m \Socia1 Service (1)[Nw Coordinator (Wﬁuf“a'k<

A - [Assistant S l \
-Secretaryl fiDivector \ Counse’lor After-Care
() {Education(?)\ (1) Assistant () .
i
_— Social Service Voluntcer\
Specialized Classroon Workers (2) Tutors
Instructors Teachers\
Reading (12) [ Tary (1]
Specialist, 2RCTE LAl '
Shop, Phys.i
Ed.,etc. (4)
Pl gF g, wod,
N T

¢

*Figures in parentheses indicate number of each category of staff.
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assignments., Classes are limited to a maximum of 12 students. A

team consisting of 2 teachers with ancillary assistance from a social
worker is responsible for each class. In addition to basic instruc-
tion in reading, arithmetic, and language skill development geared
£o the needs, learning styles, and skill levels of each student, the
c?assvdom teams provide instruction in Black history, science, and

social studies. The core curriculum approach is utilized vherever

possible in order to integrate learning in each of the various
subject areas. Students in need of sustained remedial assistance
in reading are assigned to the veading laboratory one-half hour

per day for individual assistance or programmed instruction. In

addition to the Reading Specialist, twelve volunteers (6 from the .
Junior League and 6 Christian Brother novices) provide "intensive
one-to-one assistance for students in the veading tab.

Other elements in the Educational Component of the PEC program
include: physical educaticn, arts and craftis, a woodwork shop, an

electronics shop, imd a student newspaper.

Counseling is provided on an indivicual basis in one-hal? hour weekly

"sessions while group counseling sessions are scheduled once each
week for cach classreom group. Staff of the social service cemponent
are also responsible for agressively following up on each absence=--
either by telephone or, in the case of repeated absence, through a
home visit. .In addition, social service staff undertakés other

1iaison functions between PEC and studenmt's families including

parental counseling, referrals of students and their families for

an¢i11ary services, and--in some instances--an active advocacy role
in assisting student's families in their relationships and T
dealings with landlords, health agencies, the welTare department, .
and other public and private agencies.

The After-Care component of PEC begins its involvement with youth
several months prior to their anticipated graduation from the
program. In consultation with the classroom team (teacher.and'
social worker) and other significant persons (e.g. Deputy Juvenile

[

e
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officers, PEC's reading spdcialist, etc.) the AftertCare staff begins
to lay out a plan desicned +o assist the student io make the transition

back into public school or into a job or vocational training program.

Suitable schools or potential Jjobs are identified and as+part of the
Avter-Care plan, stafy may accompany PEC students-on visits to the
students may be assigned to att

tend classes Ce
at the public school for a week or two on an interim basis, After-

Care staff also typically con*a

school--for instance--op

o~

¢is guidance counsclors’ and teachers at
the proposed new school, alerts them to the history and needs of the
students-and offers thenm assistance in insur
successtul, After the student graduates
stalf maintains 1iaison with the school o
transition is assured,

ing that the transition is
from PEC the After-Care
r the employer until the

Students “graduate" Trom PEC when they have achieved a 5th grade

achievenant level ia reading (the leve] of functioning required for
High School admission in St. Louis) and/or they have demonstrated

adequate Tunctioning in terms of attitudes and interpersonal behavior.,
"Gracuates may be referred o programs including:
- Public High Scheools
- Pubtic Grade Schools (iT age or social factors suggest that the
youth is not ready for High School but has "learned to behave in
Ways acceptable to the public schools") ,
- Private High Schools (PEC's Board of Directors has raised funds }
for several scholarships) ' . '
- Jobs in the private sector
~ Hork programs (Job Corps, or SWAP-Schools
Programs, etc.) or,

=

Work Apprentice

H

Proprietary schools (technical, vocational, etc.)

- +

The avarage Tength of time in attendance at PEC 4s less than nine (9)

months at the present time. waeVer, PEC staff feels that a period of

one year to eighteen (18) months would be more baneficial

for most of R
the students currently enrolled in the_program.
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1.3:3 Developmental History of PEC ) ‘
Since receipt of its initia) o eral funding in 1972 and its '

-
w
coincident commitment to serve delinquent youth, several significant

modiTications 1in concept, scope, and staffing have occcurted.

In May 1972, PEC received an LEAA grant to serve 36 delinquent youths.
By November, 1072, PEC nad an enrollment of 75 delinguent youth. Growth
hetween May and Movember Was rapid and uncontrolled. Staffing was hurried

and non-deliberate, Ak Chis point the current Executive Director was hired.

In January 1973, PEC staff attended a ong wee
which led to the development of
Turther clarification of staftT roles, and an approach to discipline
' based on behavior modification theory. At the time, PEC's program
wis based on a “pathological” conception of delinguency rather than : ,
a "scciological™ and “fuhctiona]“ theory of causation. '

K planning workshop
the social service depariment,

In June 1973, the After-Care component was added to the program. The
creation and implementation of

the After-Care component Wwas catalyzed
by the Tact that some 50 students were "oraduating" from PEC's
“protected" environment an
the job market.

d returning to public school or entering

1"
During the same period, (June 1973)

PEC established a clear set of
criteria for staff positions; termi

nated a substantial number of those

who staffed the first program year, and hired new staff.with more

experience and professional training.
wWere required to have degrees in th
ereas.  HWith the hiring of new staf
progiram

A

A1l members of the new staff
eir area of speciality or related
T, the conceptual basis of PEC's
as also redefined to emphasize "functional" concerns and
behavior modification was de-emphasized.,

The program's experience
with behavior modific

ation indicated some success with younger children P B
but 1ittle success with older youth. PEC staff theorizes that the

reward system was inadequate for older youth and that staff members

were inconsistent in application.

hy
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In July 1973, the "Mastor Teacher-fssistant Teacher" concept was
changed to a "Team Teacher" approach,

i

As of December 5, 1973, the Executive Director of PEC mentioned his

concern with developing a vocational program

module including an
orientation to the "world of WorK," mini-courses geared to mo

existing manpower needs in the comm

munity, and on-site job tra
for an estimated twenty (20) students with continuing supervss
provided by PEC staff.

et
ining
ion

From a peak of between 75 and 80 youth a% any one,time betwaen

September 5, 1972, and June 30, 1973, the PgC enroliment as of
December 5, 1973,

was dewn to 58 students although an add
50 ex-students were also being served by After-Cere
enrollment was atiribyted to the follo

Ttional
. The crep in
wing factors:

- in Juhe 1873, 50 students "graduated From FEC,

= 28 students of 78, therefore retyur

ed after the summer vacation
‘period,

= 30 new referrals were accepted between August and Decenber 1973
to bring the current enroliment to 58 as of December 5, 1073,

The Executive Director also attributed his enroliment to a *rend

towards more severe sentencing in the juvenile court--particufarly
for recidivists-~and +o g sea

'sonal factor--that is, that probation
officers identify and refer the largest number of youth with school

related problems to alternate prograns 1ike PEC mid-way through the
school year,

At

Y
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2.0 FINDINGS OF THE VALIDATION STUDY

Findings regarding the PEC's suitability for Exemplary Project status
and replication are organized in this section according to the
criteria established by the Exemplary Project Advisory Board. In

aadition, specific questions raised by the Advisory Board are also
addressed in this section. '

2,1 Goal Achievaaen®
2.1.7 Program Objectives and Performance
PEC's goals as stated in ‘application for Exe

mplary status read:-
"1) to reduce strect crimes among students enrolled (in PEC);

"2) to reduce truancy and improve educational skills, especially
in reading;

"3) to engage students in a ther

apeutic program which will
rehabilitate stud

ents by developing a more Dositive self-

concept and thus increase social adjustment;

"4) to work with parents of a1l enrolied students;

“5) to orient each boy towards a successyl placement in public
schools, vocational schools, and/or employment."

In URSA's opinion, Goals 1 and 5 as defined above represent
"primary" program goals related to impact while goals 2, 3, and 4
are what might be called "operational® or
program's intrinsic Togic seems to imply that 9% the operational
goals are achieved--that is if truancy is reduced, if reading skills
are improved, and if more positive self co

"instrumental" goals. The'

ncepis are developed, then
the primary goals of reduced street crime and successtul

Tunctioning
Will be the result.

oY
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1ight of the fact that not

14

s suggests that the degree to which these different kinds of
Is are met might be productively explored separately,

2,1.1.1 Operationai Goals
One of the Exemplary Project Advisory Board's Guestions directly
acdresses one of the operational goals of PEC. The Advisory Board

"The St. Louis (PEC) application cites improve-
ment in the math apd reading levels of Providence

‘ enrollees. Can any cemparisons be made with
average math and reading levels of other delinquent
inner-city Youth arcund the country?”

il Y og s -
fhe dats av

ilable from PEe shows that students enrolled in PEC made

a
gains in math and reading achievement levels that appear to be modest.

age muth level was raised from 3.6 to 4.5 while reading levels
increaced from an average 4.4 to 4.8, It may be useful to establish

© this data on achievement Jevels,

& context in which to interpre

First, amount by which math and reading levels

increased during
enrollment in PEC 4g undoubtedly skewed downward by the fact that

initiel testing of students was performed at time 0T entry into the
program (from September 5, 1972 to April 1, 1973) while the re-test
was partormed uniformly Tor al1 students in April, 1973, Thus

achievemant was feasured Tor some students over g seven month period

tests occurred over g shorter period.
0 months elapsed betwean initia) test and

while for other students re-
In scme cases, less than ty
the ve-test in April.

Szcondly, "normal" progress over the seven month period from September

o April would be an increase of 75 S0 that the
achievement exceeds “norm

i

.9 increase in math
expectations, and greatly exceeds them in
all students were enrolled for the full

seven month period. The .6 increase in reading might be easily explained
by the fluctuations in elapsed tipme between %nitia] tests and the
re-test,  In this statistical context, the increasas in both math
end reading‘achievament sech to be relatively formidable.

Tu
i
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During the on-site visit the URSA team requested data on students of
& similar age and background in the St. Louis public schools.

Although pubtic school officials agreed to provide such .data it has’
not been Terthcoming. However, a-negative indicazor of average

chievement levels in the S%. Louds puslic schools is the fact that
.0 reading achievement le

5 evel 1s sufficient to secure entry to
igh scheol.

rinally, in national terms although there is no data on the readin
Y

g
and math achieveme

nt Tevels of "delinquent® inner-city youth there is
an abundance of data on achievement levels in inner-city schools, In

most instances average reading levels in inner-city schools increase

uncit the 3rd or 4th grade and then Tall increasingly behind grade
Tevel until the 9th or 10th grade whan average reading levels increase
somewhat--an increase largely attributable to the fret

that large
numbey

s of the Towest achievers drop out at that grade level. In
other wards, the increase in achievement levels during the first year
of PEC's operation seems *o represent signiticant progress in
comparison with public schools serving similar populations.

PEC's ¢

C's goal of reducing truancy was alsc clearly achieved. PEC's records

indicate a truancy rate of 14% compared o a previous rate of 55% - ‘ {

for the same students when they attended public schools. The 55% ' A o
rete was based on pupil personne] records preparad by the public ‘ AR
scheols and submitied to PEC at the time of

the initial referral. _ 3

PEC's progress in achieving the other two operational goals that are Lo |

specitied is more difficult %o assess. The program has had some ' ' :

contact with the parents of all of the students. However, the extent, %
character, and quality of the contacts with parents is impossible to s
ascertain without an indepth review of the progranm,
data needed %o assess wh

Similarly, the : ; 5
ether the selt-concept of students is o f
niproved during enroliment was not aveilable. However, the document

tled "St. Louis High Impact Anti-Crime Program: Evaluation Component -

Provicence Education Center TS-MP23-72-C3) indicated that all students

should receive a pre-and post-test using the Bristol Social Adjustméﬁt )

4 b WA s A e e a e

N [Co
¢ “ - 5 N
L.
el —




e o L

S by g

16
Guide. Presumably, then, this data will be available 1in the future.

2.1.1.2 "Primary" Impact Goals
The two primary or impact goals of the PEC program - as noted above - a
to reduce street crime among students enrolled in PEC and to help them
successTully adjust to public schools, vocational progra

re

s, or employment.

In this regard, the Exemplary Project Advisory Board asked:

: "The Providence Educational Center appears to be achiev-
ing an impressive success rate « . . are these stayis-
tics accurate? Vhat is the cemparative effectiveness
of other forms of treatment for Jjuvenile ovfenders, e.q.
Missouri Hills Heme 7or Boys, Misscuri State Training

- . Scﬁoo?nat Booneville, Boys Town of Missoury, provation,
' otvher?

a0 et v

PEC seems to have the only accurate data on recidivism in St. Louis. PEC

has apperently taken great care in foi]owing up cases and collecting data
on outcemes for ex-students. The high quality of the data and the fasti-
diousness displayed regarding i1ts collection
numoer of youth who have been enrol?
ever, whatever the reason, co

may be a function of the small
ed in the program to date (N=135). How-
mparable data is not available for the other
There is no systematic data collection on juvenile
court dispositions in St. Louis. According to cour: otficials an effort is
being made to compile such data, but it 9s not yet available. Thus, hard
comparisons between PEC and other programs will have to wait until the

MLEAC Region 5 staff

treatment alternatives.

implements its evaluation plan for juvenile services.

Nevertheless, it may be possible to mak
of PEC's data and the estimate
URSA team interviewed.

e some rough comparisons on the basis
5 supplied by the juvenile court officdrs the

. _ .

To compute recidivism rates for PEC, URSA used data provided by PEC staff
curing the on-site visit. This data updates the statistical information

related to vecidivism included in PEC's application for exemplary status
In two ways: '

A
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1. Data for the period from 9/10/73 to 12/3/73 Wwas provided
to supplement the data for the period 9/5/72 o 8/8/73
that was previously submitied to the Exemplary Project
Advisory Board; and, : h
2. Data was provided on the After-Care component for the
period from 6/1/73 (date of inception) to 12/3/73.
Thus, it was possible for URSA to compute recidivisnm rates for both PEC

students and ex-students for the entire 15-month per1od of operation from

/5772 to 12/3/73. This data 4s surmarized in Figure 2.1-A and the complete
set of updutcd data is attac h d as Anpendix I. .Thé method URSA opted to use
in computing recidivism was based on the total number of youth referred to
court while enrolled at PEC or within the 6-month reporting period of the
After-Care component., This means that the recidivism rates of 28, 1% for
all offenses 11.8% for stranger-to- -siranger crimes are slightly over-
sta since they include referrals that were dismissed, as well as

ferre a]s urat Tailed to result in the issuance of a warrant. (Figure 2.1-B
is a schematic Tlow diagram §1lust

44
-

o:
B,

:

CL

sd

1

rating the volume and point of occurance

of recidivism in the PEC program between 9/72 and 12/73, and Figure 2.1-C

provides detailed information on the character of offences resylting in

reverrals during enroliment in PEC).

-1

docontrast, juvenile couri officers estinated that their forma) repetition
rave --a somewhat softer measure -- approximates 65% to 70% for vouth on
prosation and about 509 Tor those youth assigned
Y

They did not have any way of esti
1&9&0» Crlmes.

to residential institutions.,
mating recidivism specifically related to

(7]

The supplema ntary data collected during the on-site visit by the URSA team

inclugas information usetul in assessing achievements related to PEC's

othar primary impact goal -~ that is, to enzble the successtul reintegration
: i
v

tment of youth to the pudblic schools, vocationa) programs, and

employment.  Unforty nately, no comparable informetion is available for
youth on prob

ation or institutionalized in ore of the residentia) facilities.

*f
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Figure 2,1-A o
Summary of Recidivism Data - '
Source: PEC Statistics 1972-73 and 1973-74

§/5/72 - 12/3/73 Number Total pe
Youth enrolied in PEC 135 135 100%
Yeuth. reverrad to court 35
while enrolled in PEC '
. 38 28.1%
Youth referred to court 3 . Total
curing After~Care Recidivism
Youuh referred for 1mpact
crimes® while uhro11ed in 13 ‘
D . .
EC 6 | 1.9y s
N Recidivism
Youth referred for impact : related to
crimes® during Afier- 3 impact
Care ‘ ¢ crimes ™
Total re Terrals#® to
CuxPu auring 3 enrollment 57 50
ct PEC and during After- 3
Cara *
Ly
n
Inpact referrals® ,
dur1no enroilnent and 20 '
Ot 23 38.3%
- [}
durvng ATter-Care 3 of all ¢
referrals :
eranger~to~stvanger !
¥
ek ) :
7uu uding (7) referrals that were dismissed op .
where no warrants were jssuad ;
EYS .
L Y
?
' !
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Figure 2.1-C _ , |
. . . R i
Categorization of Court Referrals of §
Youth While Enrollad in PEC . !
. ' Co ' %
(— Offenses §/72-12/73 Number of Refervals : :
surglary 13 é
AHITDGEH ’ ]

sault

d
(<2}

Truancy 4 i
Shaplifiing 3 |
Tampering W/Auto 5 ‘ |
Armed Robbery 2 é
Parole. Violaticn 3 il
Incorricible -7 H
inhaling Fumes 4 .
Possessicn of Stolen Property 1 po g
Neglect 2 l?
surglary & Stealing | ?
Possession of darijuana 1 ' %

Total Referrals®

et e

57

Three addiuional referrals were made of youth invoived
in After-Care after graduation frem PEC to bring the
tota) to 60 referrals associated with the 135 youuhs
garotled in PE C between 9/72 and 12/73.

.
N :
i
t]
r
8 .
»
N 2
v
,
’
‘ e 3
o h
t . A
..
v, ¢
« O K
- ‘ . . :
e oty LEobe 3
=t T i
' i
+ * ¥ H
i
i
- ¥
.
" -k Ay PRE TR
.

. B R A s Ly ST e e A AT
- o o Y N ST R A O . Rt




i
N
v,

2]

»

Since Sepbca:er 1672 & total ¢ 135 youths have been enrolled by PEC.
Of that number, 105 were enrolled during the progrom year extending
from ©/5/77 to 8/3/73.  OF thot number, 27 were discharged by PEC during
the yaar either because they were rearrested and institu%iona\ized,
beeayse they lert the St. Louis area, or because 1 2y were being served
; i breakdewin of the "outcomes" of thosc 27
Appendix 1), In addition, another 50 of the 105
rs

students cnro;?ed during the first full preogram year "graduated" in June,
1673, Since that fime, they have been served by the After-Care COﬂyOHQni
o7 PEC's program (detail in Appendix I).

‘
.

Thus, 77 of PEC's students either gracuated or were
of the program year 8/8/73. The remaining 28 students were joined by 30
new acmissions during the ] of 1973 bringing total enrollment as of

1273773 to 58 and the cumulative total of cnro]1renb ta 135,

(3]
Lk

07 the 135 students, 56 or 41.5% are currently enrolled in and attending
PECs &6 or 32.64 are enrolled in public high schools and elementary
senoalsy o or 3.7% are either enrolled in vocatiocnal and job training

orogvams or employed,

In addition, 2 or 1.4% of the ex-students are now enrolled in other non-

resideniial programs, and 3 ex-stucents--or 2.28-- noved outside of- the
City of St. Louis. The present activities of 10 ex-students--or 7.4%--
are unknown and 15 or 11.1% of PEC's ex-students are.in other institu-

tional settings including Missouri Hills, Booneville, Boys Town, and the
State Hospital.

[ %)

In sum, then, a total of 49 or 62.0% of those discharged or "graduated"
PEC are currently engaged in activities consonant with PEC's goals.

"Outcome" date is summarized in Figure 2.1-D and Ffurther detailed in

. Figure 2.1-E provides a schematic i1lustration of student
Ficws through PEC and their relationship to "outcomes".)
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Figure

2.1-D
Envolled in PEC

22

T

Number % of Cumulative { % of Ex-
Enrollment Students

Totel cunulative envol Iment
§/72 -~ 12/73

135 100%

2) Curvrent envoliment (12/3/73) ‘ 56 < 41.5%
3) Total ex-students 79 58.5% 100%
- not involved in ATter-Care 25 T 21.5% 30.7%

. ~ N A e, -
- involved in After-Care

80 37.0%

63.3%

4) Enrolled $n pubiic school 44 | 32.6% 5
- Yeft PEC Tor public scheol :

' 1)
~ anrolled durine After-Care

3 ‘ 2.2
41 | 30.4%

— (il
P
O COy~
TR et

[92]

Enrotled in vocational pro-
gram or amployed

3-7%

'6.3%

)

Prasent activities unknowr

8) Erirclled in other non- ‘ 5
residental programs 2 1.4% 2.5%
7) toved from City of St. Lowis | 3 | 2.2% R
8) Institutionulized L 15| 11.1% 19.09
- during PEC enrollment i 12 ’ 8.58% 15,24
- guring ATter-Care , 3 2.2% 3.8%
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Figure 2.1-E '
3 23
' Qutceme Flow Diagram
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" The Providence Education Center seems to serve three functions:

The Exemplary Project Advisory Boo»d &l

so raised another set of questions
related to effactiveness and goal achievement when it asked:

"What criteria are used by the juvenile court in

determining which youth go to Providence and which
to one of the other forms of treatment Tor juvenile
offenders? What criteria are used by the Provi-

dence staff in refusing to accept a youth into the
pregram?  What would have been the most Tikely
disposition of youth in the Provicence program if
PEC did not exist? What is the percentage break-
down of crimes charged to youths in the program?’

1. It is an enriched educational progrem Tor some youth who are net
charged with any specific offense, but who are sheltered in th
Providence Group House {e.g., child neglect cases}, or who have
severe school-related probicms. '

2.

It is a "probation plus" program for youth charged with truancy,
incorrigibility, shoplifting, trespassing and other minor
offenses.

3. It is an "alternative to institutionalization" for youth charged
with more serious offenses 1including felonie

s and stranger-to-
stranger c¢rimes.

Figure 2.1-F details the charges associated with cach youth's ]
to court prior to enroliment at Providance.

Figure 2.1~F, 16 youths--or 11.9% of the cumulative total enroliment of 13&

youths--were assigned to PEC on grounds of "neglect" or were referred to

ast referra)
Based on the data specitvied in

PEC by a source other than the court. Another 35 youths--or 25.80--were

assigned to Providence for essentially minor offenses including truancy,

shoplifting, parole violation (normally two absences From a community work
detail may constitute parole violation for a juvenile), inhaling fumes,
trespassing, disturbing the peace, and incorrigibiiity.

In these cascs,
PEC most clearly provided “probation plus" services.

The remaining youth
in the program--84 or 62.2%--yere referred to PEC for a variesty of more

serious offenses ranging from stealing to armed robbery, simple assault to
attempted fercible rape and homicide, and from destruction of properiy to

arson. It is probable that in a substantial proportion pf these cases,

....... SO




: ' " Figure 2.1-F

Categorization of Last Referral to Court
Prior to Enrollment at Providence

PP *

hamaer of
Offense ' ’ Referrals

- - Burglary 19
NYITDGBH 4
- - Common Assault 5
Stealing U/$50 13
- Truancy 8
Shoplifting 1
_ ., | Tampering 2
' Armed Robbery ]
Parole Violation 1
- Incorrigible , 17
Inhaling Fumes _ ‘ &

- Possession of Stolen Property 2 -
Neglect 13
- Burglary & Stealing 12
Stealing 0/$50 )
- Robbery 12
Peace Disturbance 3
_ Possession of Bomb 1
Destruction of Property 3
Arson 1
- Flourishing a Dangerous & Deadly Yeapon 1
ttempted Forcible Rape <
- Homicide B
Trespassing 1
Sub-total (Court Referrals) 132
3 boys ‘never known to court y +3
Grand Total \ 135

R =
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For Boys,

.
’

PEC serves as an active altern

a tion. Al $n all,
M% of the 132 referrals frem 4h

2
€ court accepted by PEC were for impact
crimes. In addition, 69% of the 135 yoush in *he Program were chargad
with impact crimes at some time prior to their referral to PEC,

The criteria used by the court in determining which youth sheuld be
referred to PEC seemed vague, finformal

» AR sudbjective. The most cormon
eriteria mentioned by court o™ficiais
by the juvenile oTTicers-~"a child is sent +

eferred o the Judgemens axercisu:
Nt to Providence 1
staff believes that he will beness+ fr

W the program theve, In the view
of one juvenile court officer, the basic criters

o was the degree of
aggressiveness of the youth--with

"non-agressive" youth being sent %o PrC

sissouri Hills Home
The data summarized in Figuie 2.1-F seams C0 call this vigy
into question since a numder of offenses asscciated With agoressiva
behaviour. (assayl: with intent, conm

ormon assault, and armad redbery) wore
charged to youth assigned to PEC. '

and the "hard casos" being referred %o Sconeville or )

a

Nor did the Executive Directop and staff a pEC have rms
about the criteria used by the courts, although one Pz staff membor
expressed the opinion thas the juveniie court was becoming more ™
and tending to refer more youth—~particuﬁar]y recd
with impact crimes--to Missours Hills an
though, he mentioned that several PE

to their referral to pgc. '

d Booneville. At the same tima
C students had been at Boonevilie nrioy

The criteria PEC uses in assessing the eligibil
the PEC program are highly explicit: .
1. The program is for males 12 to 16 years old;
2. Youths admitted L0 the program mus:
8. Youths admitied to t
school problems;
4. Youths who are severly retarded
assessment of retard
test scores:

.

v

he program must have had a history of previous

are not accepted by PEb although

ation 1s not based oh standar@,inte]]igcncc

R RS 0 o et~ dntber bt s s

idivists and Yyeuth chargac

ity of youths for aniry into

be adjudicated and on probation;

B

b S by
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5. Youths who are severely hancicapped are not eligible; and,
6. Youths accepted in the Program must be rea
High School* Teve] (Tess than a
Tevel on the Iowa Basic).

ding on a “pre-
5.0 reading achieyemont

Between 9/70/73 and 12/3/73, PEC received a total of 34 new court initated
referrals. Thirty wore accepted into

LI VL S
the pregram. 0o+ the 4 referrals that
ere refused, 3 were retused

DIRIAaN
because the Youtis were too old and had 8§th
grade certiticates from the public school, and 1 Youth was revused boe
he was too young, i

aUse

.~

Criteria for acceptance to PEC are not

based on the character of the offense
Or on the previous

recoras of juvenile offenders. PEC has in the past
accepted a range of different types of offenders and staff indicated no.
only openass, but an cagerness to continue to do so.

2.2 Measureahility
M

The Missouri Law Enforcement Assistance Council (MLEAC), Region 5, is the
RPU with responsibility for the St. Louis area. MLEAC Region 5
an evaluation design for the St. Loug
Evaluation o7 the PEC will be concucted by MLEAC's Evaluation Uni% ag pard
of the overal] evaluation of the Anti-Crime Program. The evaluation design
for PEC has been drafted and a copy is attached as Appendix 17.
primary data collection instruments +

been designed and are scheduled for

s develeping
s High Impact Anti-Crime Program,

de

L

The two
hat will be used, PEC-] and PEC-2
se as of February 15, 1974,

s have

The ability of MLEAC's Evaluatio
other juvenile treatmont programs (in term
with the public schools (in terms of i

depend heavily on the availadbility of da<a Trem those sources., MNLEAC's
evaluation design seems cognizant of this fact; i+ mentions, for example,
that it may not be possible to obtain standardized results from the
Public schools,

n Unit %o compare PEC'g effectiveness wizh

s o impact on recidivism) ‘and

mpact on achievement Tevels) win)

Af .
om other criminal
es, it should be.possible ¢o

However, oven if comparative data is nox available fy

ucational agenci

i T

!
i
i
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evaluate-~at the very least--changes in behavior, attitude, performence,
and achievement among PEC students on a Torgitudinal basis. '

K ' '
.

In URSA's opinion, the evaiuation component designed by MLEAC Region §
for PEC is capable of yielding data on PEC's effectiveness-~i7 exogenous
factors are ignored and atiribution is assumed.
sophisticated enough to establish S
of PEC's overal) approach. That is, the proposed eva]uatjon should be
capable of measuring or--minimally~-~indicats

ating the extent “o which PEC s
effective, but it wil not signiticantly advance the "state of the art.®

It is not, nowever,
the validity of the conceptual lagic

Finally, URSA would recommend sev
analyzes and displays its data
sophisticated assesspent o7 int

eral moditications 4n the way PEC now
hat should allew for & slightly more
ernal evfectiveness.

1. PEC's data on recidivisam sheuld pa grouped by previous-of< nse
~in order to identify any internal trends. For example, are
youth referred to PEC fo1 an ”imbact crime more likely or
Tess 1ikely to commit another impact crime" than youth
referred to PEC for a non-impact crime. Utilization of the
matrix illustrated in Figure 2.2-A would display the data
needed to analyze any such trends.

2. Data reported on the basis of "averages" (e.q., "average"
number of days absent op "

average" reading score improvement)
should be repor+ed as medians as well and ranges shouid he

- established. In some instances, modes might be useful.

3. Data should he reported and displayed by PEC in cumulative
form as well as by reporting period since all of the data
‘presented is not simply additive. v

4. Factor analysis of some of the case data PEC now has might

Yield insights useful to PEC's acainistrators in grouping

youth, identifying characteristics associatved with success
©at PEC, and 4n determining which aspects of the Arogram to
emphasize in terms of resource allocations and allocations of
time in the daily or weekly schedule.

T et s g g A e e eens e
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Fatrix Tor Display of Date on Prior Court Referrals and .
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Figure 2.2-A

N

Court Referrals Subsequent to Enrollment in PEC

~

Total # ‘

in Group

R
Number

of Referrals During
Enrollment:

Number of Referrals ATter Dis-
charge or Graduation from PEC

Group

I. Youth referred
to PEC for "im-
pact” offenses

Tmpact

hon-Impact

Impact

Non-Impact

Ar

II. Youth referred
to PEC for non-
YImpact” offenses
but with a prior-
record of Impact
offenses.

III. Youth re-
.ferred for non-
Impact offenses
and with no
prior record of
Impact offenses

IV. Youth referred
to PEC and never
charged with any
offense
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5. Utilization of a simple “self-anchoring“ in cenjunction with ,
the Bristol Social Adjustment Guice could, with 1itz]e extra
eff

ort, vield information on the relationship between Tluc=

tuations and trends in self-concent and similar trends 1in the
soci

al adjustment of PEC's students.

Remplary Projects Advisory Board posed the Tollowing questions regarding
e

progeam eviciency: .
‘ " "Is the proaran run econcmically? Are the cost com-

pariscns with other Miss Uri juvenile fnstitutions
accurace?®

PEC's application for Exemplary Project status included information on PEC's
cesls as comparad to the costs of other juvenile treatment and rehabilitation
PUOgPGsS in St. Louis. Thas data is presented as Figure 2,3-A.

Region 5 for data on the costs of programs for
M AC did not have thax inforaatsion available. The
goeuree of the inToniation cited n Figure 2.3-A was the administrator in
the institutions Tisted (Missours Hills, Missouri State
chool ez Booneville, and Boys Toun). It is, therefore, probably
Y accurate statement o operational costs per chiid.

In foet, the data in Figure 2.3-A probably understa

tes PEC's position vis 3 vig
other Juvenile institutions, The Tigures for M

issouri Hills and for at least
part of the yeouth served by Boys Town would be considerably higher if they
provided an enriched, intensive educational program similar to PEC's, It is
rot unreasonable, fop example, to assume that 57 the cost of the educational
' : of Education were assigned a dollap
the per cepita cost there would in-
to provide a program similar to

1d approach the costs at Booneville.

gircl supplied by the S, Louis Beard

itz and attridbused to Missouri Hills,
trease by $1500 to $2000. Ard in order
PEC's, Missourd Hi11s' costs wou

>
>

.
s
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Figure 2.3-A

Cemparative Costs of Jduvenile
Treatment Institutions in the St. Louis Area'

-

¥issouri Hills Howe for

Boys B ~§ 6,800
Missouri State Training School
at Booneville, Missouri 11,000
Boys Town of Missouri . 6,7002
Providence Educational Center . 3,309
Providepce Group Home . 4,953
. ]
[ St. Louis public instituticns for delinquent males: cost
¢oas not include salaries or operating expenses for on-
' groundg educational programs whnich are paid for by the St.
Louis Board oF Educaticn.
.9 L ,
Privata resicdential and cducational programs for boys
locatad in St. Louis, Missouri: cost derived from general
operating expenses for center in S. James and a group
heme in St. Louis which uses Tocal public school for
aducation.
3 . ' .
Cost includes &l Tederal and 10ca1 dollar contributions,
with the exception of mejor, one-time expenses divided by
one hundred clients.
a4

Providenca House is the second component of the Providence
Irnar-City Program. The twelve residents attend Providence
Educational Center and receive residential and social
services twenty-four hours a day.
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Internally, the URSA teanm Tound PEC's program efficient. There was no
&

evidence of any duplication of staff ser “. - or underutilization of
staff--in Fact, the full talents and resources of a11-st§ff seeied to
be crawn upon, For example, one member of the maintenance staff conducts
the clectronics workshop, and the cook seemed to be a major source of
1 affection and discipline for the students. PEC's record keeping
cceaurés and procedures for exercising controls on costs were outstanding.
L oor i in jon recuested by the URSA team during the on-site visit
wes readily retrieveble and available in the format recuested overnight.

]

¥ morale was high--although relationships ware clearly established:
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a an & social basis. Ralationships
T and students seamed o be warm. The staff knew all of the
‘ 1

te?T by their first nanes. Finally,
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aracteristic of many inner-city High
Schanls was not at a11 evidenced at PEC. )

otential Tor replication in other communities, the
seven factors: ‘

1. The extent to which need for PEC-type programs exist in
ar cemaunities;

o
s
js

C's organizaticnal structure;

5., PEC's educational and counseling methods and materials;
6. Community support and cooperation;

7. PEC's financial structure and budget. _

¢ instance the URSA team was interested in determining whgther
unities might reasonably expect to duplicate the context in
wivich PEC functions and draw upon similar resources or identify
coually effective alternatives.
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nothing in PEC's program that
7 youths. PEC!

group ©

ral, the URSA ¢
cahle in mosti urban ara

ovulations sim

s leading to this conclusion are owscus»;d below.

by PEC, ard se
sarva those pop

arget population consists primarily of 12 to 16 year old
Judicated delinguents who have a previous history of schooi-
prediens.  The program accepts both first offenders and
ists, and youth charged with both Hisdemeanors 'and felonies.

than court pol

progran us:

-

"hungry" for a

crmunitics of populations similer to that
cond, in terms of the need for programs like

sulations.
A

.
*

cam concluded that PEC §s applicable to and
s end would ba vralevant for rural areas
itar to rcC‘s student body as wall. The

2 considered from two perspactives; Tirst, in terms of the
erce in other ¢

the youth in the program have never had contact
e wards of the court wnho are not offenders.

ce populetion is almost entiraly black--(only two white
yCJt“s nave ever been referred fo the program)--
t officers astr

although PEC staif
ibute ¢this fact to residential segregation

icy. With the exception of same classroom
hou 3 cCtobcd to black nistovy and cuiture, however, there is

ttention and direction;

limited to physical or other conflict based approachas

conflict resol

lacking in structure and a

~

"“Failures" in
personal and i

"turned off"
ath achicvemen
accquately in

S e oo v p e w siee

ution;

would restrict its relevance to any
s staf¥f characterized the youth served by the

to

-

+

terms of their criminal zetivities, inter-

nirafemilial relationships, and in terms of their
interactions Wi

izh institutions;

evels and their ability to pertorm
other academic areas

.
>

1nd behind in scheol in terms of reading and

sense of causation and consequences;

ut

A



i e

e
3 0 LR e St g e o S ki e o T e

“The usual alterna

34

- oriented to delinguent peer relationships;

2 k) 28
- Yacking self~-confidenc

T [

of PEC's student body come from Tow: ncuae singlé parent
] iien dependent on public assistance.

[
=
=
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Youth populations similar to PEC's student body can be found in every
ueban area of the country,--and in some rural arees as well. Nor
cbos the youth population with these characteristics need to be

jarge to Justity the development and i

1ika PEC., The administrators and s

kel N -~ ~
¢f both a student

inplementation of progran

ta’f of PEC suressed the 1mportance
0 t body skall enough Tor every student to be kncwn by
every statf mamber and a small student to teacher ratio (6:1 in PEC's

In instances whera 2 lerge potential service populetion exists, a
ratmant modules--cach operating like a mini-
~-would be rore desireable than a single larce institution. In
w2 cpinton of the URSA team, the upper size 1imit would need

1o he defined by level ¢F effectiveness but in no case vould it

b cxpacted to exceed 200 students. The lower timit, on the other
izTined more likely by economic feasibility and

total of B0 to 60 students.

series of separate te

<

-1
C‘)
;

tives fto PEC-type proqrams for youth similar to those

sarved by PEC are:
~probation and continued enrollment in a public school;
~-probation and employment;

~incarceration in a residential treatment facility.

PEC seems to offer clear and stbstantial edvantages over each of
these optiens--primarily in the ares

the area of effectiveness., The success
rate oFf PEC-~in terms of recidivism--is significantly belter than

thet achieved by either probation programs or residential treatment

nf
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programs. At the same time, compared to residential programs tor

¢ s the advantage of major cost savings
while it keeps youth in contact with their

& families and communities
and "treavs" the entire family unit.

On the other hand,'compafed
10 probation progrems based on use of the regular 'public schools,
hile it is probab1y more expensive--offers an individually
orionted enriched remedial program that seans to be much more
effective than the pzbl ¢ screols in raws1ng achievement levels,
In summary, then, the existence on a widesp

raad basis of substantial
sepulations in need" and the limited effec

tiveness of the standard

aissemination of
about PEC to other communities and encourag hcnt of

0 replicate PEC's program

aporoaches to treatment may well Justify the

.2 PEC's Orgarizational Structure

PrC s sponsored by & private non-profit organizetion located out-

T znd independent of the aegis of %he courts or other agencies
witn%n the criminal Justice system. Its relationship with the court
is contractual,-~the court contracts for PEC's services, but the

Seard of Directors of PEC sets policy, establishes and approves the
b t, and hires and Tires the Executive Uirector.

b
fe
<y
[

ATtey vroviey

ving PEC's structure and the organizational relationships
batween PEC and the Court, the URSA team concluded that there was no

particular advantage to be ga1ned by structuring the program in this
And, in fact, in St. Louis this structure (e.g., the court sub-

WaY .
ontracting with a private non-profit organization) seemed fortuitous

rether than conscious. In the opinion of the URSA team, PEC~

type programs might well be sphonsored by school systems, juvenile
gencies-~including residential treatment facilities, other public

ancies (e.g. mental health agencies), or directly by the court

s well as by private voluntary agencies. The major consi-

derat ion would need o be

¢, counseling and after

an assurance of motivated and committed
-care components that are functionally

af
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@1l integrated with the educationa) coiponent, and e student-

Taacher ratio approximating that at PEC,

Lt

Given acherance to these basic COﬂd7u70ﬁ¢ Programs patterned arter

! by a wida variety of

¢
public 2ud private & gcncwcs-~gv N VTuhTﬂ the same city,

in the predominan tly black North St. Loyis commurity
' $ing project. It 4g a typical mid-

C building fronss on a major sireet
& gorund aitrough there is scome concrete
[N

< P
Pra/space and parking in the reap. The building itse1f~~formew1y
& sawll Catholic Righ School is thpratentious and not subject

ot
0
Tends into the neighuorhocd well.

cal school It has a 1ot of space insiden-

211y needs. There are a rumber of

leboratery, the curricium center,
staff ofrices, a student Tounge, a

@ and lunchroom, and a full-g sized g/mnaanﬂ with a stage.

quire any particular cesign features op any ) '
Pace or unusual equipment. The program could

operate in “genéra] purpose" or "multi- ~purpose” rooms for the most

part-~the gym, for example, is useful but not negessary,

&
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In other communities, the progvam could be operated in a variety of

different facilitie e$ and & rance of different kinds of Tfacilities

ion agencies, houses or apartment

(e.q, store efronts, schools, recreat
1 to accomodate the program.

buildings, ete.) could he modified

1 - ~

Kose of the youth enrolled in PEC do not Tive in the neighbornhood
]

iivictiately around PRC so it i not n;ce55gr11y cormunity based.

I% cou 1u oe in another locaticn as long as transportation was nf
convenient or providad by the program.
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The Exem;1ary Project Advisory Beard expressed parti cula“ interest in

”What is the re1a:iV° importance of sta
comnetence and commitman t to tha success.
oF tha program?”

2 3 ~

dered PEC's staff from two vaptage points: one,
staff cnaractaristics, and, two, staff qualirications.

he staff consists of the Executive Director and administrative
Terical and sacretarial staff and a

incipal, a curriculum coordinator

sicel education, etc.); the counseling

rvyicas; and, maintepance and

¢ for overall maintenance and care of

ation of the cateteria.

fvn
fut
©v

-te
bt
0
t1
[%2]
23

L8]

S

Op&T&t?Oﬂa
1

7 and &
1

The essential characteristics that PEC Executive Director, Joseph Ryan,
vetorsee that he considers in hiving new staff ar ’

N

(D

- relevance of cducational background apd professional skills
- maturity (in tevms of patience and an ability to serve as
Yadult" behavioral wodel);
- ability o be a role model that youth in the program might
dentity with or relate tos
~ relevant vork and "1i7e" experience in terms of Tactors °uch
as knowledge of street language, cultural adaptivity. and

acceptance;
- motivation and 3nergy. .
Aoprofite of FEC's current professional stavf {administrators,
educators, and couwse]ars) {ndicates that {t isiabout equally
aividedgbetween wen gnd women witn an ethnic composition that is
%cugh]y?éﬁ% b)ack and 453 white, In tevms of gge, it is probably
skewad more towords Lhc 20's end 30's than mouu public school
?sys'ﬁms whigh |Feqd: 1y still tend to be dﬁm¥ﬂuu8d by normal
1 f L ! . ¥ . . "
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=5 in their late forties and fifiies. PEC's staff
statf as well,

however, including one teacher
no retived after 20 yaars in the public school system,

cssional sfafy have dagrees Pc\gued to their area
o7 work--primarily degrees in elementary and secondary education

)

sccial sciences for counseling
Two of the threz social work staff members

PO PP P . IR - - -
and tha Executive Dircctor &iso have had ex

verience as Jjuvenile

ccurt oviicers. One of the stati--the Princ cipal=-has a ?n.D. and
gevergt other staff mombars including the Curviculum Coordinator

o

cne wastor's Toevel. Apnproximately 408 of the

staTv have had enly one to two years of teaching or
hg expericnce~-primarily @t Providence. The remeining 60%
is aboul evenly civided between tfeachers and counselors with three

e four yeers of oxperience, five to ten years, and ten or more
yeurs of relevant experienca.  This distribution is related to the
N T R &)

agl sreaing noted savlier and is &lso unlike most urban public
s

highly motivotad, The URSA tean wes impressed
Hith the scase of @ sgion and p r:o:ai cormitment revealed by all

of the staft membars who were interviewsd. This attitude is also

in mavrked contrast to the general aimosph

common?y found among public school

v, daspite tnese clear and imaortent diiferences between
0 ¢ scnool systems, the URSA team
sima]ar £0 PEC's st’ff in terms of qual1r1ca~
tions erience, comnitment, and cother relevant personal character-
istics could be assembled in most urban communities without undue
difiiculs

=i
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eiTOugn the ERIC sys
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uhd Sacondary Educa

me..Q.Q, und COY‘C L
Tearning modules suit

Tu

R

tha modor curriculum covelepment effort
¥

in coemmon usa in numerous

£
agencies throughout the country. In

materials that would he potentia??j beneficial
as not aware of. Time and funds for the

"search" Tor relevant materials

tem, and an opporiunity to contact Elementary
ACT Title IV ggional Laboratories and
n ts funced by the Rockefeller,
und ‘ jeld additional materials an

b] for PEC's studsnts. * .

two ways, howaver. The integration of

teacners and social workers into classrocm tems seems to be an
eriectiva way of addrassing in a coordinaied way the total system
needs of the youth in the pregram.  Secondly, the emphasis that

£C places on the davalepment of very explicit short term and long-
renoe coals reicied o five "primary systems" that

Tora the context in which each )cu:r functions is unusual, as is
che commitmant Lo regular review of prograss end updating of the

treatnent plan

readily be dev

DIOZPIME . howevanr,

24,6 Community Support

ol ™ -
fHts .«)\ P

regord o velationship

H (" .
program?
esteblishn
drawn tor

Thoe URSA Team asséss
&t the level of the

AW e cemn s e v

invelved in effect
eioped through i

anplary PFOJLCC Advisory Board raised

Tor each boy in the progrem.

ively utilizing these methods can
n-service or pre-service training

and Ceoperation

the following question with
s between PEC and the community: !

mun Uy s reection o the

st anj resistance to th
% of tne Canter? Can lessons be
her communities?”
community reacticn to PEC on two levels. First,

arger St. Louis community, and secondly, at the

uf

4 e e sy
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1 Praise for PEC's procram is Tairly universal at 1

rsal at the larger community

Teval. Law enforcemont and correctional officials 311 seemed pleased
i the opinion that it was effective and

cetor of the tissouri Hills Home ‘for Boys--

& “compatition'~~held the program

$

=¢ on PRC's veputation for effective-
cuavar, 1t is also undoubtedly
chat PEC's Bourd consists of people who are

-

apuiadl
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@ civic leacers with access to key community

dacision makers. Further evidence of the influence of PEC's Board,--
e _
-

port cxpressed by the law enforcement and criminal
Sust

P ;
. Justice cexmunities-~cen be found in PEC's ability to obtain
h

B el N . q
volunteers through the Junior

unior League and donations c¢f goods and
enuipment -Tron a broad spactrum of businesses in the community. .
AL the grassrocts level,--that is, in the naighborhocd immediately
surreuna

ng PEC--community reaction appears to be neutral. The

4
‘ was no resistance to tha esteblishment.of the. Center. Many residents

parocnial school.

Pl aiso maintains & low profile--it does not stand out physically
Torm th

tha' surrounding eree--and the neighborhocd in general scems to
tolerant o anonymi

The fact that PEC was originally a church
raleted institution and bgs gone through its metamorphosis gquietly
cerininly has contributad to at least passive acceptance by the
community as has the invo?vemant of some neighborhood folk on the

o
[#]
¥

maintenance and operational staff. )
.
vost of the staf¥ coes not live in the

3 irmediate community, however,
and @ numbey of the students commute to PEC by public transpottation
gaon day.  To that extent, PEC is not a community-based pragram.
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Nevertheless, PEC's, top lovel sta?f feels that PEC snou?d become
ere actively invelved in th
in drewing upon neighborhcod
proposed on-the-job

18]

(¢

T,
=3

g immediate community and more agressive
rasoyrcaes--particularly as part of a
training progran 1nv01v1ng soma Jocal businesses.

.

2.5 Accessibility

UR3A considerad two aspects of tha {ssue of accessibility: potential
Tor continuily, and “fvagi?ﬁty;' nat is, the extent to which the
jonal disruption in the face of

on, and information by on- site visitors
intercsted in replicating PEC.

-

progran 1s able to withstand Tunc
demancs for time, attentic

.
[N ~
nat PEC wi

v
e da oy
Tiay ube(? LE

111 prodably continue to be Ffunded by local

AA grant period ends--particularly if they are
desienated o8 an Exampiavy Project.

PEC nus thrae assets that led the URSA team to this conclusion:

the section on Efficiency (Section 2.3)
potential Ffor substantial cost savings
tiveness when compared to most .
alternative juvenile treatment programs. The high
muitiplier involved in PEC's cost benefit ratio should

the progrem in good stead when local nund1ng cormit-
lants have to be madey
2. PEC's Board o

1. As noted whove i

-

7 Divectors, as noted earlier, is influential
among the ¢ivic elite in St. Louisy and,

3. PEC has the kind of competent administrative leader-

ship required to compeie with other agencies For tax )

4.

URSA also Telt that PEC ys not fragile and would not be damaged by

tions &nd observerions. There is staff

s3%at
aveileble at the administrative and coordinative levels of the

nregran who are cepable of handling visitors and providing basic
intoriation, and PEC is wall cnough organized to shrucuure any
=t
b ' '

H
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observations of program activities that might be regquired in )

fadial Ve D S AN
PEC % T TR

that they had an investren: in PEC's application for
ssed 2 willingness in and enthusiasm for

Evenn Rpre
gir skills and insights with others.
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2.0 STRINETHS AND WEAKNESSES

n this scetion, the URSA eam wilj attempt to identify par icular
strengths in the program and o identify aress that might
inproved uson by communities replicating PEC's program.

.

PPN - N kod KN
W08 0F Ung Teatures

in PEC's program that URSA considers to be either
tnique or ©oprogrammatically strong have been mentcioned in earlier
sections of this veport. They are: ‘
1. Tha close integrasicn of counselors with- {eachers on

s$yoem teamsy
2. The strong focus on individy i2lized treatment plans, and

the commitment to re gulear review of progress towards
achievemenst of Q%Oﬂb term goals, and to updating of each
student's tre weént plang

3. The evidant comnitment enc competence of PEC's staff and

4. The small size of the total student enrollment and
Q raintenance of Tow
5. The ability of

student-teacher ratics

PEC's & ‘ministrators to use both the

financia? nd the humen resources of the program
Tractively without admin1sﬁrative rigidity.

A the URSA team feels that there are several other features
serve to be singled out for attention.

2 After-Care componant is 2 particularly strong feature of the
progrem that Js unusual in juvenilas programs, &lthough it is y

concepuually corsistent with the gnerging concern in adult corrections
L

With ex-offender programs and cther programe ussigned to ease the
re?nteﬂraumon of ovrendurs into their communities. PEC has not yet

nad sufficien 1o determine hew long various boys need

catf, but it was estimated that the
stment could take as long as one yean.

“
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cond other plannad activities as well as
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& After-Cave component probably did not have

or
“J
)
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w
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a T 1% expanded through new
‘aradustions” betorae a commensurate numbar of youth made successful
wansitions back into the community the prasent staly ould be

severely overloadad. The URSA team ulso £t that the After-Care

cemponant might profitably considor ways of structuring activities

fral prer vatues qnd mores developed during each student's enyroll-
ment dn PEC can be drawn uson to supplement the support for ex-

nts providad by the sta?®. Periodic "reunions" of ex-students

on-going periodﬁc but
v, group counseling sessions might serve to ach

-
(54
(43
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ve this end.

Trha coner major strength that URSA identified is the fact that
. 5

final shape and they are continuelly &
cut the program, the students, and the

nrouvaT in Wicnt f their learnings. The After-Care commonent is

rogrammatic raspbonse to newly identified
‘e*ching is another example. This type
oF TleminiTity and ccmmwuug L to ang

alytic self-evaluation and modi~
Tieation is a strong

indicator of a progrem's vitality.

3.2 ggi;ggggses

Woain, UASA has

chvho what soma of PEC's current weaknesses are
in earlier sections of this report. They are:

i. The nead Tor additicnal attention to the collection,
display, and analysis of hard data on the project.

~In URSA's opinion some of the measures defined in MLEAC's

cvaluaticon plan need to be expanded upon and new data

f{splay formazts nzed to be developed;

Z. The curriculum specialist--as noted earlier--needs an

~
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3.3 Ganeral Covmants

al treatment and pr;\
ent youth 1in ND Louis, PEC is

d & Loré cost etficrent modal,
an open quastion whos

In compzrisen With tha other more traditionu
b ' 1

8
ciearly both a fore effective an
1

cher the PEC model is more
grvective and/or mOTe efFictent heformere- erfietent than ot
1

s of delin nguency e

c
o

g LInEnt programs that zre also nop-
waditions), bus that

ary Prodect Advisory Board is interested ip
D C“L.ur 0T the one or twa pYegran-
Tective in reducing recidivisn &mong

AGUENT youth, there ig no evidence that PEC neets
That standard, I7, on the

¢ other hand, the Advisory Board is primarily

interested in iantitying 2 range of various effective models that
ailow comiund: ties in search o7 alternatives to select the medel
ST Lporopriate Fop Jecal con itions, needs, and audiences, then
PEC should r:obuo]y be onc of the

aveilable alternativa mnodels,

15 URSA's opinien, tha success of the PEC Program argues st ronaly fop
e wueaiional revorm., That is, PEC szems to represent the kind of

K
~%
()

augurate to serve alj

and poor achievemant levels
whether they are ¢ aelinquent or not. CIf

et uﬁu public school systems should in
T~ral

PEC 9s desicnated as an
remplavy Project, this WY suggest thay

conscicusiy involvineg b R

o

A S Y Tiven to

SLiLUL Systans as Sponsers and progran
eearators in scma of the communities selecteq for replication.
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