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The High Risk Juvenile Parole project (HRJP) is a concen-

Crime Impact program (Grant 72-ED-04-0025). The project seeks

E“r\ trated parole counseling project funded under the Atlanta High

to reduce recidivism of juvenile parolees from the Georgia Youth

Development Centers (YDC's). New parolees who have a history

of committing Impact target offenses and reside within the
City of Atlanta are eligible for the project. Approximately
half the youths meeting these requirements have been. assigned
to a "Project Group" and given intensive counseling and

. supervision by the HRJP team of Court Service and Community
Workers with small case loads. The remainder of the eligible
parolees are retained in the normal parole system as a

"Comparison Group".

1.1 Background

The HRJP project began regular operation on December 16,
1973. At that time initial staffing was compleﬁéd'and an
initial set of eligible offenders was selected.

Shortly after that time record-keeping systems to support
Impact evaluation of HRJP were introduced. During January,
1974 members of Impact staff met several times with HRJIP
personnel and agreed on details of these evaluation procedures.

. ) The agreed procedures involve a number of minor deviations from



the evaluation plan set out in'the HRJP grant request, but
the substance of that plan remained unchanged.*

In May, 1974 an interim evaluation of the HRJP project
was performed. That report concluded that the HRJP project was
proceeding satisfactorily on most of its goals and objectives.
However, a major difficulty was the very small numbers of
cases being assigned to the Project and Comparison Groups.
Some adjustments in rules for eligibility of offenders were
recommended to enlarge the population served by HRJP.

A number of difficulties with HRJP evaluation data and
reporting were also identified in the May 1974 report. Fore-
most among these was.a concern that the large magnitude of the
differences between thé number of worker contacts with cases
in the Project Group and the number of contacts with cases in
the Comparison Group was due to inadequate contact reporting
by DHR personnel handling the Comparison Group. A "data
audit" was suggested to determine whether notes of contacts in
workexr's files correspond to reports of contacts submitted to
HRJP.

Such an audit was conduct®d in November, 1974. This
audit concluded that contacts with the Comparison Group were
being seriously under-reported. The principal causes of the
under-reporting were failure to adequately report letter contacts
and the tendency of some case workers to not detail their con-

tacts in either their own files or HRJP forms.

*Details of the agreed changes are given in Appendices A,
B, and C.



As a result of this review of DHR records, new instructions
were issued to both the DHR and the HRJP personnel who deal
with HRJP clients (see Appendix D); Implementation of the
new instructions resulted in a one-month increase of 76%
in contacts reported by DHR personnel.

In January, 1975 the HRJIP decided to suspend input to
the Project and Comparison Groups. Thus the remainder of the
project will be directed toward servicing clients either
already in ¥YDC or on aftercare.

In February, 1975 some revisions in case contact reporting
forms were approved (see Appendices E and F). 'The principal
effect of these changes was to report contacts with the Project
and Comparison Groups in terms of both the number of contacts

and the time duration of the contacts. Contacts were also

divided into "crisis-related" and "non-crisis-related" categories

for the first time.

1.2 Data for this Report

Data for this report was obtained entirely from HRJIP
personnel via forms designed during project start up and revised
in February, 1975.* The-HRJP staff, in turn, collects the majority
of the data directly from project opsrations.

The principal exception to such direct collection methods
is the preparation of the case contact information for juveniles
in the Comparison Group. Initial information on contacts with
clients in the Comparison Group is provided by the parole

counselors in the Department of Human Resources (DHR).

*
See Appendices A and F for examples of the forms.



As with any interim report, the analysis which follows is
also restricted by the time span covered. For the most part
data used in the following analyses covers only the months
of February, 1974 through March, 1975. Moreover, only small
numbers of Project and Comparison Group clients have actually
been released from ¥YDC. Thus recidivism calculations are
based on very small numbers and cannot be treated as decisive

evidence.

2. Progress on Goals and Objectives

Progress through the end of March, 1975 on the goals and
objectives of the HRJP project is analyzed in the following
sections. An overall evaluation of HRJP is presented in

Section 3.

2.1 Goal

The goal of the HRJIP project is to reduce recidivism among
clients of the program to 20%. For 4infeiim measurement
purposes recidivism is defined as any manifestation of law
violative behavior that results in a youngster being readmitted
to a ¥YDC or convicted of a crime iﬁ a criminal court within
18 months from the date he is placed on aftercare. For the
purposes of estimating this recidivism rate, a person who has
been on aftercare for only one month is counted as 1/18 person,
a person who has been on aftercare for two months is counted
at 2/18 person, etc., to obtain the totél "Weighted Possible

Recidivists"®.



Table I, Recidivism Rates for Project Group

Recidivists to Recidivists to
Impact Crimes Other Crimes
Weighted| Persons on| Persons {Persons on|Persons |Total Individuals
Possible| Aftercare Released| Aftercare|ReleasediRecidi-|Accounting
Recidi- vists |for Recidi-
vists vism
# 7.39 1 0 1 0 2 2
% 100 14 0 14 0 28

Table I summarizes the results of recidivism analysis for
youths in the Project Group who have so far'been released on
aftercare. Two persons of a weighted total of 7.39 have recidivated,
yielding a 28% recidivism rate. Thus the HRJP goal is not
being mathematically achieved. However, the numbers involved

are too small to conclude that the project cannot finally

achieve its 20% goal.

Table IX. Recidivism Rates for Comparison Group

Recidivists to Recidivists to
Impact Crimes Other Crimes

Weighted| Persons on| Persons |Persons on| Persons |{Total Individuals
Possible| Aftercare Released| Aftercare|Released|{Recidi~|Accounting

Recidi~ vists for Recidi-
vists vism

7.84 4 0 4 0 8 8

oQ

100 51 0 51 0 102




Table II presents comparable recidivism data for the
Comparison Group. The estimated recidivism rate exceeds 100%.
Since this rate is more than three times the rate for Project
Group, it appears that HRJP may be succeeding in significantly
reducing the recidivism rate experienced by youths in the
normal parole program. Again however, some caution should be

exercised in drawing conclusions from small numbers of clients.

2.2 Total Case Objective

One objective of the HRJP project is to provide services
to 200 juveniles over a two-year period. This implies that
10-12 new juveniles should be placed on aftercare each mon£h
after Project Group clients begin being released from ¥YDC's.
Over the 15 months covered by this report only 22 persons in
the Project Group had been placed on aftercare, and only 30
remain in YDC. Thus the total caselocad objective was not nearly

achieved.

2.3 Caseload Objective

A second objective of the HRJP project is restrict the
caseload of any HRJP team member to a maximum of 20 at ore time
and 40 overall. Including both juveniles in the Project Group
who are still in ¥YDC and those who have been released to after-
care, and the maximum caseload for any of the three Court Services
Workers was 21. Thus the caseload objective is being substantially

achieved.



2.4 Intensive Care Objective

‘ A final objective of the.HRJP project is to provide
juveniles in the Project Group with parole supervision services
which are significantly more intensive £han those offered
routinely by the DHR. Tables III and IV provide evaluation
of this objective by analyzing the numbers of case contacts
reported by workers from February, 1974 through March, 1975
for the Project and Comparison Groups respectively.

From the information in these tables two conclusions
can be reached. First, the distribution of contacts across the
various categories is quite similar in the Project and the
Comparison groups. However, the number of contacts is significantly
greater for the Project Group.

A similar advantage in the quantity of contact with the
Project Group is illustrated in Tables V and VI. These tables
(which were made possible by the revised data collection
procedures implemented in February, 1975) analyze the time spent
in contact with the Project and Comp.:~ison Groups. The average
-contact time per client per month for the Project Group is 2.8
hours, as compared to 1.1 hours for the Comparison Group. Perhaps
more importantly, Tables 5 and 6 show the time per client for
crisis-intervention counseling in the Project and Compariton
Groups is equal, but the time for non-crisis contacts is signifi-

cantly gréater in the Project Group.



Table III.

l -

Analysis of Reported Numbers of Contacts with Project Groups

Person Coritacted Place of Contact Mode of Contact

Initiator of Contact

Total Client ther YDC Field Office Person |Phone |Letter |Parent/ |Client |Worker |Other
Contacts Family
Total Number 4610 1077 3533 1046 } 2314 1251 | 1860 1995} 755 218 248 3537 507
% of Total 100 23 77 23 50 27 40 43 17 5 5 78 12
Number per 8.03| 1.88 6.16| 1.82| 4.03] 2.18 3.24| 3.48] 1.32 38 43| 6.16 88
Client per . . . . . . . . . . . . .
month
Number per y
Client Con- 9.09 2.12 6.97 2.06y 4.56 1 2.47 3.671 3.93 1.49 .42 .49 6.98] 1.00
tacted at least
once per month




Analysis of Reported Numbers of Contacts with Comparison Group

_Person Contacted Place of Contact Mode of Contact

least once
per month

Table IV.
Total {Client | Other |
Contacts {
Total Number 1418 373 1045 |
% of Total 100 26 74
Number per |
client per 3.29 .87 2.42
month |
|
‘umber per i
client con- 4.86 [1.28 3.58
tacted at |
|
|

YDq Field Office Person}Phone‘Letter
241

17 |

.56

1 i

480

34

|l.62‘1.ll
|

!2.39 1.64

|
I

Initiator of Contact
i Parent/ Client

| Family

| |

| | |

572 | 619 | 221 103 .
3 | |

41 | 44 15 | 7 |
1.33 1.44) .51 24 |
|

1.96 2.12 .76 .35
i

|
5 |

988

70

3.38

|

;Workeri Other

239

17

.55

.32



Table V. BAnalysis of Time in Contacts with Project Group in February-March 1975
- In Person Contact With
Total Travel o
Contact Time Time Client A/C Client | Family Others Crisis Non-Crisis
Amount of
Time Hours 337.5 184.6 176.8 126.9 78.5 62.3 57.3 280.4
Average per
Client Hours) , g 1.6 | 1.5 1.1 .7 .5 .5 2.4
Table VI. 2Analysis of Time in Contacts with Comparison Group in February-Marbh 1975
In Person Contact With
Total Travel
Contact Time Time Client| A/C Client Family Others Crisis Non-Crisis
Amount of
Time Hours 90.8 49.2. 34 15 17.5 29.7 42.1 38.7
Average per 1.1 .6 .4 .2 .2 .4 .5 5
Client Hours




Taken together these analyses of contacts strongly
suggest that the care being provided the Project Group is
more intensive than that provided the Comparison Group. Both
the guantity and the quality of care appear more broad-based

in the Project Group.

3. General Conclusion

From the above analyses it seems clear that the HRJP pro-
ject has largely fulfilled its goe™. and objectives when con-
sidered on a per client basis. Recidivism does apprar lower
in the Project Group, and a more intensive type of counseling
is apparently being provided the Project Group.

Unfortunately, these'successes are partially offset‘by
tha poor performance of HRJP in terms of the total number of
clients counseled. Only 50-60 of the originally planned 200
clients have been treated in the Project Group.

This disparity in the total number of clients assigned
appears to be principally the consequence of a poor original
forecast of the number of youths in ¥DC's who would meet Impact
criteria. The objective stated in the grant was simply un-
attainable. However, other important factors in the low number
" of clients processed by HRJP were some policy changes made by
authorities beyond HRJP control. The principal one of these is
a new policy of the Youth Services Section of DHR (implemented
shortly after HRJP began operations) which regquires youths
charged with serious offenses to be retained in ¥YDC at least
12 months. This policy change resulted in an unanticipated delay

in releasing HRJP clients to aftercare.
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‘ANTA REGIONAL COMMISSION SUITE 910 100 PEACHTREE STREET ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303 TEL. {304) 522-7577

Februaxry 13, 1974

Mr. Alton Moultrie , .
Projact Director L L
#igh Riak Juvenils Parvle Project

Cascade Center

2237 Casacada Road, 5. W.

Atlanta, Georgia 30311

Dear Mr. Moultrila:

As & result of cur mesting with yvour HFigh Risk Juvenile
Parola (3FRIP) staff on January 25, 1974, and vub&ocuent
written communicaticn, a list of projzct startup diffi-
culties has been compiled. REach of these difficultias is
hriefly discussed below, and corrective acticns specified.

Please arrange for immedizate implementaotion of each of the
corxzachiva actioans so that evaluation of HRIP can proceed
gmoothly.

1. Definition of Eligidble Offenders. The grant raguirss

¢ offenders must both live 1n and have committad

. their offenszse in the City of Atlanta to be eligible
for HRI?. A3 ixplemented by the project staff the
lefinition hazs been slightly changed to include all
parsons ccrmmitted by Fulton County courts and all
persons committed by DeXalb County courts who live
in the City of Atlanta. his zevisad definition
makes 2ligible Fulton County residents who do not
live in Atlanta and perszons who 4did not commit their
crimesg in Atlanta. 3electionm is currently based upom
the preceding and a further delinsation that the most
recant offense must ke a target offense.

Action. Recause previous studies have shoyn most
Tulton County offenders do live and commit crimes S
in Atlanta, the HRJI? staff'szs Qafinition should be ' -
adopted for initial selection of elligible offendexs.
Howaver, bhoth IRJIP parsonnel ond DHR personnel
handling the control group should d21vt° £rom the
program any initially eligible offonder found to
not be a resident of Atlanta or to not have com-

‘ mitted his offsnse in Atlanta.
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Mr. Alton Moultrie . -2 - February 13, 1974
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Startup of Services Before Relecase. As formally
written, the grant calls for sexrvices to offenders
after they are released from Youth Development Centers L
(YoC's) . However, the HRJIP staff has adopted the NI
practice of beginning counseling service to offenders ‘
before releagsa. This leads to some difficulties in

defining who is in the program.

g—

Action. Persoms still in ¥DC's should be considered
part of the case load of HRIP staff (Data Form No. 5).,
but recidivism data should be collectad only on
offenders who have actually been released from YDC.
Offenders on 30-day treatment passes should not
become part of the project case locad while they are
on a 30-day treatment pass. (Includes control group.)

Definition of Recidivism. The grant defines recidiviesm

as either (a) law violative behavior that results in a
youngster bheing readmitted to ¥YLCC or (b) conviction of a
cerime within one year of relegse from aftercare. Problems
have developed in applying thig definition to the case of
offenders who "go on run," i.e., escape from supervision
at various stages of the program.

Action. At any point before release from YDC, any

offender who "runs"” should be dropped from memberxrszhip

in elther the control or project groups. An offendex

who permanently “"runs® after release into aftercare v
should be treated as a recidivist of type (a) above.
Permanently “runs" is defined ag an offender on run

for six months or more.

Recidivism Data Forms. A serieg of data forms have been
designed to collect data for recidivism calculations.
There appear to be some inadequacies and overlaps in the
data collected. ' '

Action. The current Data Forms No. 1, 2, and 3 should
ke replaced by the attached Forms 1A and 2A with
separate setzs of these new forms being maintained for
the project and controi groups. Data Form 1A should
be submitted to ARC monthly and Data Form 2A should

be submitted every six months.

Repeat Qffenders. It is not presently clsar how offenders

who pass through BRJIP more than once shculd be treated
statistically.



Mr. Alton Moultrie -3 - : Pebruary 13, 1974

Action. The capability should be maintained to
report hoth (i) the number of individuals who
recidivated after at least one pass through the
HRJ? project or control group, and (ii) the number
of project ox control group treatments which resulted
in the subject recidivating. This will be acccrre
plished by entsring an offender on Data PFoxrm 23 gach
time he iz given a trsatment vrogram, and gshowing
whether this is hisg first pass through the HRJIE
project. Both itesms (i) and (ii) can then b tabu-
lated on Data Porm 1A,

Care Meagursment., As provided in the grant the only

maasurenent of the level of cars provided in HRI?P to
project or control groups is a count of the number of
aftercara plang developed and implesented for the projeck
group, Dilfficulitiaes have develoved in defiming the
development and implementation of aftarcares plans. Mora-=
over, no provision has bheen made for comparing the levels
of sexvice provided the projecht and control groups.

Action.

; a. Use of Data Form No. ¢ {counts of plans develoged

.. and implewentad) should he dlzcontinusd. Objactive
cne in the grant will be considered satisfied if
200 juveniles are provided aftsreare in the HRJIP
proiect. ' ‘

b. The "Case Contackt Record" and “Case Contact
Record-Mopnthly Summary" Zorms develoved hy HRI?
staff should ke implemented to provide bettexr
measurzs of care provided. aAn indlvidual "Case
Contact Record" should be kept for each offender

“in either the project or the contyrol group.
Separate copieg of the "Monthly Summary” should
be prapared for the project and the control
groups and submitted to ARC each mont?.

¢. Qualitative compariscon of data on these "Monthly .
Snmmaries” for the project and control groups

siiould bhe made a part of the ragular Impact
gvaluation of HRJIP.

Subsidiaxv Data Collection. In addition to the Data Forms

wequired by Impact and the "Case Contact" records discussed
abova, tha BERJIP staff oprogoses o collect various addi-
tionzl data on the progress of project cases. '



Mr. Alton Moultrie -4 - February 13, 1974

Actiom. All othexr data except that discussed above
and Data Ferm No. 5 should be tresated as intarnal
management information for the HRJIP project. Thus
the need for collection of such data should be
decided by the HRJIP Director on the basis of whether
the information would be useful to the management
of the project and whether the information can b
collected with available analytic resources. So
long ag Impact evaluation reguizements ars met, ARC
and its comsuliants will not become involved in such
dacigiona.

Plsase let me know if there are any questions or diffieunlties
in implementing thease actions.

Sincerely,

: Terry R. Siler (Mr=z.)
Criminal Justice Planner
. Atlanta Impact Program
TRS /b3
Enclosures

‘ces Mr. Ron Rardinz/
Hrs. Claudette Redd

.
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DATA FORM #1A Project
HIGH RISK JUVENILE PAROLE ’ or
MONTHLY GROUP RELAP Control
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Numbar Placed | ‘ ‘
on ; Individual Aftercare Plans
Montn Aftercare : Impact Offenses 1 Other Offenses ‘ Total : Individual Offenders
| .
\ o i | ' R -
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TO BE SY‘I‘TED EVERY SIX MONTHS

Month

Identifier

lst Time
in HRJIP?

Date
Placed on

. Aftercare

DATA FORM # 2A

HIGH RISK JUVENILE PAROLE

DETAIL RECIDIVISM RECORD

Daﬁe Released

- from Aftercare

(If released)

Recidivism

Recddivism

Offense

Lt
. . v

Project
or
Control

Date of
Offense

|
\

(If any)

Inpact

Target Crime?

fDa‘te of Conviction or
‘Date Adjudicated
' Delinquent

i
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T0 ‘BE SUBMITTED MONTHLY

DATA TORM //5

HIGH RISK JUVENILE PAROLE

MONTH

NUMBER OF CASES
CURRENTLY ASSIGNED

CUMULATIVE NUMEER
OF CASES ASSIGMED

CASEWORKER IN ¥YDC on ON ATTERCARE
IDENTIFIER AFTER~ TOTAL
CARE
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MEMORANDUM;:

e A i e T e d

-
£
EY O

PR

T0: Ma. Terry Siler, Research Assistant
Atleanta Reglonal Commission

e

FROM: Alex Teel, Research Asaociate
High Risk Juvenile Parocle Project

SUBJECT: Dropping of "rung" Pfram ¥YDC From Caseloads.

In a brief discussion by telephone on March 11, 1974, Professor Rerdin and T =
agreed that the automatic dropping of YDC rins from the project's caseload is
not the most efflcient way of handling this problem. Frequently a client will
run but will be found and returned to the YDU In a relativeiy short period of
tine, . .

So that we might avold transferring the same client on and off and back on cun
caseload, I proprose that we dvop YDC runs only after a six monthsiperiocd. This
will be consistent with our defining & client on eftercars ag a recidivist after
he has been missing for six months.

Please let me know 1f you concur with this plan,

AdM:bd S : e B
ce: Professor Ronm Raxdin £~ R \

3/12/7h
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APPENDIX C

ATLAHTA REGIONAL COMMISSION  SUITE 910 100 PZACHTREE STREET  ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303  TEL. (404) 522-7577

. March 19, 1974

Mr. Alex Tecel

Research Associate

High Risk Juvenile Parole
Project

2237 Cascade Road, S.W.

Atlanta, Georgia 30311

Dear Alex:

Your recommendation of March 12 regarding counting of "runs" from
Y.D.C. is accepted, Effective immediately please begin dropping
Y.D.C. "runs" only after a client has been on run for 6 months. It
will be necessary to make prior dates consistent with this procedure.

Thank you for your suggestions. It is very pleasing and helpful to
us to have your input., Please continue to provide us with your sug-
gestions.

Sincerely,

Toane
’ O Hnn 7

Terry R. Siler

TRS:jm - ’ S
cc: Ron Rardin .
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RICHARD M. HARDEN/Commissioner
P (SIS PARHARYL Depuly Commissioner

HIGH RISK JUVENILE PAROLE PROJECT
2237 Cascade Road, $.Y.,, Atlanta, Georzia 30311

Frank Truan

Director

47 TRINITY AVE., SW., ATLANTA, GEORGIA 303234

December 24, 1974

et it e arep v e sod oo e

TO: Mrs. Terry Siler, Assistant Director
Atlanta Impact
Atlanta Regional Comnission

. /‘ 1
TROM: Mrs. Lauretta Millexr, Research Associate’ééfv/
High Risk Juvenile Parole Project

RE: New Guidelines for Recording Impact Case Contact Recoxrds

In accordance with our telephone conversation, attached are new guidelines
for Court Service VWorkers in f£illing out Impact case coatact records.

these guidelines which were discussed with Comparison group workers at the
Metro Area Court Service staff maeting on November 14, 1974, at the Dunbar
Center.

. The two recommendations cited in the audit report appear to be covered by

As a result, the November records from the Comparisoﬁ group listed a total
of 148 contacts,. an increase of 76.2% over the total for October.

LM:bd
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CASE CONTACT RECORDS

Please make sure these are complete. Accurate raw data are essential for

meaningful reporting. Consistency in reporting is important. (For instaunce,

.

some caseworkers record time for letters; others do not).

Special Points:

1.

-

For letters, record the time it would have taken §0u to convey Or receive

this information had you been face-to-face with the contact. As a rule of
thumb, rou£ine‘1etters should occupy 5 minutes; a more complicated mattér

might take longer. '

No duplication of travel times. If you travel to a destination and see wore
than one contact in connection with a particular client, list the ‘travel time be
side the first of these contacts and write '"L,A." (listed above) in the travel

apaces beside other contacts. If you visit other clients or make contacts on

their behalf at the same destination, list travel time on one contact sheet

only. Write "listed elsewhere" or "L.E." in travel spaces on other sheets,

If you confer with more than one contact simultaneously, list each one separatel
and record the time '"in contact" beside the name of the first person listed in
the group. Write "L.A." in the "in contact" space beside the names of the other
conferees,

"Nature of Contact" - - ) .

a. "Routine" - Services performed for all clients. EXAMPLE: Introductory
letters and visits, working with clients and others on aftercare plan
development, general checks on clients' pfogress.

b. YProblem oriented" =~
Matters relating to problems.and to specific inquiries outside of the
oxrdinary. EXAMPLE: All contacts counnected witﬁ disciplinary problems,
requests for specilal passes, complaints from parents.

c. "Plan of Action Implemented" =
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Instances ;n which the worker, the client, or otharsé carry out previously
conceived plans. EXAM?LE: Contacts involved im making arrangements for jobs
or schooling in accordance with afteréare.plans, recommending action to be
taken by others as part of over-all plans, taking steps to resolve probiems

in accordance with preplanned solutions. (Note here: obtaining or giving
information on a problem would of course be a "problem~oriented" contact.)

Ve appreciate your adding up totals as this gives us an additional check

on the accuracy of our figures. It also gives you an opportunity to make

sure that you have included all the required information and have allotied

time for all contacts. (Time should be given in minutes rather than hours).
Numbers of cases under "location and type', '"initiated by", and "nature of
contact" should in each case equal the total number of contacts as listed in
the last space in the second column on the form.

Please bé sure to fill in the last column and give a dgscriptian of the nature
of the contact. Such descriptions must naturally be brief but ought not to be
vaéue. If a case is transferred or dropped, please‘record this infOrmatibn, the
reasons, and the dateﬂ If a transfer has been wade, indicate the name of the
agency that 1s picking up'éhe case, In case of recidivism, send copiés of
commitment orders.

If a client has been placed on aftercare, please be suré that this fact and the
date of placement appear on the contact sheet.

Please indicate on the contact sheetqdfwben and how clients are released from

aftercare.



Please record 'run' dates.

"Location & Type" - Check the location where the contact was made in the

case of personal.contacts, or received in the case of Tetters and phone

calls.

We appreciate your cooperation in these matters because, as you
are undoubtedly aware, an accurate evaluation of this project is possible
only if the statistical information used to back up conclusions has some

relation to actual practice.
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APPENDIX E -

February 13, 1975

Ms, Laureti : Miller

Research Associate

High Risk Juvenile Parcle Project

2237 Cascade Ruad, S. .

Atlanta, Georgia 30311 )

Dear Laurette:

Your proposed revisions to ° : case contact and monthly
summary sheets ars accepr ible with the exception we
discussed yesterday. The exceptlon is that you should
indicate the location of the contact on the case con-
tact record next tu each description of contact.

The same location catagories that appeared on the ori-~
ginal case contact forms should continue to be used.

I appreciate your suggsstions. Please continues to
make recommendations which will contribute to a more
useful and meaningful evaluation of the Hich Risk project.

Sincerely,

TS/tc

cc: Michael H., Terry
Pon Rardiy

Atlanta Regional Commission
The Equitable Builauing
Suite 420

Atlanta, Geoxgia 30303
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TITAL 1z SUMMARY FOR Burke/Yearhy MONTH__ March, 1975
~ s ; emnera s ! — A
o i HILHS CT CONTACT i|___mvor INITTATOR PLoT .
P I 3 I M (5] H
o b, N - . S5
: IR Y b ek -
R R R F) SO e = ol B Y o S o
| S el oy nsfulb [ 1 SN B S T | I = Y %) £ » £ Q =] =
2292 wil O el < W) O (MG m S | s S RSR3) = o 3 =) o = =
eIl ISR I R IR o HOa @moy | e e S i = [ o -~ = c
S B e ol E P B oy e py v = £ &3 ) g B orr o i = e =
A il RS I C O R S R a E; oo o A =3 E - a = o = = - =
o < it L | AR A G s Ta 3 2 ~t ¥l A + ot :
8 |0 |Omci o |Hzr BHIAL (2 & HEG=EC ° S c - T
] :
NUMBER :
OF CONTACTS S3 | 14 | 39 12 6 6 11 19 5 10 43 2 5 35 11 12 25 16

VERAGE

UeBER PER 2.9

.8

2.2

o7

¢ ;3

29
1.

|

1.1

«Q

2.4

.6 1.4

LIENT —-
ERCENTAGE

I TOTAL

XX

26.47,

73.6%

11.3%

20.8;54.7%/35.8%

9.47%

18.9%81.1%

3.8%

9.47%

1 120.8%|1 22.6% 47.2° >
: : ' g
P
| o g
£ - ‘ H
S : :[-" g é [%p] U')‘ ‘(n 11 e
55 2 .o 2|2 2 oo |£z5 (485 8 | 0 co: =
e ﬁ SRS o8 = E i g3 <q =g H o< { NO CO3TACT
By RS o gt e e oo PR 0 B ngE 1 nE : t
S50 GE |mhn |Uhe |ZBE |SEE |92k |S4E sEE 0 ;
£D =R R RERNER pa b3 GBS ) I S) Cro 'Z00 | )
' || NMBER OF CSES 6
;OTAL i
‘MOUNT OF 20.8 h1 22.1h | 10.6h | 7.4 h | 2.1h| 3.8h {16.4h | 3.2n | 17.7 n|l| PERcENTAGE OF CASELOMD 7 -
TIME 2

AVERAGE
TINE
PER CLIENT

1,2 h

1.2 b,

35.3 m

55,6 m

6.9 m 12,5 m

54.7 m

10.6 m

58.9 m

WRIBER OF AFTERC.

PERCENTA

4 -
5 OF »lL &7C CL5KS

PERCENTAGE
OF CONTACT
ITTHE

l
XX

50.8%

50%*

107% 18%

78.8%

15.2%

84,87

NUMBER OF NON-RUG o353
{|PERCENTAGE OF ALL Nk- —
33.37

RUN CASES

RICA5I3L, B

: |
PERCENTAGE '
DF CONTACT 48.5%
[RAVEL !

51.5%

KXXX

XXXX

XXX XXX

XXXK

XX

XXX

“Based on total of 16 contacts
14,8 hrs.
8 A/C clientg.(includes one in
detention).

total contact time

f

¥

.






