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THE ISSOE OF SECURITY IN A 
((' 

~~UNITY -BASED JUVENILE CORRECTIONS .\,SYS~: 
- ~ (,! 

THE FINAL REPORT OF THE 

TASK FORCE ON SECURE FACILITIES 

I. INTRODUCTION 

o 'i' ,I 

For the past eight years, the Commonwealth has been 

engaged in a dramatic experimental approach to juvenile 

corrections which is unique in this country. The tradi-

tiQp.al state institutional system, dominated by large, 

ce~trally administered youth facilities, has been d~sman­

tIed. In its place, the Department of Youth Services (DYS) 
if 
il 

administers a reg~onal, community-based program network 

consisting of a broad and diVerse range of placement and 
jl0~~ 

open setting apt ions , the vast majority of which are pri-

vate:ly-run. This comprehensive reform effort is now being 
/"--'1 

" "--.., .. j 

challenged by a remewed concern focused on, and symbolized 
Ii 

bYI the issue of security: Can the community-based system 
II 

accorl\odate effectively the public I s right to protection 

fromidemonstrably serious and dangerous juvenile offenders 

and,at the same time, provide humane care aqd treatment 

geared to the individualized needs of youth? This contro-
I 

v'ersyand the administrative problems which attend any 

majbr systemic change threaten the form and SUbstance of 

the community-based reform approach. 

The Task Force on Secure Facilities was appointed in 

this conte,;xt in April .. '1976" by the then new Commis$ioner 

·of OYS to serve as an independent advisor on th"e problems 

and issue of security. 
'.) The Task Force was composed of 
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individuals represent;Lng a broad spectrJ\m of':interests and 
" 'ft, ~ ~I 

perspectives. All members had substantial e~\perien~e q,nd ';' 

recognized expertise in the field of juvenile justice.' The 

Task Force process was designed to draw upon the backgrounds 

and observations of, this group and to provide practical and 

meaningful assistance to the commissioner. 

This Report is the product of that pljiocess and the con­

sensus Jlhich em~rged in, the course of a l4-month review." It 
'< 

represen~s the collective wisdom and best ]udgrnel}t of the 

Task Foroe on the problems .,and iss'lJes which must 6>e addressed. 
~) 

in 'connection w'ith security. ' It is a measured, comprehensive 

response to this important but highly politicized "subject. * 

The Report has two dominant themes. First, the issue 
o 

of security is not merely a matter of numbers. Like the 

underlying problem of juvenile violence, "the issue of secu:t:'­

ity is complex and mul~i-faceted; neither can be addressed 

responsibly in a vacuum nor are there simple solutions or 

panaceas. C Security must be addressed comprehensively in a 

context which recognizes the integral relationship of C 

II 0 

articulated principles and objectives, administrative re-

for~, )he ni3;ture, conten~ and gPality Of,oS, ecure,pr0g,~~~,:"., ," and" 

a vJ,.able network of non-;secure program alternatives, ~,\ 
'(J 

*In July, IQ76, the Task Force issued :~ 35-pag~ Prelimin­
ary Report Which was the product of an intepsive three""montfi 
effo~tto ar:r;ive at conclusions "and offera,@,vice to the Commi­
ssioner ~t the earliest possible time. The~primary focus was 
on the adntinist.ration by DYS 'Of, its secure system .:The Task 
Force recommended more than 70 reforms as'pre-conditions for 
DYSto address the, issue of secur,ity effectively.' The sub-

", stance of. that preliminary review is incorporated in this =. 
Final Report r pr imar ily i3.1 Section !II.' The remainQ.er~, of i:he 
Repo:rt addresses issues the Task,,,Forae CQuld not review ade­
quai:ely in the initial phase o:e~ it,s ·~'work. (continued) 
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effl?ctive public prote~on. Second, the community-based 
II 

system is a viable approach to juvenilecorrections'which 
'I 

can uniquely balance, accomodate and moderate ~he competing 

concern~ about, and inherent tensions between, public pro­

tection and individualized care and treatment. The reformp 

that are needeq can and should be effected wit~in the exis~­

ing structure. However, prompt action by all concerned is~; 

required to implement these reforms,_ 

The Task Force recognizes clearly that the issue of 

s,ecurity and the problems involved in addressing it are of., 

long-standing, are not unique to this jurisdiction, and are( 
o 0 

n.ot solely the responsibility of DYS. In the past year, DYS 

has made real progress and should be allowed additional timCi 
[,OJ 

to effect the remedies. The case should be continued for 
IJ / 

more year. The best advice the Task Force can offer the 

commissioner is that, thereafter, there can be "no more 
1\ 

conti,nuances" . If sUbstantial progress is n0t made, regard-

less of the reason, the justification for the approach advo-
" :;\\ ;-~ 

cated by the Task Force will ine-yitably be weakened 'and may 

give way to more drastic and less desirable alternatives. 
o Q:; 

This Introduc~ion concludes with an emphatic tribute 

to the efforts of the Task Force membe~s and the DYS parti ... 

" cipants. The time and energy expended by ;the members and 

the dedication they exhibited was clearly unique. Thei~ 

t-~ 

(*continued footnote from page 2) 
~~ 

The specific iSS'uesaddressed by the Task Force, together 
with its general objectives and the process used to arrive at 
the findings'and recommendations of this Report, are sUIIlItl:ar-
ized in the AI1~pendix. ' 
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commi tment was total and their cOlrtribut~on in the pu~lic 

'interest is significanJc. The' ConJ.~issioner and his st~ff 

earned the respect of the Task POIrce. Their dedication, 

effort and wi;t"lingness to b.e open C.~nd candid was impressive . _ 0 ~ 

Their approach and attitude is 

" \\ 

o 

c' 

o 

... 

o 
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'. h 

the~r' best .~ope 
\! ' 

for change. 
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It. SUMMARY OF ,HAJOR RECO,MMENDATIONS, 
,::,,;;~~-~----'---'\r------~-

,I 

THEMES AND CONCJ!~USIONS 

o 

N.B .. This section summarizes many of the key aspects'hf the 
Final ReEDrt of the Task Force. It is primarily a 
guide ,to, n~:tr;;ca-6bmprehensive rev~ew of, the approxi­
matelY' 100 (~ages which follow. 

'-..'~ 

~13ENERAL OVERVIEW 

The TaskForce recommendations are designed to imple-
" 

mentathe followingJ general conclusions: 

,*The Commonwealth's commitment to the de-insti tu­
tiopalized, community-based approach to juvenile corrections 
should be preserved and strengthened. A viable balance can 
be maintained in the existing system between the need for 
securi ty f0r purposes of, public protection and the needs of 
touth for individualiz#d care aniJ. treatment. () , 

. " 
*The vast majority qf DYS youth can be effectively 

and appropriately placed in t~~e ,broad and diverse range of 
non-secu:re community-based se1::tings and alternatives with-" 
out detrimeI').,t to .,public protection. However, while!lthe 
number is clear]'Y limited, a small percentage of DYS youth 

~'. do need secure'\ placements of· sorn~ kind, for some period of 
time for purposes of public protection. '1,'0 meet this need, 
an increasep.'etnphasis on s~curity by DYS is required. 

*An increased emphasis on security which focuses 
_ 'primarily on' the number of secure placeme!?-ts is inappro-

G priate and may well be counterproductive .,i Therefore, the 
Tpt9k Force recommended a multi-pronged approach which con­

c/~:/':d':fi:-toned an iri9rease, j.n the number of secut-'e plac~ents on 
,,;; adrtiinistrative' reform" the availability of a range of qua:l­
";:~.$.::t::;y":,~:Secure, programs, and significant increases in the re­

Sdtlrces available, for non-secure program alternatives. 

\~ 

, , 0 

* Sec-ure, and non-secure. programs are integrally and 
inextricably linked in terms of success, effectiveness and 
quality. The need for a secure placement often results from, 

... the absence Qr inad1Pquacy in tpe past ofoth\~r alternatives, 
alternativ6;s which are less costly in human and fiscal terms 
and have greater potential for ,success. Increi:i'Ses in secure 
programs at the expense, or in the absence, of a concot'Xitant 
development and eXE-ansion of n0n-secure programs will be 
detl;'imental both tC? public protection and to the needs of U 

most DYS youth. 
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DYS ADMINISTRATIVE REFO~1 

(, The Preliminary Rep~rt (July I 1976) focused d~n admini"': 
II 

//strative reform as the" most critical 'irtttnediate ne~d in ad-
, I 

'i ' 
dressing the issue of security. More than 70 cha~fges were 

recoIrunended. Since then, DYS has"begun to i:tnPlem~\nt many 

of the recommendations and must continue to give ~1~ioritY 
I 

to 

in 

" 

thes& reforms. " Some of 
l ' '', 

SEcu~b PROGRAMS bel~w. 
,; 

'ii 
the key ones ,are noted Irere and 

'I I, 

*Orgal'lizational and managerial changes, aild arti­
culatio~~ of the framework and principles for the administra- o 

tion of:: security, to permit"positive problem-solving inste,ad 
of crisis management .hid) 

• !I 
I 

*The developm:el1t Stnd application of minimum stand­
~/ ,ards an\~ uniform policies and procedu7es . 

*A drarLlatic upgrading of the int;p,ke, assessment t 

plac~e1(lt and review processes to ensure etfective and aPRro­
priate placements of youth. " 

~ i ; • 

ff:, *The implementation of ,a reliable system of data:­
gath~,riI~g, monitoring, evaluation and quality control in 
the j~nt~rest of accGPuntability and effective planning. ' 

"I 

1:I*Effective personn~ll recruitment, selection, train­
ing, sUEiervision and performance review programs and policies. 

SECURE PROGRAMS 

Secure programs in the communi ty-b a,s ed system have? the 

dual purposes of public protection and quality care, both 

geared to the individualized, needs of .youth.The Task Fprce 

identified the elements which are critical to the achi~vement 
" 

of these objectives. 
. 0 

*The intake criterIa must be clearly delineated. 
The eligibility of a youth for (2. secure placement, should be 
determined by demonstrabl~, objective"criteri~ which 
relate, directly to public protacti(on concerns. All; youths 
who meet these cr'iteria, may not need secure placememtsi ~ow­
ever, a secure placeme;nt' is not appropriate unles.s these 
criteria are met. 
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*1'10 on~ level 6r type qf placement is appropriate 
or necessary for all, youths in need of security. Security 
can generally be provided without a primary reliance on tra­
ditional high-leve'~'\gecurity designs. Therefore, there sh0\tld 
be a gradated ra.nge·"of secure placements which includes a var...,. 
iety of levels and types of programs. J\ 

u 
*Individualized plans and goals for ~?ervices and 

care must~exist for each youth placed .in a sectlre program 
and effective after-care planning and community re-integra~ . r} 
tion "services must be provided. 

*'l'he quality of the secure programs is the single 
-most important factor. ,The essential ingredierH:s for qual­
ity programs, consistent with public protection, reasonable 
costs, and decent, humane care, are the following: 

D 

- An ,~adequate number of trained and qualified 
staff is required to address constructively the needs 
o.f the most difficult youth in non-institutional 
~:ettings. Staff/youth' ratios should range from 1 1/2-
to-l to an optimum ,of 2-t?-1. 

- Youth populations in each program must be small 
in number.'Largepopulations in secure settings inevi·­
tably 'result in the "warehousing" of youth, a p:r;:\llnary 
reliance on traditional, de-humanizing eustodial con­
trpl, excessive costs and do not necessarily enhance' 
physical security. To avoid these negative effects 
arid to ach~eve 'positive results, the population size 
should b~ limited to 12-15 youths. 

- Minimum standards for program content and qual­
ity control methods mu.st be established and applied 
by DYS to every program. 

The program facilities must afford a decent, 
humane living enviro~~ent. This requires adequate 
interior' and exterior space c,and the maintenance :J?f 
a low-profile security design. Security is primci:r:­
ily a function of program size, staff and content, 
not the physical character of the facility. 

THE NUMBER OF SECURE PLACEMENT.S 

I.n the Preliminary Report thc:.) Task Force concluded that 

eventhough only a small percentage and a limited number of 
c~_. 0 

\t-i " 
youth needed secure placements, there was a need for an 

increaSE:::'.> However, there was no rational 'br responsibl~ Gii, f,l 

.. "I 

o 

I 
I 
'~~ 

If 
I' 
I 
I ' .. ~.-. 

I, 
I

,,'·, 
.' ~ 

I~ 

I 
~- ., 

'I'~'~,' " 

,I: 
I 
J:' 

\ . ~ 

·1.·' " } 



:1 
I 
I
"', 

!," .';" 

0',1 

I 
I 
I 
I 
11 
1 
'I 
,I 
I 
I 
;1 
'I 
J .. ~:."" 

I 
I, 

of 

---~--;---. 

)\ ' 

\l""j) 

-8-

bats for 
~, 

quantifying this need. Therefore] the Task Force 

undertook an independent study - the first objective exami~ 

nation of the controversial ,subject of the secure plCl.<;::ement 

needs of DYS. 1\ 
ii 
1/' , ", , *The studYJ, based on a 10% sample of DYS youths, 

was designed to establish the pre'sumptiveeligibility of a 
youth for a secure placement I using only pubi.i~c pro'fe'ction 
criteria, i.e. offenses involving violence toward others 
and/or a pattern of other serious offenses.. The study also 
inc luded a determina,tio:p. ineach'case of the level and type 

c 

of security required. ~ 0 

*The Task Force concluded that the vast mGjority 0:1;,' 
DYS youth (88.7%) were not even presumptively eligible for ~ 
secure placements. ' Secure treatment placements were needed 
for a maximum of 11.2% of DYS youths. Since DYS had secure 
placements for only 3% of its youths (49) J increases were 
needed. 

*Interros of numbers, depending upon the D¥S POptl­
lation J a maximum of l29-to-168 securE? treatment placements 
are needed for'DYS youth, but 25% of them should be in Depart­
ment of l1ental Health secure programs. DYS itself needs to 
provide only 100-to-I30. Of this number, approximat.ely 40% 
(46-to-60·j only need a "light" level of security for public 
protection purposes, and the maj10ri ty of the new placements ,. 
should be of this type. DYS is now meeting most of the need 
for youths requiring a "heavy" level of security-. 

*DYS now has 114 secure detention placements. That 
number is clearly adequate and shoura no'tPe increased. Any 
need in this area can be met by reforms of the intake/place­
ment process to ensure appropriate uses of these placements, 
and to limit the duration of a detention placement. The 
majority of youths in secure detention are there only because, 
of the lack of other secure or non-secure alternatives. 

a~, ,= 
*The Task Force "numbers" are not targets. They 

orepresent the maximum, or outer limit, of the secure place­
ment needs of DYS. In a viable and effectiVe system, the 
number o,f secure placements actually needed should be lower J 

"since the stUdy did noi; consider whether ~ an appropriate \'Inon..;.. 
secure placement" based on comprepens;ive case-by .... case assess-" 
ments, could be made without detriment to', public proteGtj,Qn. 
Such considerations are highly relevant to actual placement 
decisions. 

11 
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BUDGETARY IMPACT OF SECURITY 
. -------

" a U 

The reforms repommended by the Task Force will rec;ruire 

(f budget increases beca.use security is an expensi,:e proposition 

in any system and DYS has been significantly uno.erfunded ill 

the past. :( The Task Force analyzed the DYS budget for Fiscal 

'r :. 

i: 

Year 1977 ;~nd the 1978 appropriation. :tt estimated the maxi-
" 

mum amount of increased funding D:l, needed to addresJs security 

effectivel; I ide~tified t~"lSpecif~t areas where the increase~ 
were needed, and recommende; gUidel\~~S 1 conditions and alter­

na,tives to (:msure the most efficient use of the;:i3~ funds. Some 

of the sa'irant features of the blidget review ,~rieluded: 
I 

1'" • 

*Secur~ programs are f~;t+ more expens~ve than any 
other DYS program level uor type.:: Secure programs in the 
institutions and those which are:: predominantly "state-run" 
have the highest average costs 1 ~~ven1;vi th larger populations. 

~I~ general" purchase-of-service ~~nd non~'secure programs are 
~~ificantly more economical. J . 

~rEven with limited resciurces, DYS has been accord-; 
ing priority in fu,pding to securE~ programs. In Fiscal Year 
1977( DYS devoted 25-30% of its program·resqurces to secure 
detention and treatment placements for 12.5% of the DYS . 
you thpopu,la tion. 

f 

"*The 1978 DYS appropriation dramatically increased 
the amount and percentage of funds for security. Of the $2.5 
million increase from 1977 ($15.9 million to $18.4 million), 
92% was for securi,ty. As a result of this increase, 35% of' 

\ the prog+amresources of DYS will be dev0ted to security. 
This should be the maximum percentage. 

*Non-secure program funds continued to decrease as 
a percentage of the budget; eventhough they are farr:TIlore 'eco­
nomical and., provide appropriate services to the vast majority 
o!. DYS youth. , To preserve a viable program balance in the 
community-based system, the 65% allocation to this area should 
be the minimum. 

(" - *Throughout the Report, the Task Force specifically 
conditions its recommendation for an increased emphasis on 
security on (a) administrative reform, (b) quality programs 
and (c) a proportionate emphasis on non-secure programs. While 
the 1978 appropriation will permit DYS to increase its secure 
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placements to. the number rece:ij1Irtertded, it dees net permit DYS 
to. de t.hat and comply With the cenditiens the Task Ferce 
deemed critical to. an effective and ecenemical appreach to,,, 
security. The unmet needs include adequate pre-place-
ment, "light" (,secure and after-care programs ~ increases ~n the 
average cost ef secure pro.grams necessary to. meet the re~em­
mended quality si:andards; and funding increases fer no.n-!i"~Eecure 
pregrams. Therefere, to. addres~ s~curity E7ffe,ctiV?lyr, IlrfS 
sI:0u~d have a budget 9f $ 22. 5 m~ll~en, an ~ncrease cgf$!f\'\"l 
m~ll~en. " " ':, 

. . *A corollary to the max'imum ne1~bUitY Dys·mJ~ 
have in reso.urce allocations to. administer the cemmun!j~ty\~\ 
based syst~~ is the need fer clear a'cceu:htability. Trbe h,,\! 

"present DY$ budget is a maze which deters independent!. a;naJly­
sis; yet it is requir~d by the app~cpriatiens ~reces~ an~ is 
net subjecl: to. remedy by DYS alene. Hewever I DYS should II, 
supplement II its budget submissiens wi tW a clear I cemp~ehe1:sive 
budget everview. . 0 I:' \' 

I. \\ 

THE RES'FONSIBILITIES OF O'THERS v c I~' II'" 0 

In reviewing the problem'S and issues of secllri~7 in ryS, 
the Task Force repeatedly encountered preblem areas I 'whichl 

ei th~r cannet be reinedied by DYS alene er fer WhiCh!! i t ~b~1Y 
not ,rave the p;' ima1y remedial respons~bili ty .. /I ~r 

*In addr~ssing these problem areas 1 DYS .Js en ,Ji tIed 
to. the support and: assistance ef a variety of stat~; age)cies 
and qff~c~alsl including the Geverner, the Legislat:ure J!~'hd 
the 1!ud~q,~ary. . I 

I'jl 
If I *The Repert identifies the areas 'IIlhere q)btio1ljf by 

cthets is bcth feasible and necessarYjl and 'Sets fe:r;'th a lPt-eccm­
mendl~d agenda feli each cne, ccnsistent: with their respJ~16tive 
rclel~ and responsibilities. Their reispcnse may well b/3 ~r en 
the lpapaci ty ef DYSto .meet its eblig~,tions to. youth alh li the 
publl~c. l j 

It J . 
;: The Rep"crt sets forth 

IMPLEMENTATION OF '0 THE REPORT 
. , . 

a comprehensive age~da for c anga 
rio 

which can be substantially implementedwith:Ln cne year. The 

respensibilitymust be affixed to :Lndividua~ irf specifd...c 

pcsitions, rather than to. corpO:l;ate"entitie~s, if t. ha~t_ Irlal :is 

to be"met. J 
1J 
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~The primaryi,l and final;: responsibility 
Commissioner of DYS. I 

mus,t rest 

*The Secretary of Huma~o Services must ass'u.me the I"" 
critical, secondary responsibiliides for general oversight' 
of DYS and facilitating inter-agemcy coordination. ,I " 

*The Chairman of the DYS Advisory Committee must 
ensure that that group performs t.he role of the Task FOrce 
on an on-goi}:lg basis, that of a .reasonably independent ally 
and advisor and a constructive c:ritic,~ 
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III. THE " ADMINISTRATION O:B-' SECURITY -1'----
IN THE DYS SYI~TEH 
- I,-r---

:j 

INTRODUCTIO~r 
l • l... 

. II 

\i 
'i 

II 
In 1969, a major reform in app~pach 

\. 
to juvenile 

L , 
corrections was initiated in Massachusetts~ Through a 

combination of statutory changes and aggressive admini-

strative action, the existing system of juvenile correc­
o 

tions wit's radically de~iI1!stitutionalized. From a
o 
prima;-y 

reliance on large, centra,lly administered institutions 
!, 

:1 

emphasizing physical sec~fity, 
!i 

alized.I community-based s';ystem 

DYS shifted to a i'eg±on-- . 

emphasizing individualized 
;;< 

;:. 

care and treatment throug;p. a diverse')mix of programs, the ,. 

i ~ vast majority of which arle privately administerJed. * 
\11 \*1 

il --------------11 

ib 

*The reforms were an 1\ outgrowth of several years of 
controversy surrounding tb~e existing institutional system. 
The critics ~J,j.91uded fedeJlfal agencies, citizens I groups, 
.law enforcement and jUdicilal personnel, the Governor and 
members of the legislature. The criticism focused' on a 
diverse set of factors i in;cluding: increaSE~s in juvenile 
violence and del~n~!'~Q.cYi!liz:crediblY high recidivism. rates 
among youth l?rev~0aslY commltted to the youth authorltYi 
documentation of laramatic overcrowding and abuse of youth 
in institutions; {L~he oppressive and deteriorating state. of 
these facilities; the custodial attitude and approach of " 
personnel; rampant inefficiency and polit:icalpatronagei' 
and, in gen,eral( the failure, if not out::right counter-pro­
ductivity, of the institutional approach asamethod of 
rehabilitation. 

(.' 

By statute, the mandate and structure of the youth 
authority was altered and a new Departrnent of youth Ser­
vices was, created. In the' ea,rly1970 's, the traditional 
status offenses (I'truancy" I "stubborn child ",,{ and "runaway"), 
the basis for institutionalizing a. large percentage of 
youth, were decriminalized. Administrative action by DYS 
resulted inc the closing of mostcof the remaining traditional 
institutions. For a detailed review of the backgrduna and 
implem~nta.tion of these'reforms, See Ohlin, Coates and 
Miller, "Radical correctiorlc;lReform:A Case study o~t~e 
Massachusetts'Youth Correctl.onalSystem", Harvard Educat~on 
Revi'ew, (1974) Volume 44, #1 at 74. -..,,-......-

o 
.C 

.,' \'.) 

. ,'0 
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In this ccmununitY-based system, there are several pro-

gram levels and, types and a variety of placement alternatives 

available.. Approximately 90% of DYS youth, either in a de-

tained or comm~ltted status, are placed in "open /I or ~~" 

secure settings'" ranging from non-residential" and foster-

care to group-h()me residential programs. Secure or "closed" 
,) " 

detention and' tlteatment programs represent only one level 

and type of placement within th~ community-based system. 

They constitute only a small percentage of the total place­

mefi#ts" available in DYS and are useo. for slightly more than 

10%,of, DYS youth. 
,-, 

,The effectiveness of this system depends upon mai.ntain-

ing an appropriate balance between secure ,and non-secure 

programs to ensure a broad and diverse range of non­

secure alternatives for the GvasUt majority- of youth and an 

efficient and effective use of security for the limited 

number who need such placements. They are integrally re­

lated to each oth,er and interdependent in every respect. 

For example, on a continuum of youth needs, early interven-
~ \'~ . 

tion and appropriate non-s~cure placements may eliminate a 

later need for security; effective secure placement decisions 

and programs can reduce the demands on,cand free the re-

sources of, non-secure programs; and close coordination be-

tween the two is essential for re-integrating youths into 

the community when they leave secure programs. 

The Task Force focused on the DYS administration of 

security in this context. The issues and problems that 

e.""tist in ,connection with security ,many of which are a 

funct~?n of the speed and scope of the reform itself, 

" 
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I) 

permeate the DYS system and only t=iystemwid:e remedies will 

be effective. By segregating the secure· aspects of the 

s:(;stem for analysis, the Task Force does not support a 

"secure system" which is a'aministered or functions autono-
/7 

mously w;i.thin or from the community--b'asEfd ~ystem. 

The term "secure system",when used in this Section, 

describes two DYS' program areas, sec.u~e detention and secure 

treatment. All programs in the secure system are funded and 

administered by the central,office as part of a'separate unit 

under the jurisdicl:.i.on of the Assistant Commissioner for Clin-
G 

ical Services .. In practice, the two program areas have func-

tiorted, and been administered, separately. This operational 
o 

autonomy I now being curtailed r should be" eliminated'; entirely 
" Ii 

h
' ,n 

so that t e issues,.J:problems and role of the secure system 
Ii 

can be addressed: in a uniform and unified manner~ 
,~ .. 

In the Preliminary Report, 'the Task-Porce stressed that . ----r--____ _ 

administrative reform was essential to enable DYS to addres$ 

tpe issue of security effectively. The implementation of 

these ref9rms continues to be the top priority~ This section~ 

identifies those elements which are of critical importance to 

the issue and administration of security in the context of a 

community-based system,. Most are common to both secure deten­

tion and secure treatment and are addressed together r unless 

9therwise noted in"the text. ! 
N.B. The reITlainderof this section incorporat13s 

the substance of the PreliIrlinary Repo!:.!:., pages 6""0'28,' 
"wi-I:h some modifications to ,refb~ct I iihe progress pYS \ 
has made since July, 1976. {p Si¥f6e the Commissioner 
has chosen not to enlarge this Repo~t by appending a 

o 
o 
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progress report frpm DYS,·those Recommendations 
on which.substantial progress has been made are 
noted. -, 0 

,DEFINITIONAL FRAMEWORK 

comments: The Task Force found that DYS did not have 

adequate definitions of some of the key terms being used 

f'J' 
in the secure s:t~t,em nor had it articulated the concepts 

and objectives ~hich should gover~ the.administration of 

that system. Consequently, DYS had no framework in which 

to develop and apply a uniform and coherent set of standards, 

policies and procedure~. The number of secure placements .. 
available in DYS and the eligibility qf youths for seCUre 

[) detention or treatment, were. determined primarily on the 

basis of ad hoc judgments, the availability of fiscal re-
~'C .... ~s,.=~ .. O~,;."= (! 

sources and a very limited definition and co~cept of "secur-

ity" and its purposes. The Task Force believed that an aI].al-

ysis o'f the issues relating to security in DYS in this context 

would serve no purpose since it would be, simply put, like 

comparing apples qnd oranges . 

The following principles are central to the definitions 
[l 

formulated by the Task Force and to the administration of a 

system ba.sed on them. 

First! in the interest of care and treatment for youth 

and protection of the publiCi the secure system should have 

the following basic. objectives: 

a. Ensuring that the availability and use of 

secure placements are strictly regulated ihd narrowly ci~' 
cumscribed so that they are not just filled if available 

1\ 
,~: ,. 

but are filled only because security" is required. 
C> 

:1 
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o 

b. Determining the presumptive eligibility of a 

youth for a secure placement primarily on the basis of demon­

strable; objective criteria geared to the need for security 

"as a matter of "public protection_ 

c. Placing -eligible youths in security only aft'er 

" .. -0 It comprehensive assessments ar'\?-then pursuant to an ~nd~v~dual-

ized plan or program of care and/or treatment designed to 

achieve certain goals or purposes. 
J) 

d. E~tablishing and maintainIng constraints 'and 
! 
f 

limits on the freedom of youths to leave the placement, the I 
level 'and type, df which should vary widely because' secu:J;ity/ 

I 
can be provided in a variety of"wa~s for different types '1£ 

youth. 

~nd, security should not be defined or charact~~-
. 

,ized primarily in limited or negative terms such as PJj1nish-

ment i bricks and bars, cust.odial ~rrangements, fixed/t.ime, 

isolation or hardware. Ins:!\tead, consistent with the objec-
1\ ~ 

tives of the secure system, I) it must reflect some positive 
1\ 

placement purpose 1 account for the conduct of y-tluth and" 

staff during the placement J~nd, in the 0 case <lif treatment, 
!I 

a£ter it as well. There. shrU1d be continu~dexperimenta-
tion and careful mor;it,oringllof the extent to which intensive 

c;:.'" - !I 

staffing and programming, one-to-one individual supervision 
o 

" 

or "tracking" 'r'" geog:r"aphic location, or some combination of, 
II' 

one or more of these can 
~I 

the reliance on mechanical 

constraints. 

I) 

o 0 

i/ , 

l 
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o 

. .. 

Third, the nature of the qare and treatment provided 

is critical to an effective sedure sys~tem. Humane, decent 

care, a range of planned program services geared to indivi-

dual needs, administered by qualified staff in an appropriat~ 

living environment, must be afforded all youths and may 'be 
'-' o 

;,1 

I 
il 
,I 

<? 

/all the I'care and treatment" that;. is appropriate. .More special- I 
• ized, intensive "treatment" modes must be strictly regulated 

I' r, 0 
, ~ 

and used circumspectly. 

Fourth, adequate procedures and proc.esses must exist 

to ensure that decisions to move a youth from a less to a 
. . ' 

mOJ;e secure setting are justified and reviewed. The criteria 

"and standards should be more!:, stringent as the level of secur-

ity increases. In addition, the following presumptions should 

be applied: (a) ,6. youth will be transferred from a heavier 

to a lower level of security, or out of the secure system, 

as soon a£ it is feasible; and (b) no youth should remain in a 

program once that program has been "completed", even though 

some level of s~curity may still be required. 

Fifth, effective administration of the secure system re-

quires: 

a. Clear and effective intake policies to reason-
Q 

ably ensure that only" appropriate youths are placed in seCUreo 

programs: 
, D 

b. p~fined conditiops and times, directly related 

to inta.ke criteria and termInation and after-care plans, f,or 
" 

discharging youths; 

\) c. Minimum standards relating to the procedural 

and substantive aspects of the secur!? program system; and 

"I 
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d. An effec'tiV'e, on",;,go-\ng monitoring, and review 

process to ensure responsibility and acdouqtability. 
'-,-) 

The Ta.sk Force recognizes that the d.evelopment of com,..,. 
(,". 

prehensive definitions, based ori these principles, which 
';'; 

serve normative, descriptive and operational purposes is 

not a simple matter. It is a complex process and it should 

be an on-going and evolving one. However" it is essential. 

The definitions PFoposed hereoare intended to assi~t DYS as 

a first step. The principles and defin1tions also served as 

'the frameltV'ork "'for t1;l.e connnEmts and recommendations 
\0 

Report; the latter furthef:c.:.,.€=xpla:!-n, and 
=;", ~

?' 

in this; , 

elaborate upon the 
Q, c';:\:"'.,, ': 

definitions. 

Pro~sed Definition~: 

1. A Secure Detent,ion program is one 'which provides 
short term care and custody for those. youtn,s who have 
demonstrated, in prior connni tments to nys o;C b~~ ,c'/. 0 

actions which are the basis fcr their prese,?t detent.ion 1 

that no. other detention placement can reasot~ablyensure 
their appeprance in ,,court. Youths may be detained in a 
s.~<::ure, detention program only if they have been arrested" 0 

ai1.a:·dh~rge4 Wi th delingu~ncy and have been placed" with 
DYS pepding (a} arraign;meht, (but only if oheld separatelYr 
if hela in police stations Cf6n,. "overnight. arrest", the 
facility must be approved by DYp)i (b) trial or (c) dis.,.. 
position in court. ",~ 

'0~ (\ 
',::. 

2. A 'Secure Treatment progr~~~§ one which provides 
the care, maintenance and treatment fo~( and which contains 
or holds! youths who have demonstrated, in prior·comm:lt;­
ments to DYS or by the actions which are the basis for 
their present commitment, that! 

a. They pose a danger ot serious bod~ly harm 
o & 

to others "which cannot be avel?ted or coh~l:rolled in' 
a less secure ,setting ; or 

h. They engage in a. pattern of persistent, 
uncontrollable and serious offenses and it has been 
demonstrated that a less secure:::Jsetting cannot con-
trol and tr"eat;. th·em. -" 

Ii 

() 
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3. Care and Treatment, in the context of a secure 
system" is the provision of appropriate professional 
services aeared to the special and different needs of 
'each yout~---While the provision of these services in a 
secure syst~ is ~ complex iesue, involving abroad range 
of philosophical ppintsand (practical possibilities I \\ ' 

these service,s Jnclude/ but are not limited to, the i \\ 

following: Medical and psychiatric care, educational~ 
and vocatiol1a,;t. training, counselling (individual, grou~~ 
family), trained supervision and guidance, recreational 
programming, minimum nutritional requirements, those ser­
vices necessary to ensure the re-integration of the 
youth into the community, and a phys:i.ca1 environment 
suited to the rendering of these services. 

4. A Graded Secure System is one which sets limits 
and imposes constraints. on youth, for care and treatment 

~ "and fo"r protection of the punlic. It inyblves' several 
levels and types of secure settings and prbgrams~ 
"Se'curity", \lithin this system, should be defined in <:"C' 

terms of outcome br resul~. While the setting bf limits 
is an essential part of this system" the most desirable 
and effectivecmethod of maintaining security is through 
programs apd staff which attract and involve youth 
rather than through a primary reliance upon mechanical 
constraints. 

o 

SECURE DETENTION: PROGRAM INTAKE AND PLACE~~NT 
.li 

Comment~: Secure detention is one of three possible 
.~ :! ,/ . \ 

levels of plaC3B!nent of youth in D¥,S on detention status. 

Tpe other two levels a,re shelter-care (generally involving' 

placements in group homeiS"or residential j~acili ties) and 

foster-care (placements with individuals). Shelter-care and 
,,:' 

fost,er-care are considered to be non-secure placements. 

In theory, a program or facility is included in the securl= 

system on the basis of its capacity to provide physical 

security 'and the type of youth for which the program is 

designed. 

At present, DYS has 114 placements in five programs for 

s,ecure detention. * They range in type from the large, 

*For a complE;:telist 6f all DYS se,cure programs I see the 
table, infra, p. 71. ~ 
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much publicized, institution at Roslindale where short­

term detainees and long-term bind-o~~;s ar~ intermingled, 

to the Charlestown lIy" Overnight Arrest Uni t" a locked 
. # 
~etting' wh~re youth are on,ly to be placed vpendipg arraigu-
I 

l~ent. In "fact, sever~l non-secure programs seem to be 
~ ~ 

ldentical to some of the secUJ;:e detention facilities in " 
,";'~. '.~ 

l\ ;~f~~:, 

terms of their capacity to provide physicaL security and 

the characteristics of the youth placed in them. 

As is the case ~li th the other placement levels, five 

categories of youths may be placed in sepure detent'ion. 

Four of them coincide with a youth's court status, i.e. 

detained by bYS in default of bail. These are: 

(a) Regular Detention (placed pe,nding.thenext 

court appearance) ; 

(b) Double Status (similarly placed on a pending 0 
Q 

case but also wi th,a previous outstanding commitment);. 

(c) Bind.-Over Status (placed pending trial in 
---:1 " 

Superior Co.urt as !!.an,:;adul t); and ,..... II ','" "" 
(d) Children in Need of Sery;ices (placed pending 

determination of a so-called CHINS petition).~ 
II 

The fiftI1~) category is called Reception/rl'r~lnsfer Status. 

Youths in this ca.tegory are not detainees)! they are already 
:! 

committed to DYS and are awaiting a progr~lm placement or a 
Ii 
ii 
1: 

!I 

transfer of the placement. 
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This d~tairtee Placemen~~Jx is highly questionable. 

Youths in each category have, as a general rule, substan­

tialLy different needs and reasons for being detained and' 

require substantially different types of services and . 
approaches. Of the five categories of detainees who may 

presently be placed in secure detention, only those in a 

regular 1 double, or bind-over status are appropriately 
I) 

placed there. CHINS youth have engaged in acts which have 

b,een de-criminalized and should not be placed with the other 

secure detention youth, if only for their own protection. 
. . ' 

coInIIiitted youth on reception/~ransfer status need treat-

ment progra.111 placemen'ts, not detention care and services. 

The intake and placement process in a sy~tem of ~his 

complexity must necessarily be, st,rictly regii'lated. 'At the 
',,' 

II 

present timei dec±,Sionsare made on a regional basis through 

a process which is not uniform and~is substantially unregu-

lated by any central authority.* 

" 
Secure detention positions are allocated on a monthly 

'basis among the seven regions by ;l;h:= ,regional directors 

and coordinated by the ,central office. Individual secure 
c 

pla2fements a~e known as 11 slots" and they are allocated in 

accordance with the projected needs of each region. These 

slots can be rj~~~-allocated or traded if a region needs 

additional placements. The number of positions avaflabl'e 
o 

~,~--~--------------~----

"*DYS has taken several actions which are designed to 
regulate this process more closely while preserving regional 
flexibility. 

o ,;,' 
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to ceach region', and the method by which the placement d~~ci-

sions are made within each region, vary dramatically. 

decision may depend upon time of day, volume, and the i~di~ 

vidual deciding. A placement decision may often. be made 
i 

solely on the basis of a telephone call from the court 
I} 

which sets bail. Once a placement is made, tpere is no 

provision for a comprehensive formal review of that deci­

sion ')by anyone, unless the duration of the placement exceeds 

thirty days. 

The Task Force recognizes the,~"iegitimate" n~e9 for ex-
.:r 

pedi tious action' in placing detained youth •. However, the . 

informality of this intake process and the crisis environ-

ment in which it must often operate seem primarily designed, 

to ensure that any available secure placement positions will 

be ~illedi it does not reasonably ensure an effective a~d~ 
efficient use of those positions; and the potential for 

inappropriate placements seems clear. 

The reform of this intake and placement process is an 

essential pre-condition for other needed reforms. The cate-

goriesof youth eligible for secure placements must be 

limited and the characi'eristics of youth appropriate for 
;, 

such placements deli.6.eated. A pre-placerrfent review prot:ess 
a 

and a formal intake mechanism should be implemented in each 
,; 

region which can serve to rationalize placement decisions 

,.;, and ensure some measure of uniformity. 
<,..-1.. •• 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

c 1. DYS must develop and implement, uniform" 
policies and p:r:-ocedures governing the secUre deten­
tion intake and placement proc~ss to.ensure that only 

rJl 

(j 
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D 

youths in need of secure detention are placed at that 
level .and then only for the shortest possible time. 
The Roslindale Consent Decree could serve as a guide­
line for these policies and procedures. Among other 
things, the policies must delineate with some speci­
fici ty the profiles of youth who ,are appropriate f9r 
secure placement. 

2. At the same time, DYS should expand its 
concept of secure detention to permit and include a 
graded system involving a range of program levels and 
types. This system would include existing programs 
which rely on methods other than mechanical constraints 
alone to set limits on the freedom of a youth's move­
ment. : . 

3. The allocation of secure placements 
among ,regions should be made on the basis of a ratio­
nal apd systematic determination of need which is con­
sistent with uniform standards. .. 

U 4.. Absent an eFlergency, si tua tion" no 
,l. ~""- youth should be placed in;, a secure placement wi th­
~ out a thorough intake eva~uation, interview' and 

assessment which covers at\ a minimum: (a) the 
severity of the charges, (b) the probation record, 
(c) the recommendation, ifahy, of the court, 
(d) physical and emotional condition, (e) physical 
size and age, (f) ties to the community, (g) like­
lihood of appearing for trial, (h) prior DYS history 
and contact, (i) informatiop available from commun­
ityagencies and resources, and (j) input from the pa­
~en£s and a repref,lentative of the youth (attorney or 
advocat~) . 

*5. Each region should have an intake-recep­
tion center, program or facility which has the capacity 
to evaluate detained youths prior to placement and to 
make determina tionsas to the most appropriate placement. 

'" 

\b' These programs spould also be capable of meeting the need 
for emergency placements in the case of overnight arrests. 
Whether the prO,grams are administered and staffed by DYS I 

privately" or by the combination of the two, they should be 
patterned aftE?r the Community Advancement Program (CAP)' 
in Region II and the Center for Human Development (CHD) 
PFogramin Region I. In addition, these intake-reception 
programs must have the capacity to do the following, at a 
minimum: 

- operate 24 hours per dayj 

D 

" 
, 

*programs designed to implement this recommendation have 
been ipitiated in at least 5 of the 7 DYS regions~ Significant 
progrer§s' in Recommendations # I ... 4 turns on effective use of 
these programs. 

D 
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1~cce1~t youth upon referral from 
couri;.s and ( in overhight arrests, 
from \\police departments; 

Furnish all transportation services; 

- Conduct'the intake intervie;.w of each 
youth in accord~nce with Recommenda­
tion #4. 

~' 

- Maintain complete rec,ords and docu­
mentation relating to each youth 
referred to it; 

- Notify the court (probation office) 

o 

of each placement made and the reasons 
therefor within 24 hours, and there- G 

after, keep the court aq.;visedof the 
placement status of the youth during 
the detention pe,riodi 

I, 

- Collect and mair'{tain information con­
cerning profile' of youth as a basis 
for planning adl program develbpment 
by DYS and for;/routine monitoring of 
the intake pro~ess. 

Ii 
" 

6. All secure placement decisions of the 
regions should be subjectf~dto a system of formal 
review wi thin 24 hours ofl the placement. 

o 
7. The categories of youth eligible for 

placement in the secure system qhould be limited to 
Regular, Bind-Over and poubleStatus detainees. 

'·1'}'1.:- _ 

'::" 

*8. CHINS youth should not be detained or 
placed in any DYS program or facility_ (See foot­

.note at p. 20 !upra.)e 
I ,1 

9. Youths/in reception/transfer status 
should not be cons iQ:'ered, or- aeal t with,' as detain­
ees and should not I;PElf in secure detention place-
ments . '"'\) , , 

10 f'? you:ths on a bind'-over s ta tus should 
not be detained in facilities with other detained 
or committed youth uiness those programs can 
effectively address their nee'ds without adverse 
consequences to others .in those programs or"fac­
i~lities • 

;?i~\ 
V 'I,: "? 

o 

,9 
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11. Youths who are in different status 
or who are to be detained for signif.i:cantly dif­
erent lengths of time should not be placed in 
the same program except on an emergency basis un­
less an individual assessment indicates that would 
be effective. c, 

12. The fact that a youth is a "runner", 
or clearly manifests a re~sal to return home should 
not alone support a secure detention placement when 
the character of the offense charged or the youth's 
general behavior pattern would not independ~ntly 
warrant such a placement. ." 

SECURE TREATMEN~PROGRAM~~NTAKE, PLACE~NT 

AND REINTEGRATION 

,~ 

Comments: The Secure trea~ment intake and placemen~ 

process is more formal than tl;;at for secure detention. 

Central team review of regional referrals for placement 

affords a method for making final placement decisions uni-

form. In addition, DYS has developed policy guidelines 

for this int'ake and placement process. However, there is 

also more time available to make a reasoned placernent de-

cision and a greater opportunity to ensure that the process 

funct«ons effectively: While the model is better, the 
. ( •. ! . 

limi tations in p~l!lformance are more pronounced and less 

justifiable. Since the ~liminary Report, DYS has radi­

cally revised this process and these changes a.re reflected 

in these comments. 

The informal! ty of the r.egional referral process poses 

the same kind,s of potential problems here as in secure de-

tention. The regions are the primary source of referrals 

for placement~ The decision to refer ( or not to refer, a~ 

particular youth is generally made by the regional case-
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worker subject to review by a regional s"tJ\pervisor. In the 

past, these practices were substantially undocumented and 

this low visibility precluded review or a demonstration 

that only those you:t.h who were appropriate for" security 

were being referred. 'Reasons for rei'erral decisions must 

now be documented and the case files now indicate if secur-

ity was considered but rejected by the region and why. 

However, the latter decision is still not subject to cen-

tral review.* 

The actual intake and placement decision is made by 
I;' 

the, central team under the Director of, Secure Treatment . 

This team is composed of representatives of each region 

and of each secure program. It meets on a weekly or bi~ 

weekly basis. The placement decisions are by majority 

vote. The'team procedures and role had several fimita-

tions. Except where noted, all of them have been address-

ed. 

a. The criteria by which a pla,cement decision 
was made was unclear other than some deter,mination 
of "heaviness" or program preferences for certain 
types of youth; further, there seemed tabe a; signi­
ficant variation among Team members as to the weight 
accorded various factors. 

h. There was no formal method for including 
representatives of the youth or outside profession­
al assessments. 

" *The decision not 'to refer to the centr,al team should 
be review:ed at least in the case of a youth who, using 
Task Force crit,eria, is presumptively eligible for security~ 
Such a review would assist in monitoring and), more' important" 
eQuId serve to demonstrate the capacit.y of an appropriate 
non-secure placement -Eo meet the need for public protection 
in many of these cases. 

--r, , 

" 
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c. The extent to which the Team had a compre­
hensive prof.ile of each youth depended primarily on 
the region. 

d. No formal record was maintained of each 
placement decision; nor was there a systematic 
effort to monitor the progress of a youth placed 
by the Team. The Team still does not review period­
icallyyouths it rejected for secure placements. 

e.The Team still can only place a youtl1 in 
~programs presently labelled by DYS as "secure"':" . 
Any other placement alternative is left for reglonal 
decision . '" 

\ . 

f. The Team did not review those decisions 
which end the stay of a youth in a secure programi 
nor did theyre"IJiew' whether re ... integration plans 
were in place or the resources available. 

The last two 'limitation's~riderline the two major sub-

stantive defects which still exist in the secure treat-
:, 

ment placement system. Both can be immediately addressed 

by DYS. The first one is the limited definition of a "se-

" cure program. A IIgraded system of securityll with a variety 

of- program levels and types, ranging from light tp heavy, 

should exist. There are seve,ral "non-secure ll programs 

which clearly fit within the definitions proposed by the 
"~-=,,~ 

Task Force and should be used as secure placement alterna-. ,. ("} 

tives for a]?propriate youths:. 

The second major defect is the lack of adeguatefollow-

up planning and services once a youth leaves a secure pro-

9'ram to return to the community. It is one of the best 

examples of the lack of coordination and integration among 

the parts of the community-based system. Cpordinated plak­

ning for re-integration shOUld begin the day a youth enters 

a secure p:r;-ogra1l1. At the time of the prelirninafy Report/ 
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the amount and quality of the contact maintained between the 

regional caseworker, the youth and the program varied signi­

ficantly from region to region and progr~m to program. In 

addition, the procedures.and policies for disgharging youths 

from secure programs and the follow-up methods used also 

varied significantly. 

"DYS has taken. steps to ensure that the, decision to 

"graduate"., or "terminate" a youth is made by both DYS and 

the programs and that the responsibility .for afpier-care 

planning, follow-up and services is assumed by the regions. 

The quality of these plans and servie'es may well' determine 
c ~ ~ 

" 
whether the youth will have future contact with the juvenile 

or adult system - one of the criteria by which :the public , 
and the courts may appropriately judge DYS' performance. ~ 

is also a'l relevant criteria for DYS to use to evaluate its 

own perforrnarrce. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

*1. DYS must tighten, upgrade and standard- J' . 
ize the criteria for referral to and. intake into '.. 
secu:t::$= programs.. DYS should adopt the definition of 
"Secure Treatment Program" proposed by the Task Force 
as a first step in eS,tablishin9" these criteria. 

* 2. Regional personnel must understand the.s€;· 
criteria, and their decisions to rerer and not toreier 
youths for a Secure placement must be monitored .on a 

,.·,· ..... ,regular basis to ensure compliance. 
-/\A .. "', CJ, (' 

3. The present composition, size and struc- . 
the central team should be evaluate'd to deter­

mine if it is the best method for making placement dsci-' 
sions and for assuming the expanded role cOntemplated 
for it by these Recommendations. *I.n any event, th"e 
Team should include qualified profe'ss'ionalperson'i'lel /) 
who are not affiliated with the regions or the pro­
grams and the placement process mllst be regularly 
reviewed by the Assistant corruni,ssioner for Clinical 
Services. 
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4. Upon referral by the region, the Team 
should 'consider programs other than those presently 
designated as secure ~s being among the placement 
alternatives available to it. !t should not be 
limited to either placing a youth in a secure place­
ment or rejecting the youth and leaving further 
placement to the region. Such a broadened range of 

c: placements is essential to the implementatioh of a 
~Ugraded secure system". 

*5. Before it makes a decision, the Team 
must ensure that it has before it a complete history 
of every youth and an assessment based on detailed 
"core-type" evaluations which addresses individual 
needs and includes an individualized treatment plan. 
It-should reject any regional referral which does 
not include this history and assessment, or any 
other information the Team deems necessary for 
making a responsible decision. Standardized forms 
must be developed and promulgated by DYS to ensure 
regions understand what will be required. 

*6. 'The Team must ensure that each case 
before it is effectively p:t:esented. The presenta­
tion ~hould be made by the regional caseworker and 
must include evidence that there has been an adequate 
opportunity at ~he~regional level for advocacy by the. 

'. youth I s attorneyi~ '~arents or other representative. 

*7. The voting process should be formal­
ized so that there are complete written minutes for 
each meeting .which include each member's vote and 
reasons for it. No decision should be made wi thou-t 
a quorum. 

8. The Assistant commissioner must develop 
a method for regularly monitoring the eventual place­
ment and progress of each youth the Team rejects. * The 
progress of each youth placed by the Team should be 
formally monitored on,a monthly basis. 

(~> 

9. DYS must establish standards, policies 
and procedures relating to casevlOrker!program!youth 
contact, support, after-care plann~ng and a monitor­
ing and review method for discharge!termination.* The 
Assistant Commissioner and the Team should review 
any deqision bya program to terminate, graduate, 

o transfer Or otherwise change the program status of 
any youth it 'has placed. 

*The Recommendation, or the part following the asterisk, 
has been substantially implemented. 
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*10. The Regions mustbe"held accountable 
and responsible for youths placed in secure programs. 
In the absence of any other continuous system of advo­
cacy for youth, regional casework~rs must be responsi:;"' 
ble for the youth from commitment until termination 
from DYS. (\f3~1 

11. Oi'scharge policies ·and. procedures must 
be directly tied to intake cr~teria and procedures 
and treatment plans and goals". No youth, other thc;]l 
by voluntary act after leaving the jurisdiction of DYS, 
~should leave any program or the graded secure program 
system "without adequate plans being made .for re-in·te­
gra tio!1 and follow-up over time. '. 

*12. The Assistant Commissio~er must be re­
sponsible for ensuring that adequate plans exist for 
re-integrating every youth placed by the Team;. 

. ~ 

SECURE PROGRAMS: .N~TURE· AND CONTENT ... 
Comments :. 

<> 
The ~ffectiveness of DYS in meeting its 

statutory obligations to provide care and treatment is 

dependent upon the quality of a broad and diverse range 

of progrq.ms. These programs j whether administered or 
Q 

,(." 

funded directly by DYS, or through a system of purchase­

of-services, vat:y substantiaily in philosophy, content, 

size and quality. MUch?f this variety is consistent with 

the need for flexibility in qare and treatment recognizing 
II 

both the diversity o£ needs ang the reality that there is 
l~.' ~ _ 

c (,!: 

no simple or single panacea. The variations in quality ~re, 
I ,. 

,i 

however, ,inconsistent with and undercut,,: the strengths of the 
I' 

diverse syst::etn ole conunun;i.ty-based pr@gt:'ams. 

The Task Force has no simple p~escription for remedy­

ing this ve~y complicq.ted problem. However, the most criti­

cal factors in creating a context in which qua·lity programs 

are possible consistent with security are r.eadily identifi .... 
o 

able. (The singlemb'st importantfilfactor - staff quality -

is addressed if separately infra.) 
q, 

~. 
<:1 

,(,I 

() 

~) '! 
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1. population Si~. Programs which are small. in size 

have the greatest potenl~ial for providing quality care. in a 

secure setting. The placement of large nqmbers. of youth in 

one~ecure environm~n( however humane, inevitably results 
o j 
in an institutional atmosphere an~ pattern of con~bct ~nd, 

ilJ;:;;.general, is neither rhore secure nor more economical. 

Beyorid a critical population mass, program staff, however 

dedicated and skilled, expend a significant amount of th(:ir 

time and (~resources exercising control and neutralizing the 

adverse effects of size. They must resort to extraordinary 

methods to the detriment of either decent and humane care or 

security. The youth population of any secure program should 

not exceed 12 - 15 unless there is clear proof that the 

q\?-ality of care an~ services afforded .each youth would be 

significantly enhanced byoa larger population. 

I 
I 
I 
1.\\ 
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I 

2. The Nature of the~cifity. T'he perf·orma:nce record I 
of juvenile custodial facilities designed to provide, and 

relying primarily upon, traditional high-level security pro-

files is replete with examples of '>'lasted resources, oppressive 

treatment and counter-productive results. The in~tutional 

past 61E DYS is just one example of this pattern which is 

replicated in almost every jurisd~ction in this country.* 

Seourity is not primarily a matter of bricks, mortar, 

locks and bars. Programs utilizing a low-profile ,security 

. design, '>'lith a limited population, innovative and effective 
(7 

*See Supra. p. 12. 
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programming, in an environment which affords decent interior 

and exterior space, represe~t t~le optimum for ~~n the most 
, ~ 

difficult youth in a gro?d¢d secJUre system. These models' 

exist. in the community-basea system and they should be up­

graded and supported. 

The fact that a program is lodged in a state facility 

does not mean .it" will inevi·t.ably assume the negative charac­

teristics associated' with insti tution'al·' care. However, the 

level of expenditure required to renovate and maintain many 

of these facilities in order to provide decent living envir­

onments tnay often far exceed their utili!:y. For these reasons, 
o 

the use of facilities like Roslindale and Worcester should' 
\':~') 

not be replicated. If they must be used in the absenc.e of 

other available alternat~vesl DYS must ensure that the 

secure program provided complies with the optimum model 

described above. 

3. Quality control and Program content. One of the 

rnaJ"or strengths of the DYS community-base02- system is the 
,,, 

u potential to evolve a multitude of care and service approaches 

adapted to the needs of youth instead of adapting yout..~s to 

the moldor~quired by a unitOfY system. Flex;,i..bility in re- . 
'''c'i\\\" " 

source allocations, purchase"':'of-service contracting, region'" 
~ 0 

alized needs assF=ssments l and the involvement of 'private Pro .... 
u 

vider.s 1 are just some of the factors which contribute ",to the 

unique m4x of programs admin~stered under the "bYSunilirel1a. 

However, the corollary to .flexibility and mix "is the dema~d 

on DYS to provide quality control and program content 
p 

standards and to apply them in a way whic'h avoids homogen:" 

if',!, 
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izing prograil?s wh.ile ensuring a base:tine of quality and 

full accountability, 

Quality control begins with tL1el initial funding deci>-
\1 ~I 

sion process and continues through the technical assistance, 

monitoring and evaluation phases. In each phase, DYS' 
D" 

methods have'been inconsistent and its capacity inadequate. 
!:::-

Its program specifications and contracts have been vague, 

de~i~: of standards and :"\competence measures, and limited in 
n '., 

'~ ,~, 

statements about the services to be provided and the types of 

youth to be~erv~d. "Monitoring and evaluation occurred\ on 
(; \~ 

" 0 

an ad hoc and subjective- basis and came to be !perceived as 
-." -- ~; 

Uspying'~,'andlacked internal credibility. Gi~!:en this state 
\\ 

I' 
J 

of affairs, prog~~s could rarely be held accountable 
,.-;,.:"_t r. 

'e 

except through bombshe"fls. The Commissioner does not need 
u 

this legacy to c:burden him 'and DYS has revised its methods t 

but its technical capacity is sti11 inadequate. 

Effective qUality control ultimately depends upon pro­

giam de'velopment aChd content. /c ''roo often x- DYS has 
" ' ~" 

funded a good rl'dea I an innovative concept or a dynamic 

indiv;idual in order to get programs in place without an 

adequate assessment of their viability, whether they met 
,::) :, ·f? ,t 

a general need, and/or the manner of implementation. The 

responsibility for, program types and thei:!:" programmatic 

con~nt must be assumed bY§.nd rest with DY,S, not the 
::----! 

~ 0 

individual program. A crucial first step is the promulga--

tion of specific and comprehensive minimum standards cover-

'J '.) ~,O;' 
'-' '..) 
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ing the subj ects recommended!: by the Task Ferce~ The soub-

I ~\ stance ef the standards ceu~d be ~eadily deliheated em the 

U b ' f' '·t' l' () , " as~s 0. " ~e:E. ~~t a a rev~ew ef eX1.st1.ng programs 

which previde quality centent, (b) the detailed reperts ''on 

pregrams prepared by the DYS Evaluatien,':t'eam, and (c) the 

Reslindale Censent Decree.*" These standards will also. , ' 

assis~t: DYS to. evaluate and j~ustify the reseurce(),1eeded to. 

develep and sus'tain a"geed pregram, a pre-conditien not only 
c 

fer pregram develepmen"l;. but' also. fer selidfunding ,decisiens 
,i./ ' 

and credible budget requests. 

Even with the general diversity and adaptabIlity of the 

DYS system, special a~tentien will be required in addressing 
<J~ " 

pregram centent and deve~epment fer s@cure detentien and 

'" yeung wemen.,twe areas which have presented particularly dif£i"': 
, • II 

cult preblems in the past. Pregram development in secure de-
a 

tention must be geared to. the unique preblems posed by the 
D 

gre'a;~ variatiens in, and the uncertaintyef, the duratien 
~.' 

d( a yeuth I s stay in a pregram and is compounded b¥ pepu... i; 

J.~tions cempesed ef yeuths ef markedly different statuses. 

This mix pl~ces an even greater strain on pregramsand staff 

already overburdened by limited reseurces and the demands 

upen them. 

,,*DYS has now compJ.eted drafts ef standards for twO of 
\) its levels ef care. Fester~cc3.re standard's. were drafted by," 

a DYS staff g-roup he~ded by R.egfna Mandl:!~' 'Standards for 
group ,residential homes were prepared lJythe DY'S Monitering 
Beard, a group appointed by the Comrni$sion;'er which'included 
directorsef a variety ef private residential 'programs, 
chaired by Craig Burger of Anke,r ~ouse and $taffed by Jeah " 
Bellow." ' '0 

i') 

o 

o 
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'" The numlJ'er gnd range of program alternatives geared to 

the needs of young" women has been inadequate generally. 

Their care and treatment seems to have been releg,ated to a 

second-class status. However, in the course of the past two 

years, DYS has been attempting to address this critica~ ser-

vice gap. Whil.e funding limitations continue to be an 

obstacle(DYS has made a reasonable ,amount of progress. * 

DYS must continue to experiment with, and accept the challenge 

, to provide l innovative but effective programs for young wom~n. 

It also must ensure young women are not relegated to a "second-

class" status and thai:: different, more "pr04:ective" I criteria 
• t 

are not applied ,to them in terms of their eligibility for 

secure placements. 

Finally, there are certain DYS youths who pose special-

iz.ed treatment and care problems wbich clearly can and' should 

nOt be met by even the most effective DYS programs. They are 

the youths who J based on conduct and clin.ical assessments, 

are primarily either "dangerous to themselves" or in need of 

specialized psychiatric treatment in a secure setting for . ~ 

pUl:'poses of public protection. These youths require treat- II 
.;;, ,'" 

ment services vlhich should be provided by the Department of 

Mental Health. 
q 

*{!pproximately 18% of DYS' program resources are now 
devoted to young women, who constitute ,12% of the DYS popu­
lation. In addition, the Commissioner has appointed several 

'I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I' 
I 
I 
I 
I 

~ I 
women to major administrative/policy positions in DYSI' and I") 

created the position of Assistant Commissioner for Gir.ls J servicesl 
A general examination of the needs of young women in DYS 

is the subject of a separate study llowpeing conducted by the 
Task Force on Girls'i Most In Need of Services chaired by Repre­
sentative Barbara Gray. 

\1 

I 
I 

\' 
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RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. No secure program should have a populatio~ of 
more than 12 - 15 youths. . i_,··. . 

2. Each program facility must .. provide a decent, 
humane living environment, including sUbstantial in·terrtal 
and external space and a low profile security design con­
sis'tent with the need for quality. care and security. 

3. DYS and the Office for Children (OFC) must 
ensure that DYS program facilities comply with~OFC lic­
ensing standards and all applicable state and local health 
and safety laws. 

o 

4. DYS must ensure that all of its programs 
have adequate assistance in site location, community rela­
tions and housing funding. 

*·5 .. ' ,The DYS Qentral office should -be respon­
sible for all contracting and funding decisions for 
secure prpgrams. 

*6. 'DYS should make consistent use of more 
detailed REP's to develop program prototypes, ensure 
meaningful' competition.and later account.ability. 

*7. All pro'gram contracts should contain 
minimum standards and be detailed as to the expected 
services to be provided.. No contract or grant should 
be made without a detailed review of the capacity of 
the p~ogram to implement its objectives and of DYS 1 

need for such a program. 

*8:>" DYS should establish a timetable for 
program implementation w}l1::1.ch inc.ludesclear provi-:­
sions for technical assistance, monitoring and eval-
ua.tion. '" 

*9. D):S mustestablJ..sh minimum standards 
for every program which clearly set forth what is 
required and. what is prohibited in order toestab­
lishtherang.es within which vaJ,;"iety and flexibility 
may be offered by DYS programs. . 

o 

10. The minimum standq,rds should COVer nutri­
tion, living 'conditions, education, clinical services, 
counselling, vocational skills, program incentive . 
systemsr'1 controls I schedules, reporting, accountabl,.1.i ty, 
legal rights, rules and regulations, recreation, staff 
selection, training, super-vision, qualificai::ions and 
per;formance review. 

,------------~---------
:;) 

;\"Substantial progress has been made ." 

o 

~'., 
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11. Every program must prcfvide' at least the 
following: (a) 24-hour emergency m~dical, psychiatric 
and dental treatment and daily monit:oring; (b) adequate 
opportuni ty and space for internal ~lnd external recrea­
tional acti v i.ties; . (c) adequa te ed u~=a tional tes ting , 
development and skills programs and personncel, and (d) an 
effective educatidnal and recreati~nal component. 

12. DYS should establishidifferent categories 
of detention programs according to i'the status of youth 
and the duration of the detention.' The program content 
of these programs should adhere toi'the same standards that 
a~e applicable to treatment progra!tns, subject to appro­
priate adaptations gearecl.j;o the different status of de-
tain~es • '=-~-----', 

13. Within practical and legal limits, DYS 
should, within 24 hours of placement, ensure that at 
least some p):'eliminary assessment is made of each 
detained youth regarding any physical, medical or 
psychological disabilities or problems which either 
require immediate attention or would affect the 
placement decision. Records must be kept and pro­
cedures for follow-up te'sting and diagnosis must be 
implemented for youths subsequently committed to DYS. 

14. The care· and/or treatment services available 
inp;r.ograms and placement decisions must be coordinated 
ana;understood. No youth should be placed in a program 
without an individual plan of care and a determination 
that that~program can aadress'that plan in accordance with 
specific timetables and goals. Programs should be re­
quired to further refine and develop those timetables and 
goals for each youtf)., and should be subject b? regular com­
pliance reviews. 

15. Every treatment program must be responsible 
for ensuring that re-integration plans are made for each 
youth in conjunction with the appropriate DYS personnel. 

" '.' 
*16. DYS and D~lH must cooperate to ensure that 

DMH treatment services are available for appropriate 
OYS youth. Until DMH has secure tacilities available for 
placement, DMH should make the neo-essary personnel avail­
.able on a regular basis to DYS and its programs. Similar 
"kinds of cooperative arrangements should be developed with 
othe~ agencies who share with DYS the responsibility for 
prov,iding. services t,p DYS youth. I, 

iI 

il 

*Substantial 
If 

progresl~ 'k~ been made. 
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*17. DYS must develop adequatecsecure programs 
in both treatment a~d .detention which are geared to the 
particular needs of young women. Until DYS resolves 
the problem of how to Cl-ddress the very small percelatage" 
of . young women whc; ma¥ be eligible fo.:::- securetreatme!bt,. 
us~ng the same cr~ te'r~a that are appl~ed to young meIi';" 
additional alternative program models patterned af~ 
the detention programs which have proven to be ef~ctive 
with young women must be developed and funded .. 

18. The DYS budget for secure progran:ts mus t be 
increased to include and permit meaningful program, treat­
ment, assessment and staf.fing content. 

STAFF QUALITY 

Comments: The single most imp6rtant factor in .the 

success of any progr?ffi is the quality ?tnd competence of 

its staff. The multi-faceted roles and responsibilities' 

of a secure program staff are particularly demanding. They 

require a range of skills and experiences in establishing 
o 

; 

relationships of trust with difficult and aggressive yout;h 

in order to involve them in programs, while.- at the same 

time.! bej};d'g able and willing to set limits r and to confront 

these youth in a risk situation ~ithout losing control. The 

staff of every program inust be large enou~hto (a) encompass 

a broad range of skills and experience and (b) ensure a capac-
.--,.-,.-

ity to deal with youth in a 24;;'hourper day,f 7-day 1?er week 
It,! 

secure environment without relying on custodialattikudes 

and practices. 

While there are many dedicated skilled people employed 

W by DYS and the.prograrns who consistently perform effectively 

and ~.rofessionally't a significant minority still lack the 

necessary qualificat~onsr training and/or attitudes. Tne 

combinatio~ of quality personnel strained to th~ir limits 

o 

o 
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and unqualified or unproductive personnel filling desparately 

needed positions and performing critical roles is a situation 

'f,-1hich must be addressed and remedied. Some of these problems 

at'e caused by the state civil, service system and generally 
"(:\ 

low salary le\7,e1s., More upgraded positions and ftindins 

increases are clearly needed to permit DYS and the programs 

to attract and retain qualified staff, and greater flexibi­

lity in dealing with state employee personnel matters would 

be useful. 

"I, 
o 

I 
I 
I 

I 
More funds and flexibility alone 1 however, are just as ... 

clearly not the answer. The development of quality staff is I 
accomplished primarily by systematic and comprehensive train-

ing efforts arid a material upgrading of personnel selection, 

supervision and performance review practices. Once these are . 
~-~ 

in place, many staff pro~)mts will either remedy themselves,: 

I 
I 

or there will be a basis for action by DYS. ,These self-help I 
efforts are pre-conditions for credible requests for additional 

resources. 

RECOMMENDATIONS'O: " 

*1. Job descriptions and minimum qualifications 
for every position must be developed. 

*2. The salaries of line and supervisory staff 
must be upgraded to correspond to the level of skill and 
experience required for each position~ and a salary schedule 
provided which allows for merit increases. In no event' 
shbuld staff salaries be lower than comparable personnel 
in the adult correctional system or other similar state 

~,' agencies providtng equivalent professional services. 

*3. DyE; should engage in a full review of 
its personnel to determine whether .reduction in staff 
is 'p?s~ible in areas, not related to the provision of 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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direct services and the necessary support staff. How:ever r 
'I no position should be eliminated if it cart be restrq,ctured 

to meet immediate and emerging DYS needs. 

*4. The present to-eal staff-to-youth ratio .in 
secu2-e programs of one-to-one is inadequate. Secure prO­
grams rE?quire staffing 24 hours a day, 7 days ·a weekj~+ld 
a program staff must perform a variety of functi9ns ang! 
have a variety of skills. The present ratio must be irru.\ie­
diately raised to at least 1 1/2-to-1 with an optimum goal 
of 2-to-l. 

*5. No line or supervisory staff position should 
exist for, or be filled by, a person whose skills, attitude 
and funct':ions are primarily those of a IIguard" and who is 
not qualified to constructively address the prOblems and 
needs of youths in secure settings .. 

*6. Each program must include as part of its 
staff individuals with specific experience and skills in 
counselling I education,' psychology and" physical education. 

*7. DYS must develop andimplemeht recruitment, 
selection r hirip.g and firing procedures which are uniform 
and subj ect to review.. In particular, emphasis must o0ntintie' 
to be placed on the developi~ent of effective and aggressive 
affirmative action prOgrams to ensure that minorities and 
women are adequately represented in D,YS and its programs at . 
all levels. 'c< 

*8 •. DYS must establish a formal program of orien-­
tation, initial and in-service traini.ngand reviews of staff 
performance. Training should include emphasis on behavior 
management,. crisis intervention and counselling,. basic saf~ty 
and medical .emergency procedures and DYSpolicies I . standax;;,ds 
and procedures. Participation in these programsshduld be 
a condition of continued employment. ' 

'kg. DYS sl~tluld develop effective methods and 
standards for monitoring and reviewing the performance of. 
all staff on at least a quarterly basis. 1\ formal, syst~m­
atic program of performance review and evaluation must h¢ 
required for. every program and be regularly monitored. "DYS . 
should provide techn~calassistance to regional office ahd 
program direotors in developing supervision .and evaluation 
procedures for, and in evaluating the: performance or, super-
visors and staff. ';1/ . 

C',) 

*10. 
program should 
tained in this 
program. 

o 

Even if funds are available, no new secure \ 
be initiate4 unless the recommendations can .... 
section are implemented at least as to t.hat 

*P):'og.ress "is being made( however" fund,ing limitations do 
legitilnately affect the capacity of DYS to implement parts of 
many of these recommendations. 

~--
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MANAGEMENT AND ORGANIZATION 
\' ) 

Comments: The managernerrtand organizational problems 

and issues facing DYS are the products of a re~or.m effort 
;/ 

which placed a premium on changing the nature of the system 

as quickly as possBle,' an qrganizational sO:ucture "which 

has not kept pace with the transition· 6f DY~; from a central-

ized, institutional system to one which is regional and 

community-based, and the lack of a managerial sophisti-

cation and capapity to administer a ne\V' and complex system. 

The problems, i.e. crisis management, coordination, account­

ability, control, autonomy, etc., are inevitable, but they 

must be addressed both in order to stabilize the reform 

and because they are the source of much of the criticism 

of DYS. . . -;:;;:.':.-':;;:::~--;;:'-:--:;; 

The Task Force has not at.tempted 4fn in-depth revie>;v of 

the management and organizational structure of DYS.* The 

Task Force cornIrtents are confined to those major problE;r{r~c,)) . , (( !/ 
areas which relate directly to the cap.acity ofDYS to ~qjkini-

·ster a system of security e~fectively. From th~s persp~~tive, 
the following measures would address the management needs of 

DYS and the bases for much of the external critigue~ 

First, DYS must know what is happening in its system 

at all times. Th{s requires up-to-date information and 

documentation of practices and actions .at every level on a 

O~egular basis. For example, current, aggregate data on 
;\ 

all youth, in the secure system a.t anyone time should be 

available in one place~ 
\\ 

.. J 

*This subject wai'add;;'essed in 1975 by the Governor,r s 
Manc;gement TaskForce and is currently the subject of a .. 
prOJect funo,ed by the Committee on Criminal Justice. ' 
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Second, operationa'l procedures and controls need to", 

be in place to "ensure that this information is generated 

and that policies are adhered to. The procedures and 

controls set forth in the Ro.slindale Consent. becree afford 

an example which 'could be adapted and applied throughout 

the secure system. 

Third, responsibility must be clearly affixed at 

every point in the system. For example/it must be clear 

who is responsible for maintaining contact with ,every 

youth and for ensuring that all info.rmation about each 

youth,is available at eyerY stagE7 of the process~ What 
o 

happens to a youth in DYS can depend as much on whether 

the youth has an advocate, or external pressure, as on· 

judgments made by DYS. 

~rth, There must be a clear delineation of the 

relationship' between the regional and central offices. 

The regional concept is desi'gned to maximize COrnmtl~?-ty­

based efforts and meet ~the program needs of each arQ.a . 

of the state. Yet no region has full administrative or 

funding control, responsibility or accountability for all 
, , 

you,ths, programs or services within its jurisdiction. 

,Fifth I the' administration of the community-based 

system requires the integration of all of its parts in an 

overall continuum. Yet the semantic and organizational 

differentiation between 11 secure'! anql "non-secure " programs 

and operations and between "secure detention" and "secure 
\'1 

"}, (/ e.,1 
treatment" can have the adverse functional effect of segre-

.gating the parts into automous entites ~ 
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The Task Force has not specifically prioritized its 

recommendations for administtative reform nor prescribed 

detailed timetables for implementation. These are the 

responsibility of the .~omrnissioner. The Task Force has 

sought to provide "structure without stricture". However, 

members have also expressed concern that making recommenda­

tions is not the same as making them happen, no matter how 

meritorious they may be or how much DYS is in agreement. 
. ~. 

As one member put it: "Who will decide to do it? When 

will the decision be made? What will happen in DYS to 

. make sure an ariswer is given and then it is implemented?" 

The Task Force is fully convinced that the task is 

manageable and that DYS and the community-based system are 

viable. Whether reform will occur depends upon hmv speci­

fically and when DYS. can answer the questions Just posedi 

and how aggressively DYS continues to develop the organiza-

tional and management capacity necessary to th8; admini-

stration of security as part of this unique approach to 

w 

juvenile corrections. 

RECOM!~ENDATIONS: 

*1. DYS must develop a record-keeping system 
which is uniform and current and which provides it with 
management, program and monitoring information. This 
system is essential for planning and bU,q,get purposes .• 

2. Current, comprehensive records on each 
youth must be maintained and be readily available to per­
sonnel at every decision 'point in the DYS system. Current, 
aggregate data on all youths must be available in one 
place at all times. 

,~, a 0 

*Progress is being made. 
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*3. Specific responsibility for dontinuity of 
contact with, and a, dvocacy fl' y,ouths and, ',their prog;t:'ess 
in the secure system must be ffixedat the regional and 
program level and be monitore at the supervisory and, 
management level.' , , 

4. "'DYS musu, address the problems and issues 
posed by its regional system and begin the process of 
determining the appropriate role of the regional and 
central offices and their inter-relationship. If the 
regional offices continue to be the primary operating 
entities, they must be given the resources necessary , 
and beHhelCl. strictly aCCoul1,.;table. The central" officer 
however 7 must retain primary responsibility for general 
program, planning and policy decisions, developm~nt and 
enforcement of standards, general training, supervision 
and review, monitoring and evaluation. 

S. If the central office is also to 90ntinue 
to administer some programs, particularly the "secure" 
ones, then the interface with the regions must be olear­
ly delineated and coordihated to ensure accountability. 

6. Regional offices and programs must be 
required to submit progress reports on a monthly and 
quarterly basis~ 

*7. Regional offices and. programs must be 
monitored on a regular basis and technical assistance 
must be available to them whenever it is needed. The 
performance of regional offices and programs should be 
evaluated annually on the basis of explicit standards( 
policies and procedures. 

*8. DYS must conform its job descriptions and 
titles at the administrative level to the actualrespon- . 
sibilities of the positions Cl,nd reform its organiza- '" 
jt;i,.onal structure to address t;he management needs of the 
system. It "must also ensure \~hat qualified persons are 
selected to fill the PQsition~. 

,'I 

" 900 In order to ensure a I!lanagement system, 
exists which provides clear accountability and effective 
policy devel,opment, DYS must upq,rade certain existing 
administrative positions in ord~r to develop an adequate 
technical capacity in planning,evaluation, data collec­
tion, budgeting and tra-ining. These functions are far too 
important to be performed as secondary responsibilities by 
the major deputies and assistants who have other primary 
operational and policy responsibilities. 

o 
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* * * * * * * 

N.B. The following Sections IV through VI address the 

secure placement and budgetary n~eds of DYS and the 
" 

responsibilities of others. These subjects were the 

primary focus of the sec9nd phase of the work of the 

Task Force which began in September J 1976, and ended 

in June,' 1977. In this" second phase, the Task Force 

also conducted a series of meetings throughout the 

state to obtain public comment on the work of the 

Task Force and continued to monitor the performance 

of DYS in implementing the recommendations for admini-
\i 

strative reform set forth in Section III. The pro-
':;'-J 

cess used by the Task Force in this phase is also de-

scribed in the Appendix. 

* * * * * * * C) 

'I'. 

{r 
Ii 



I 
'''I 
,I 
I 
I' 
I' 
Ii 
I 

" 

°1 
... :; 

I 
I 
I: 
I 

~I-'~-='" 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I' 

-46- G' 

'~) 

,~ 

\0' 

IV. THE SECU¥ PLACEHENT NEp:DS OF DYS 

<,t 
't:~ INTRODUCTION 

--..- . "..I'. _ 

One of the primary reasons for the creation of the 

Task For'cs was to determine the number of secure placements 

needed by DYS. Historically, this issue of llnumbers" has 

been one fbf the most politicized, controversial and sym-

bolic aspects of the de-instituti~malreforms of DYS. It 

has become the focus of th,e debate about, and tJ::r.,~ inherent 
o 

o c ' 

tension between, public protection and individua;lized care 
{(J 

and treatm'ent of youth in a community-based context. InQ 

the main, the controversy, involving all segments of the 

ideological spectrum, has generated far more heat than 9 
",." 

light. 

The Task Force review has been uniqtle in terms of tne 

consensus that eme'rged,from a membership 'i·lith a var:t.ety 9£" 

perspectives, on the issues and problems of, and the 

approach to, security in DYS. This Report reflects a 

" ,det,ailed consensus about, and Glear recognition of ( the 
I 

complex and multi-faceted. p.atuJ:;"e of security~ The task 
if 

Force's dominant theme is that the secure placement ~eeds 

of DYS cannot be reasonably or responsibly deter#!d.ned in 
, if ' 

a vacuum. These determinations require a framework and 

context in which the key terms are defined, the underlying 

principles articulated, the a,dministration of the .system 

analyzed,and the obje,etives, nature and content of secure' 
'i; 

(~, 

,programs considex;ed. without such a framework, there can 

a • 
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be no certainty that secure plac@ments will be used appro-

priatelYi the only inevitable result, is that any available 
~" . 

~ secure placement will be filled. 
~ , 

o 

\' 'V [) ~he Task For,ce consensus was that: secure placBrnent 
'II 
~ intake should be strictly regulated, governed by uniform 

\\ cri t'eria ( and bas.ed on comprehensive assessments. Demon-

11\ strable.( objective criteri~ gear~d to the use of security 
I!" , 

:as a matter Of public protection shoul& determine the pre-
(.: 

{)sumptive el.fgibility of a youth for a secure placement. 

J Thereafter J ~he actual need for a secure placement shoul~ 
" 

be based on ass'essment's both 6f the youth and the capacity 

of a non-secure placement to mitigate danger to C::Cne public. 

In a viable and effective system, the munber of yout1:J.s 
() 0 ,v C 

o 
,placed in> secur i ty should never exceed rand shquld generally 
, ~ 

• '/'0. 

be below, the maximum' number, id,entified as being pr(~sump-

t.d:,vely eligible by application of the Task Fbrce criteria. 

In the Preliminary Repor~rthe Task Force concludeo. 

that ev-enthough only a small, percentage and a limited ' 

number of, DYS youth needed security for public protection 
"<! 0, 

pur;poses ( there' cLearly vias a need to increase the number 

of secure placements'available. However 1 there was no 
, 

rational or responsible basis for accurately quantifying 

the present or projectE;d number and type of secure"place-

/1 me~ts needed by DY,S ( given the inadequacy and limi ta tloils 
~":' to 15 

of (a) available data or documentation fJ;om any source on 
o 

DYS youth in need of security and (b) the DYS framework 

for, ang'the administrative state ofrthe system of secur­

ity~ Therefore, the Ta~K Force recommended; that an inde ...... 
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pendent, objective study be undertaken during the second 

phase based on the principles and criter.ia set forth in 

the Prel~minary Report. The Task Force approved and adopted 
-!;:.) 

the findings of that,~study. This section summarizes those 
o 

" findings 'and sets forth the conclu§lions and recommendatiohs 
<;:) " 

of the Task Force on the Issue of numbers. 

METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY C') _________ "'-t.-__ '_, , .C 

1. The Task Force study was prepared and implemented a 

by a seven-person subco~ittee ft:t;J,c:1. the Planning un~t of 

" 
~DYS. * The Task Force members represented a cross-section' 

\) • 0 

of views and experience including research.~xperts, cnild, .dOD 

advocates, social ser~.· ices, law enforcement,. pro.bation., J:~_~o~~ '"' -'"del "tV'.J",@>)t, 
1\ 

and state agency personnel. In view of the limited nata 

and ~esources available, the time constraint~ and the Task 

For'~e objectives, the m~thod chosen represented, in the 

opinion of. the experts involved 1 the best available valid 

approach.** 

2 .. ' A computer print-out of all committed" youth*** in 

the DYS wstenr as dfSeptember 21.1 1976, was 9'btaiu,ed ,li~,ted 
-, 

c;, by rES~ion, from J@he DYS central office computer. The number of 
o 

*The Task Force members were L. Sco,tt Harshbarger.l Chair­
manJ' Depc;trtme:qt of the Attorney General; Joseph Toppin, Assist­
ant Secretary of PublicOSafetYi Joseph Foley, Deputy Commissioner 
of Probation; David Dayis, ,Massachusetts Uefende~s 'Committee; 
Stephen Bing f'" l1assachusetts Advocacy Center ; Robert Bruzzese, 
Office for Children; and Dr. Lloyd Ohlin, Harvard Center for 0, 

'Crimina1 Justice. IJ 

**]'10re detailed, info'rmatJon° about aDY a~pectof the meth-
odology described in this sect.ion is avai.lable from Joseph,' 0 . 

Cullen, DYS Planning Unit, or Dr,~ ~loyd Ohlin, Harvard Center 
for", Crimirial Justice. ':Che methodology" wQ:/3 al~o chosen because 
it can,b? readily .~t~~i adapted and. repl~cated. ,> 

. , ~ ~ 

, , . . t--..... ."\, .. -,' Q d 
?f**Exgeptwh@re~p'ecif~callynoteq, '!rhe uum9E;!rs.s,l:1" J?.§f- " 

centag,es in this section db hot incl.ude youth in DYS on a 
detention or referral "basis'only. ' 0 

<:::; 
o 
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o 

" yo.uth j.n each regio.n, listed by the co.mputer, was as follo.ws: 

I - 211 

II - 159 

" 
TOTAL - 1501 

III - 223 

IV - 336 

o 

v - 120 

VI - 339 

VII 113 

3 00 A table o.f rando.m numbers wa.s used to. select the 

sample fro.m the chro.no.lo.gical numbered listings o.f yo.uth by 

at decisio.ns about secure placement numbers. 

4 •. In o.rder to. elicit info.rmatio.n the subco.mmittee 

fel t to. be essential to. make decisi,ons abo.ut which yo.uth 

needed a secure program placement, a t~ree-page survey fo.rm 

Q was desig~ed to. be co.mpleted o.n each yo.uth in the sample. 

The survey fo.rms were distributed to. each regio.n and were 

co.mpleted by the individual casewo.rkers based o.n their 
. /) 

files and/o.r kno.wledge 'o.f each yo.uth. 
, (I 

The survey fo.rm elicited o.nly the fo.llo.wing info.rmatio.n 

summary o.neach youth: (a) juvenile reco.rCi wi thda'tes and 

o.ffenses; (b) mo.st s.erio.us adju.dicated o.ffense; (c) number 
U" 

o 

of co.rnmitmentst6 DXSi (d) any clinical diagno.sis; (e) place-
,,' 

ment .histoj!.y in DYS, includil1g ;~ates, nature a~p type o.f 
'_I 

pro.gram, and reaso.ns £01;,' leaving placements::( (f) a statement 

II 
I 
I 
I, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
·1 

i~: ~arra.tive fo.rm o.f the caseworker 1 s' ,preferred placement plan; I, 
',\ and (g)- '&h'e act'lml placement, plan. o 

I' 
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iJ 

5. The votes of the subcommittee were based sole2y on 
v 

the information contained in this form. The' votes occurred"· 
"~: 

in a series of meetings over a two-month· period through mif,l-
Q 

December , .. 1976. votes on you th f~om various region;:; were 

interspersed. Each member had an opportunity to review each 

survey form in advance of these meetings. Each member voted 

orally, and the order of voting rotated, on each case. 

The sUbcommittee took two kinds of votes.~· The first 

was to det.errnine whether the youth was appropriate fora 

secure placement of some kind. If,so, a secqnd. vote was 

taken to determine the type or level of secure placemel1t. At 

the end of the process, iI]." an attempt to further ensure uni-
, 1..,,,< \l • . 

formity, the subcommittee reviewed all of its a£fir1hative 

votes on secure~' placements and all close negative votes. 

This review-confirmed the originalovotes and resulted in no 

changes in ou tcome ~ (J . 

6. In determining 'w'hethera youth was appropriate fQr 

a secure placementi the subcommittee applied the criteria 
. ~ Q 

recornrn,endedby.theTask Forcer broadly categorized as 
,. 

violence and chi-cni-ci ty. * Consistent with the randomo sample 

method used ( each ,case was evaluated on a, "here and now" 

" basis l i.e. does the youth need a secure placement at the 

present time for purposes of public protection? 

In essenc~, the voting criteria reflecteq. primarily a· 

present public protestion concern, determined by reasonably' 

---------:--___ -.. .. --.~ .. ~--4--...;...- o 

o· 
'" 

*Youths who have demonstrated that. they' "pose a dangel:" 
'of serious bodilyhaJ::m to othersll or "ellgage in a pattern 
of persisten~ uncontrollable. and serious offenses .11 Se.e 
SectionIII 7 Proposed Definitions, #2, S'up~, p. 18. 
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demonstrable, objective criteria. A Ilyes" vo~e was appro-­

priate if a youth met one or both of the objective criteria' 

now. An affirmative vote for security, thereifore, did not 

take into consideration whether an appropriate non~secure 

placement now, 'based on comprehensive assessments and more 0 

deta:iled knowledge of the case and youth, couia me,et public 

protection concerns and mitigate danger to the public. * , 

Conversely, a "no" vote was appropriate not only if there 

Were no need for security now for public protection t .even-

though a youth might have met one of the criteria at some 

I 
I 
I 
'I 
I 

:'prior tiine, b'ut also if the offenses, even if repeated and I 
en-going J were minor in~nature .. ** 

7. Once ayout~ was deemed appropriate for secure 

placement, the subcommittee voted pn the "level and type 

of security which seemed to bEf requi~ed. ***, Given the 

summary nature of the information available and the limited 

*Such considtirations are obviously highly relevant to a 
secure placement decision and they should be applied by DYS. 
In many cases, the result would be a reasoned and reasonable 
judgment that a youth, presumptfvely eligible for security 
using the Task Force criteria only, could be placed in a 
non-secure setting without detriment to public protection. 

, ' 

**The Task Force consensus was that, pragmatically, the 
security' priority of DYS should be cn the 11heavy hitter II J 

"hard-core"" visible "repeater" type of juvenile offenders 
whb,pose danger ,to the public, rather than on those, for 
example, whose "acting-out" may be an irritant or an indica­
tor of a need l or.,call, for assistance or recognition, but 
does"not pose an equivalent kinq. of threat or danger. 

~:' 

. ***This vote responded to the Task Force recommendation 
tha,tthe DYS secure system should be "graded" and involve' 
.'1 s.everal levels and types of secure· settings and programs." 
See Section IIIJ prop~~d Definitions, #4, supra p. 19. 

I 

I 
'I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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() 

~'type and range of secure program prototypes that now exist, 

the votes could not be meaningfully refined beyond ,I heavy II 

and "liight" gradations 1 and "DYS" or "DMH'i types I of secure 

programs. A vote for the latter type was appropriate where 

the information available clearly indicated that the primary 

need was for Department of Mental Health secure treatment .. * 

THE FINDINGS OF THE STUDY 

1. Of the 151 cases in the sample, 35 ~ad been dis­
~:,;; 

'1) 

.charged from DYS for some reason and were still being 

maintained erroneously on the central DYScomputer as Cbmmitted 

to DYS. This represents 23.% of the population., This d.:l.s-

crepancy indicates a seriously high rate"of computer error. 

It does not, 11:0wever, affect the number of seCure placements 

needed because all votes were on youths actually in DYS 

selected f:t'orn a pure random sample.** 

2. Of the remaining 116 cases, ~03 were voted not to 

beoinneed of secure placements of any kind at the present 
o 

time. This represents 88.7% of the population of DYS. The 

subcommittee' was closely divided on less than 3% of its "no" 

'Votes. 

*The DMH vote total was a conservative one... A more 
clinical, diagnostic assessment based on more detailed 
information would probablyexparid the· number of DYS youth 
eligible for security who should be placed in DMH secure 
prClgrams. 

i) 

\**This'discrepancy cQuld mean-that there are fewer 
youtth actually in DYS tha'n the computer indicates and the 
"N'! \is merely decrecased. A. :r:,eview of "the more accurate 
l1l.anu:?-l information" system following the study indicated 
that ... the universe was in fact approximately 1500 youths 
and ~\hat it "coulitobe assumed that the computer erJ:Qr )'1a$ : 
equally dist:t'ibutedto both undercouni:: active casees arid 
ret~in inactive oneS, Hence, the sample remains a valid 
10% sample .with 23% of the cases being inactive. See, 
also r p. 055 I tootnQte, infra. . 

.4i '.-



unanimous 

.r 8 
II 9 

III 14 
IV 15 

V 9 
vr 13 

VII 7 

TOTALS 75 
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II No I, Votes. By Region 

)j 6-1 

4 
2 

1 

7 

14 

5 .... 2 

2 
3 
1 

3 
2 

11 

.:;:;':: 

4-3 

1 

2 
~--

~--

3 

3. Of the 116 cases, 13 were voted to be in need of a 

secure placement of some kind at the present time. This 

represents 11.2% of the popu1a'tion of: DYS. The· subcommi ttee 

had no close lIyes" votes. 

unanimous 

I 
II 

III 
IV 

V 
Vl 

VII 

TOTALS 

1 

1 
1 
1 1 '1 

4 " 

8 

"Yes II votes /~5/ Region 
t __ . j 

6-1 

1 

1 
1 

5-2 

1 

1 

2 

4-3 

o 

4. Of the ll.2~ of the DYS youth appropriate for 

secure placements~ the type and level of securi''\?y needed 

and the basis for security were as follows: 

a. Placements ,in Department of Mental Health 
\1 

secure program types were needed for at least 3 ~f tbese 

13 cases, oro 23% of the~e youths. DYS secure programs 

cannot adequately meet both the public protection and 

treatment needs in these cases requiring specialized f 

il 
long-term psychiatric care. 

. (; 

I 
I 

() 
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b. A "lig-htU secure program level would beade-

quate to meet the'public protection concern in 5 of these 

cases, or for 38% of this population. Many of these youth 

could be placed, without detriment to public protection, in 

cer'tain types of\~rograms DYS how deemS~~ "non::"secure", if the 
,) '. 

programs were' slightly modified to provide, for example, more 

intensive staffing patterns. 

c. The criteria of lIviolence ll was the primary' basis" 

for the need for security in 7 of the cases, or for 54% of these 

youth. Those youth meeting tRis criteria also tended to be 

vo·ted as in need of a "heavy" secure program leveL. Only 

about 15% of the cases met both the criteria of "violence" 

and "chronicity". 

As the table below indicates, the votes on the foregoing 

were virtually unanimous. 

Basis. For And Type Of Security 

Basis of "Yes" Vote 

Chronicity 
Chronicity 
Violence 

Chronicity and Violence 
Chronicity and Violence 
Self-Destructive 
Violence 
Chronicity 
Violence 
Violence 
Violence 
Chronicity 
Chronicity 

"DMH" Security 

No 
Yes 
No 

No 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No ,~" 

No 
Yes 

(J 

DYS Gradation 

Light 
Heavy 
Need more 
Information 
Heavy 
Heavy 
Light 
Heavy 
Light 
Heavy· '\-. 
Heavy 
Heavy 
tight 
Light 

Vote 

6-10 
Unanimou_ 
5-2 

Unanimo1.l" 
Unanimou 
unanimou. 
Unanimou.:.. 
6-1 
Unanimou~ 
Unanimou~ 
Unanimou~ 
6-1 
.9-2 

5. In .order to translate the per,centagesof youth in need" .",1 , , 

of security into numbers,· a tot.a1 population range .0£1160 to~ 
6 
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,';"1500 committed youth was used to accomodate the fluctuation 

~. in this. total at various times over a year.* Using this 

range, the results in terms of the number of DYS youth appro­

priate for, and the type and level of, security are as 

follows: 

a. Secure placements of some type are needed for 

129-to-168 DYS ypuths at'any given time. 

b. Placements in DMH secure programs are needed 

for at least 29-to-38 of these DYS youth. 

c. Of the lOO-to-130 secure placements needed 

,by DYS,54-i::,o-70 placements shouJj{rj;)be in a Itmoderate" to 
'-

'Iheavy" level of secure program; 46-to-60 placements should 

be in a "light" level of secure program. 

" 6. The 11.2% represents the maximum per~.:!:age of DYS 

youth in need of security and the lOO-to-130 represents the 
,.--

maximum number of secure placements DYS needs to provide. 
} --" 

The study methodology implemented the Task Force criteria 
.'.>:-, 

which were designed oto identify the outer limits of the 

security needs of DYS for public protection purposes. The 

presumption of appropriateness for security is rebuttable 

by comprehensive 'individual assessments 'which reasonably" 

demonstra·te that a non-secure placement can be made without 

detriment. to public protection. ** 

~-,--~--'----~-----------

*Based on reports generated by the DYS manual informa­
tion system since the stUdy was completed and adopted by the 
Task Force, the weekly totals of committed youth have varied 
between 1383· and 1573. Hence ,an upward adjustment in the 
bottom number of the range of projected, placements needed 

,;would be at?,propriate. However r the critical findiI)g is 
the maximum percentage precisely because it is adaptable 
to better population information or shifts. 

, c 

**Seep. 47 and footnote on p~ 51, supra. 
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.... ADDITIONA15' FINDINGS 

1. '. Secure detention. While the study did not directly 

include consideration of the number of secure placements 

needed for detention purposes, the TaskForce concluded that 

the present number of positionsC:::-:BYS hOW deems secure (114) 

is adequate., for the following reas0!ls: 

a.. In fiscal year 1917, oDYS had sufficient capacity 

to detain some 2,419 youth (one-third of its detainees) in 

secure placements for some period of time. These placement 

numbers are exclusive of the 7 shelter-care programs avail .... 

able for boys· detention and the 5 detention programs speci-

fically designed for girls. a 

b. The Task Force, in Section III, supra, recommend-

ed a variety of actions DYS could take to substantially upgrade 

secure detention intake and placement prac'tices to ensure 
f", 

that thepNcem~nts that now exist are used far more effi-

ciently and effectively. 
( -' 

c. The implementation of the plans for a separate 

"bind-over" program for youths in that status who may heed 

secure placements in other than existing programs will make 

additional secure detention PtJ-cements ava.ilable_ 
., 

d. Nearly 80% ''of the youths detained in t'Lhe four 
" 

maj or DYS secure det,f!n'tion' programs have already been commi t-

ted to DYS, are on a recept.ion/transfer or dua'l status i ~nd/or' 
.' " . 1J 

are being held" penqing appeal or adult hind-over proceedings. 
() 

All of these youths are necessarily inclUde,¢! in the total 

population from which the 'study samp'J.e was drawn. Hence,(' 
~. , 

if the number of secure treatment programs -\f ,increased.{' a G ~ 
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'large percentage of the youth now filling secure detention 

positions could appropriately be placed in those programs, 

thus freeing existing positions for other detainees in 

nee.d of security.* 

2. €ecurity for Girls. A review of the affirmative 

votes for security by the DYS P:\;anning Unit revealed that 

·no girls had been found to be presumptively approp~iate for 

security at the present time. The fact is that the number 

of girls in DYS in need of security, judged by the Task 
• 

Force criteria r is small and might validly not be reflected 

" in a 10% random sample. A separate study limited to girls 

onlYr using Task Force criteria, has been conducted by DYS. 

It appears to indicate that a maximum of 10% may' need some 

type of secure placement. These needs can and shot1ld be 

met within the secure placement numbers recommended by the 

Task Force. 

3. Data Controls. The continuing problems of €he 

DYS data ba,.se and collection methods re-surfaced in the 

course of the study. These problems impact not only the 

accuracy of the data but also control and accountability. 

For example, 

*These are JanuarYr 1977, statistics, but they are 
rec:-sonabl~ constant. If~hese.comrnitted youths are appro­
pr~ately~n s'ecure detent~on because of a need for security 
pending some other secure or non-secure placement DYS 
sh(;>uld consider re-defining these existing progra~s and 
us~ngthem as an alternative mode or type of secure. care 
placement for youths on an interim status or who need 
sh<?,ter-term s~cure placements. .. Then it would b~ appro·­
pr,l.~te to. rev'lI.ew the number of secure detention placements 
a,?,aJ.lable~ However, if this change occurred, it would ob­
v,l.ously decre.ase the number of new secure care and treat­
ment placements needed as well.---

o 
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- The rate of computer error is a~rimary concern 
because it is supposed to be the source of current, 
information on, and the key central listing of, all 
youth in DYS. Its primary function is to qenerate 
information for purposes of billing and invoices, and 
allocation of flexi!?le purchase-of-services funds among 
regions. Its unreliability requirep D:YS to maintain 
manual back-up data to ensure fair budget allocations 
and fiscal accuracy. 

\) '~;'" 
- The computer theoretically contains a variety of 

additional information about DYS youth which could 
have been useful in the stUdy. However, this supple-
mentary d'ata was incomplete a.nd out-of-date. As a " 
result, the survey form was designed and the informa .... 
tion ·retrieved manually'~ 

- Distributing and explaining the form to regions, 
and reviewing and obtaining the completed ones, was a 
time-consu..ming. task for.the DYS staff assigned to the 
study. Substantial extra effort was also required of 
the caseworkers t~ems~~ves, in part because this 
information was not a'iways readily available in their 
files. The process reflected the difficulty the " 
central office would have at the present tim,e in ob­
taining expeditiously any kind of detailed information 
on cases on a systematic basis for any purpose. 

- The data retrieved on the survey form underscored 
the need for greater uniformity in case file record­
keeping procedures among and within regions. There are 
significant regional disparities in the quality and 
quantity of the information available on youths and 
in the placement practices and policies. DYS is now 
working on two major projects, a casework managentent 
system and a manual informatibn system upgrading, 
which are designed to ad§ress the quality of case 
records and the information generated. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. Based'"on the, Task Force criteria, a maximum 
of 11; 2 % of theyo"uth Gommi ti;:.ed to DYS need secure care 
and treatment plp-cements of some kind for public protection 
purposes. In terms of numbers, depending on the total popu­
lation at any given time, a m~ximum of 129-1:0-168 DYS you,Fh 
are in need of secure plac,ements. DYS i t~,elf should ~­
vide no more than 75% of these secure placements, or400-to-
130.,Q 'V \ 

2. Since DYS now has only 49 care and treatment 
placements it deems secure (the number of secure plac . .ements 
should be increased. This increased need can be met bya ' 
combina:tion of the,fol1owing methods:. 

'" 



./"1 • 
a. ,Of the DYS youth ne-eding secur~ty, at 

least 23% (29-to-38 in number) need secure place­
ments in Department of Mental Health programs. 
Therefore, most of these youth should be placed 
now, in existing DMH secure programs. 

b. Of the DYS youth needing ccsecglrity, 38% 
appear ,to need only a "light" 1.eV'el of secure 
placement. A majority ofth~se 46-to-60 0 youth 
could be placed, wiuhout detriment to public 
protect'ion 1 in structured residential programs. 
Viable models already exist and several of 
these prggrams .have already demonstrated a 
capacity to meet the secure treatment needs of 
these youth. However, some new programs are 
needed and the upgrading of both the existi~g 
and new programs would be desirable. . 

, . 
c. The secure placement needs of youths 

needing a "heavy" level of s~curity are now being 
met by the existing secure program~. The· imple-· 
mentation: of DYS' plans fox- 30r 4 new l2-bed 
secu~e programs sho~ld permit (i) an expansion., 
of the levels and types of,secure prqgrams ava~l.:. 
able; (1:0 the appropriate' placement "of youth who~, 
might otherwise be in secure detentj"on programs; 
and (iii) any need for security for young women 
to be met. 0 

d. The qontinued implementation and applica­
tion of the recommendations for administrative 
reform of the Secure treatment intake, placement, 
review and aft~r-care/re-integration process set 
forth in Section III of this Report. 

" 

3. The present secure detention capacity of DYS 
is adequate. There is no basis at this time for increas­
ingthe number of these placements. The following aotions 
are necessary to ensure that they are used as efficiently 
and effectively as possible: 

a. The implementation of the already planned 
and funded l2-bed program for those. youths who 
are in a "bind-over" status '\-lho need a secure 
placement and~whose needs cannot be met in exist­
ing secure programs. 

b. The removal. of youths on reception/trans-
fer status from detention placements. c 

IJ • c.Implementation of the Task Force recommend-
at~ons in Section III of this Reportj.n order' to 
reform and ,upgrade the intake ( placement and re ... · 
view process 1 ,..,i th a 1?articular emphasis on a re­
duction in th~ length-of, time any youth is held.;Jn 
a secure detention placemen't." 

'" 
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~ 4. Notwithstanding the foregoihg recommendati~ns I 
no secure program should continue to exist, no program 
should be used for secure placements, nor should new pro­
grams be implemented, unless and until DYS can ensure that 
these programs will be administered in compliance with the 
recommendation$ of this Task Forge regarding the size, 
nature, content., staff and funding levels of,= secure pro-~ 
grams. ~~~~ 

5. DYS should implement a graded system of 
security with a range of levels and types ofcprograms far 
more broad and diverse thC).n the present system~, Withir~ 
eacq level" there should be a diversity of program type's 
and al terna'tives and some variation in program duration~\ 

II 

6. Any increase in the number of secure detel1t~?n 
and treatment placements needed for young women can be '\ 
readily met ,\.,i thin the framework of Recommendations # 3 an& 
#4.J 

7. The d~ta arid information 'systems in DYS should" 
be upgraded dra.matically and DYS should be };Jrovided with 
adequate resources and expertise to design and adI!linister 
these systems. -

8. Each year, DYS should conduct a study similar 
to that undertaken by the Task Force.. In addition to using 
it to update,. review and refine the analysis of secure place­
ment needs, this annual study should serve as a method for 
analyzing other program needs, quality control ann general 
monitoring. 

() 
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" iT. THE BUDI3ETARY NEEDS OF DYS' 
(. 1, 

.' . ,e-
II INTRODUCTION Q (I 

The prelim~nary Report cohtained no specifiCf~hdiflj!s 
and reco:rnrnendations on the fUhding; level DYS needs to'" 

o 

address the issue of security effectively. The Task Force 
o 
" 

d::fdsi:identify" a few specific progr~m areas"where increased 

,. funding was, neeq.~dJ,and g~neFally endorsed the view that 
o 

l?,YS appeared' to b~ significantly underfunded. 'Still, it 

concluded that mone;!, alone was clearly not the prima'ry 

sol'lltibn to" the problems and issues. facing cDYS: . The most 

immediate 'need was· administrative reform, reforms whicn,. 
:;:"-;:' 

(a) ensure va mote efficient and effective use of resources 
~~. 

c 

already available! (b) create=the framework for a more dis-
-:- (I .. _ II ~ 

0 

:1 G!J?irriin,ating analysis of funding needs I and (c)' serve to 
'.' 

justify an increased funding l~vel.!:, 

The -Task Force recommenda tiGns for reforms do I however, 

h~:ve a f,isc~,l impact. Securi ty ts an expensive proposition., 

in any system. There is little to be gained from making 
" 

(::.'~~ '( 

recommendations if' a legitimate funding obsta~Je precludes 

h " r1'. 1 't t' t~e~r~~p emen ,a ~on. 
" 

Therefore ( in the second phase, of 

its work, t:q,e Task Force undertook a detailed i'ndependent 
;) 

analy;sis of 'the actual 0): iscal impact "on DYS of the approach 
6 C' i'l 

<:; to the issue of secur.ity recornrri'er1ded in this Report. * This 
"j 

t. 
!~' 

o 
. *uTheTask Force chose not to rely on DYS! own evaluation 

of ~~s budget nee,~s because agencies will always find that 
mor<? f",unds. are needed. The lack of money is' a' tradiJtionaJ: 

" .,rat~ona~eo~~" an~ bureau,?rc;tcy fora failure or an "'inability 
. ·to' provJ.deservI.ceseff~c.;I..ently aljd effectively. Even' ',' 

o " (yontinued) " 1; 

o 
{} 

';'j 
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o 
D 

C ,I 0, cIJ 
section suromarizesthe Task Force findings on (a) the ibon-

tent ot' the DYS budget for fiscal, year 

0; the increased appropriation f~ DYp 
~ ." ,~{j {) ':",1 

197J, (b) the effect 

for 1978, and (c) the 
" 

""" budgetary needs of DYS in connection with. secUJ;:i ty. * 

THE STRUCTURE AND CONTENT OF THE DYS BUDGET --- -"':'~-r __ ~-I'--'-__ ----

The first obj,ectiveof the Task Force was to review 
, I 

the DYS budg,et fQr fiscal year 1977 in order -eo ·'t.lndersuand 

how DYS was spending the resources currently available to 

it. This budget would then serve asa baseline for evalua-

ting the recommended appropriation level for 1978 and the, 

fiscal impact of the Task-Force ·recommendations.** ,It became 
11!1 

',readily apparent that, unless one is. intimately familiar with 
c • 

DYS and the appropriations process, the very structure of the, 

{I 

* (continued from p. 61) 0 

" in those instances where their assessment is correct, 
they lack the standing: to assert their interests with credi­
bility in a skept,{cal public fqrume , In an:era of fiscal '~con ... 
straints and conse;r:vatism, the~~e probl~ms are particu'lar1y c 

exacerbated for agencies dealing in the soft goods of ,h1:ijllan 
seryices" where" cost-benefit ana1y~sis more ,difficult and 
pe~formance measurements are 0 les,s . tangible.." " 

" " 

// 

,*Theconclusion that GDyS needs an()increas~d funding 
level ,may seem foJreordained. However, the T,ask Force has 
fixed the maximum amount DYSshou1d need to 'address security 

c.::l effectively: withi"n the ,cornmunity~based system.. Further, the 
ba~is for the TaskForce conclusions is clearly nQted; the 

" areas where increases are, needed and the reasons are ~~pecified; 
the 'recommendations are condi tionedo on. administrative· reforms '" 
and adherence to clear spending guidelines, all. of which are 
sUbjec"f7 to. external monitoring; and the objectives to be 
achieved are measurable. 0 

-**The Task Force;bu~get review w~s conducted in the COUrse 
of Fis.cal Year 1977 anti prior to fina-lac~ion by the Legisla­
ture on the Governor ',,5 l;~commendations for 197~.~Ref~rences, 
therefore, to the present DYS budget mean the 1977 appl:;oPt'ia­
tion. Except where noted in the te~t,theTaskForce analysi.s 
is not affected cPi the new budge;t year and appropriation level .. 

o 
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budget and the nature af that pracess pasesignificant 

abstac'les to. effarts to. understand and evaluate the budget 
o 

and the manner in which it is allacated. For example: 

ii 

, -the official budget dacuments are camplicated 
and canfusing and the majar budget accaunts do. nat 
fully caincide with the actual program and apera­
tianal structure af DYS; 

c, ... the actpal budget expendi°t:ures an a program 
basis cannot be determined withaut reviewing a ple­
thora of background materials and 'crass-referencing 
amang accaunts, SOurce and ,;types of funds and terms 
of art; , (:, 

- the budget materials ·are less th.:;tn unifarm, 
,are aften not internally cansistent, and appear to. 
vary depending upon who!! p:z::epared the material, when 

. and fe19 what purpese; Ii' " • 

» 
- none ef the budget decuments, standing alone; 

presents a comprehens,ive and def ini ti ve budgetary 
overview of DYS.* 

This preblem seems to. be endemic to. the apprapr.:j..atiens 
\ , 

process generally and is net unique to. DYS, er tat~lly 
/1 
</ 

subject to. remedy by it alene. However, the budget is a 

cencrete:.o'statement fram and abaut an agency. The budget 
o ~ 

~rocess is often the only.real ,,oppertunity an agency has to. 

state its case, or far etl).ers to. review the agency's perfer-

rnance. DYS cannot ultimately benefit in this public forum 

, by ,the present budgetary maze which deters and virtually 

,defies independent review. 

" 

0 

*These obstacles are eften justified by DYS advecates 
o.nthe basis that they affo.rd,DYS the flexibility in resource 
allo.cations,needed to. administer a community-based system and 
tha,t greater cla3:"ity would inevitably result in more re­
strictive appro.priations. There is no. questio.n that flexi':" 
bility is critical" to. permit DYS to. adapt to changing needs 
and that the restrictions that do exist are inconsistent with 
this objec-cive. Ho.\']ever, the, position of the Commissioner ,,' 
ahd the, Task Ferceis that the need fer cflexibility dees not " 
eXCUse nor justify ,a;' lack of acceuntability fer, a.nd a, clear ":1>, 

explanatianef, reseurce allecations, that they are legiti­
mate sourc:es af co.ncernte thase who. recommend and" apprepr4,ate 
~unds, ctndoshould be addressed ,by DYS. ,. ' 

v 
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For the Task Force" the prim:ary problem was that. the" 

.' variety and complexity of the DYS system - the source of 

its greatest strengths and tl}e cause o(:any of its adrnini-
\ ' 

strative weaknesses,.- is mirrored in this budget. ',Secure 
i ~ I 

and non...;secure program expenditures are not the subject of . --............... _- I_~ 

discrete buqget 'accounts 0 Bud'get action in any program 
.' . " Ii 

area ripplesi"r for gOOd or ill, throughout the system. I,I'here-
~ 0 

fore, a deta41ed review of the entire budget was required. 
,.~ v\ 

The Tas~; Force fi:ndings on the DYS budget are outlined 

below: 
\ 

1. '~ ':.:'.. "'" ~ "". 
State,Appropr~at~on.· ·In fiscal year 1977, DYS,' 

received $15.9 million in state funds. In 1974, the appro­

priation level was $17. 6 million. In the same period,othe;: 

budgets for the Departments of Mental Health and Corrections, 
" 

agencies maintaining a large number of instiJtutional facili-: . 
~ 

ties and state personnel, increased substantially. 
~ 

Hence, . 
in spite of an inflation economy an£l an overall,increase in 

caseload, the'state ,funds available ·to ·DYS 'in -1.977 'Were, 'sigO 
... I _ -... ..... ---..... __ _ 

nificantlyless,than.in·1974. ;i~ ______ _ 

l':> • 
[) 

2.. Budget Accounts. 
)2. .. . 

The DYS budget ap,t:Jroprl.at~on ~s 
" 

made in eight gen~ral,accounts, each of which is further 
= 

, " 
broken down into a ser;Les of sub-account,s and line items. 

The accounts, the 1977 appropriation, and a description of 

each are ~s follows: 

ACh'-nirtistration ($1,411,1,93) -all central office~· 
personnel and operations; 

--'? 

·'.'il 

,0 
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Q 

- Purchase of'Care ($8,650,000) - the funds ava'.1.1-
able for all programs and services in the.seV'en (7) 
DYS regions throughout the state; 

- LEU Match ($200,000) - the state appropriation 
necessary to generate the bloc}< and discretionary 
grant funds from the Committee on Cr~rnihal Justice; 

. 

- The Connelly Youtb~ Centerc ($960,634), Hampden 
County Detention Center ($372,385) I Worcester County 
Detention Center ($380,792) ,~andFrench Forestry Camp 
($390,688) - the state °costsfor,,"'personrteland admini­
stration of four specific insti.tutional facilities. 

. .C 

- Regional Services ($3,559,633) -the personnel 
and:~?op~ra tions of the regional offices •. 

3. Regional Offices. The primary 'vehicle for the 

administration of'the community-based system is the regional 

" 
office. "The seven offices are geographically dispersed 

,,: 
"":':' 

throughoub the state and the pers.onnel and operation of 

these offices accounted for approximately 23% of the 1977 

appropriation. In addition to the supervisory responsibi­

iiti~s and services of the regional caseworkers, the 
, 

regions direbtly control theallo~ation~d e~~end~~~ 

of_approximately 60% of the DYS purch~~~!~e~~tce funds 
",,: 

available for programs and services. The central office 
o c . 1. "ro • 

contro~s the allocat~on of the reIfilainde~1 including the 

ftindingo~ all of the detention and treatment. programs ~ow 

deemed. secure. I~.,) 

4. Purchase of Services. In lQ,77, 55%, or $8.7 million, 

.' of the :Oudget was appropriated for purchase-of-services. 

These f1Jnds are used to purchase program services for DYS 

youth on a contract Jsis from private. agencies. Approxi .... 

rna tely. ~5% of these funds are usedfo'r no'n-secnr.e prog:r;ams 

and se:r.wices,.Purchase;"of-service funds are expended by 

• (! DYS l.n, two ways: 
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a. Flexible Regional Budget. In 1977, approxi­

mately $5.9 million was allocated by DYS to the regional 

offices for their discretionary use to purchase services 
1\ 

.fer detained or committed youth through. individuai con-
li ~ ? 

tracts. The types of placements range from group homes, \) 

foster-care and non-residential for the majority of the 

youth to a limited use in apprepriate cases of special-;, 

ized facilities and schools. The amount allocated to 0 

"; .~ 
each region is det,ermined by a needs asE:SSsment formula. 

The placements and services J;'lPf,,9hased by the regions 
....... 

li1i th these "flexible" funds are the most economical of a'll I F*. ~ _ • ___ • ____ ,_ 

~' t 

DYS placement funding methods. In termsdf average costs ---------;:'f --. t • pa_ ~ 

per year per youth( non-residential placements are $4,000, 

resi~ntial foster-care is $3,600, and group-home residen­
(( 

tiai programs are $11,000. 

b. Fixed-cost contracts. Some $2.8 million of the 

purchase-of-service funds were e4Pended by the central office 

through fixed-cost contracts. Under this method, DYS pur-

chases a fixed number of positiens, .or amount of service, 

from a private agency on an annual basis. In 1977, "sixteen 

DYS F~ograms or facilities were fully or partly fu~ded by 

these kinds of cont;~cts, in addition to diagnostic and 

screening se,rvices.' They were the primary funding source 

for theDYS shelter-care and girls' programs and one secure 

treatment programi oand t~ey suppleme~ted funds appropriated 

in one of the other general accounts in five programs or 
6' 

facilities, including two ,of the secure detention programs. 

0' 

0' 1\ 

, '" 
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'0 

On the whole, in each program type, those programs 
'( ...,.-------

funded primarily by fixed-cost contracts have lower annual _ • __ .. ____ ' _ 1 .~ __ _ 

average costs per youth than equivalent progran:ts which are 

fully or primarily funded by state appropriations in 

accounts other thari purchase-of-services.* 

5. Appropriations for Specific Facilities. Approxi­

.mately $2.1 million, or 13.2% of the DYS budget, was speci­

fically appropriated by account for four institutional faci-
1/ 

lity programs. Three dif these facilities are considered "to . " II 

be Secure programs an1. they a~.~o~~t· fO~. appr~.x~ma tely _ ~O % .. 

of the secure Placem~t capacity of DYS in both detention y-_._._--_.-
aha trea~ent. The~OUrth facility is used for residential 

non-secure Placements. ** These facilities are funded and 

administered throU/h the central office and are predominantly 

staffed and mainta&ned by sta~e' personnel and funds. All

o 

ij 

are ,~onsidered tol be "state-run" programs. 

In additiontto the appropriation levels provided in each 

account, DYS ex/endS a ~u~st~ntiai ~mo~nt" of i'unda..Jrom other 

sourCes on thes~ facilities, including fixed-contract, LEAA, 

and~ederal ~pfCial . educa~on fund~. DYS has also requested 

about $1 million in state capital outlay funds for general 
fb !I . 

renovation wO

i 
k ~eeded to upgrade each of these facili ti'es, 

H 
. , iI 

*For exa~I~Ple, the general range in shel ter-care programs 
is $13,300 tOi$16,.000; ojle of the two programs utilizing 
primarily stafF.e staff averages $19,100. Also, compare the 
I?ARE . R. rogram.t, ith .worcester and Madonna Hall on the table, 
~nfr~, p. 71 #. 
,. fi 

**The "Ccnnelly" is the Rpslindale secure detention pro-
g;ram (35 posj~tions); "Harnpden"is the Westfie:Ld Secure deten­
tion program (21 positions) iWorcester "Count:y. 'Detention 
center" is a ,secure tteatmentprogram (23posttions) i the 
French Foresl~ry Camp has 32 residential non-s;ecure pos itions~ 
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\;!GJl 

\" ), ))11 

,1,'\ 
'0. II 

both to meet physical st:'andards DYS believes to be desirable 

and to obtain and maintain compliance with state licensing 
',7;) \) 

standards and federal law •. * EventhOl,l,gh~ the ,youth ,:qppulationGl 
/= (". i)' r" .... _"" 

of al~but one of these ;facilities is nearly double that of 

other programs funded or used by DYS, these facilities ·are 

still more ex~ensive on an ~nnual pe~ youth cost b~si&" ·than .-----...,--
,f!7 

programs of the same type which do hot involve state persbnnel,', 
. '- - .. -~~-~ 

and are exceeded i.n cost on~r by fixed-cost programs which 

are staffed predominantly by state personnel.** 

These facilities, their budgetary' titles and the appro-
(- ~:::) :::, 

priation method by which tliey'are funded are remnants of the 

lIinstitutional ll past of DYS.While in operational and pro­

gram terms DYS has adapted their role and function to £he 

reformed system, their instititutional physical characteris':'" 

tics (prior to extensive renovations) were, and their budget 

t.:itles, are, anachroni'sms. ,There is no operational justifi­

cation for their status as"the subjects of special budget 

accounts. Continuing that status further exacerbates .the 

prob lem which permeates the DYS budget, i. e. the perceptioh" 

and fact that there is a significant discrepancy between 

t:tle official budget and the reality of agency operations 

*ExceptCfor French, each of the facilities has been the 
supject of controversy in recent years in terms of their 
physical structure and conditions. Sllbstqntial funds have 
been reql.lired,tog~ther with.staff increases and youth popU­
lation reductions /'to enable the facilities to meet the 
licensing stal",lda:r:.ds 9f the state Office for Children for any 

. facility- state 'or private - used for .the placementofyouth .. ~~, 
Roslindale itsel.f is. also the subject of a federal court 
consent decree (1976) which requires it to be closed or 
comprehensively upgraded. 

**The l?rench is $13,000 Gompared'to a general. DYS resi­
dential programaverage of $11, doo. Comparative costs on 
the other facilities are set forth on the tablef,infra, p. 71. 

~.-: 
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and funding allocations. More importantly, from a budgetary/ 
'I 

manager~al perspective, specifid account appropriations for -- . . , 

these faciliities substantially and unreasonably restrict the 
.;;;.;;;;...;;...;;;....;....-;;.;.~...;.,;,.;..:,..;..;;;....-....;,.....;;..-~----..;.;..,..........;.:..----- ' 

flexible use of a signif:i"cant percentag.e of DYS ' limited re-

sources. 

6. State Program Personnel. The budget creates, a per-

ception that, except for .institutional facilities, no DYS 

personnel are involved directly in programs. In fact, a 

subtantial number of state. personnel included in the central 
. . 

and regional office accounts are directly involved a.s staff 

in a: variety ',of "privately-run~prpgrams funded in part by 
.~ 

.~ 

fixed-cost contracts or LEAA. State personnel, for example.' 
T~) 
constitute a majority of the staff of the YMCA shelter-care 

'programs in Brockton and Worcester and the Charlestown YMCA t 

Danvers I-3 and Taunton CIC secure detention programs. 

,About $1.3 mill.ion of:the central, and regional office 

accounts are for state program personnel, in~addition to the 

state employee costs included in the appropriations for the 

institutional facilities.* 

*In addition, until January, 1977, when the House Ways 
and Means Committee finally approved a major re-classlfica­
tion, there was oft.en little relationship between an employ­
ee's budget title and actual function, assignment, responsi­
bilitY4 or physical location, and many still reflected the 
old "institutional" job label.s. These discrepancies existed 
through no fault of DYS which for years had attempted to 
alte,r this situation and to avoid being functionally hampered 
by making internal adjustments. 
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7. LEAA/CC.r Funds ~ One critical' source of funds 

is notably abs~int from tue state budget documents I i." e. 
\\ 

LEAA funds provided through the Committee on Criminal 

Justice. Except for the state matching funds, none",. of 
n 

the LEAA funds or their allocation among program areas 

appear in the state budget m~terials. For several years, ~ 

CCJ has been a major source of funds for secure programs. 

In 1977, DYS had available some $900,000 in LEAA funds 

for programs of which $711,000 were~1J,sed to 'supplement 

state funds for secure programs. Because of its contin~ 

uation/termin,ation polici~s, CCJ wil,l f-qnd only one nis 
secure program in 1978. Therefore, 'a substantial percentage 

of the CCJ funds must be ahsorbed in the state bu,pget for 
CF 

,', 

Fiscal Year 1978 just to enable DYS ,to maintain its present 

level of 'f~pding for security. 

SECUE,E PROGRAMS 

The Task Force reviewed all of the budget accounts in 

order to segregate, for analytical purposes, the actual 
Cl 

expenditures DYS now makes in connection with security 

and the approximate' percenta<;re or ratio of funds now 

expended for non-secure programs. The findings are sum-

marized below. 

For reference purposes, the following table sets 

forth the DYS secure programs ,the funding source"the num-

c<" ber of posi ticms I and' the average annual cost per youth: 
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A. Fer secure treatment in Fiscal Year 1977, --
the relevant budget facts were: 

* DYS had ~ pesitiens fer ~E,ur,e!:reat-
" 

ment fer beys in 3 pregrams. 

* Th:e tetal cest .Of the];~ pr9grams was 
;I 

$.*, 052 , ~ 0 0, .Of which, abeut rne-third was 
, I' 0 

federally-funded. 
~ 

*' Abeut ene-hakf .Of the pesitiens are in, 

and mere than ene-half e~ the funds were for, 

the state-fun Worcester pregram. 

*, Wercester was alse the most expensive 

pregram, averaging\ $23,033 per yeuth, and had 
c 

the highest staff':;;l:e-yeuth ratie~ The privately-

run DARE and Greater Besten YMCA pre grams average 

"$19,240 per youth. 

* The .Overall average cest .Of secure treat-

ment was $21,056. 

B. 
\) 0 

Fer secure detentien, the relevant budget 

facts w~re: 

* DYS had!!! pesitiens fer secure detentien 
(0 

in five. pregrams. 
\ 
ilt 

* The tetar cest was $2,385,000, .Of which 

abeut 17% is federally-funded. 

* About ene-third .Of the pesitiens aFe in, 

and ene-third .Of the fundS allocated to, the 
o ~ 

state-run pregram at Reslind51e. 
q t 0 * The mest expens~ve pregram was the state-

Q 

+'un Danvsrs pregram at $23,250 per yeuth with a 

'I twe .... t.e-onI3 ~taff/yeuth- ,ratie. "- The least expen-
Q 
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sive programs I Westfield and CharlestoW1\" (an 
o 

overnight "arrest unit) t are administered by 
" Q 

private 'a:g.encies under fixed-cost contracts, 
- /,,0 . 

(/ CJ /"fl",..,,, -.:: 

although the majority'df the '.Staff are state 
c 

empl~yees ., 

*1'1:1e only secure pr6'g.oram s.. for hoys' pro­
\~ 

. d'~ t f4::/ h • v~~ng t"tvo-to-one s a J,. yout '., l:'at~oswere 
~h 
''detention programs af;1d 'they were. both reci-

; :] :;' 

pients of federal funds. 
o 

,ir The overall average Co.st of secure 
=----------.:;.,"-!""""\---~------~.....",..---

~\ 

detention was 0$20 lo9~~: excluding tl'le Char};es-' 
// 

townp:r::ogramJ' the average was $21 .. 485,. 

o ,~. 

C .. ' There were only two secure programs for girls. 
,,' ~i :-

Xwla'donna Hall is 'a secure detentiorf' and,. trea~ent program. At 

llii~500. per ,Youth, it 'is the most expensive DYS secure J?rograrn 
j\ .,,'1.:, 

, a.nd/ :i"S(i two-thirds ~tate staffed., The costs of £he Charlestown 
", '~, (~f r;, 'f' ~ '1- ," .' (.\ 

Y.MCAgirls' detention program "are not'" detailed separcttely from 
" II II" ., 1.) \, 

the clboys I program • 

D. DYS expended appr9xima·tely $3.7 million, includ-
, 

ing ',:,federaJ,.. f11nds," on the nine de,tent:ion and treat'fnent pro-

grams i'tdeemed secure. It expended about $9. ° million on~' 

"In terms of percentages of. the ~otal 

o 
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I 
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f,," 
D II 

DYS l?rb~~i3lnJt.b1:fdget, approximately twentY7"nine percent (~) 0 

(71,%) was a:lloc~tedto non:"'secure pr9grams. - EX91.fl\3.ing., the 
!"''i :i ',' ,>",1 

$90q,OOO.feip.e:r:al CCJ/LEAA funds, r;:ecure programs accoun,ted 

;or 25% I an~i! ~on-s.e~ure progr::ams 75%(, o:e the st~te:':;iUnded ' 
.0 ' Co.' 0, 1 ,-, ~(' 

DY~ prqJi:t:~\bu£Iget. Of the total OYS State Budget for ,~977, <~ 

se~urie prog:r:\\F~crepre~elb.oted" 19 % i "and non~secure prog;rams: 
~ , ,,' ,'. " 
~ :J (l, /(). I<:J 1\ il 
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represented 57%.* n 

E. In 1977, D~S provided some level of p;t"ograrn 

care t:p about 1400 youths on a daily aVerage"basis (exclu-
(,..' 

";'sive of an additional 600 receiving caseworker services 

only).. Secure placements in detention or treatment ~ 

used for 175 of these youths, or about 12.5%. Yet between 
'" 
25 - 30% of DYS budget resources for programs were alloca--
ted for this Eur~,ose. Given the limited resources 6f the 

agency, this was not an unreasonable allocation nor "doe'S it 

reflect a failure to be cognizant of the need for security .. " 
co 

Instead,' it reflects an effori to main~ain ~ ~easonable bal-

ance in the allocation of scarce resources. 

It seems clea,r from the" foregoing revciew that :secure" 

Eroqram~ even now ~re the most expensive of all'DYS proqrams 

and that those that a~e designed to be th~ mos't physically 

._secureare among me most expensive, even with:' larqerpopula­
.(,() 

, tions. DYS is also now spending, proportionately" '" doubl'e the 
o 

il ". , 

, " 

*'l\he, totals and percentageS in the te~{t vary oto some extent 
from si'lhlilar calculations done by DYS at vaxddu9 times in°th® 
cCJurse 1/6£ their budget presentations, for f1,"SC,al ,year,' 1978 1 and 
some of t.~ose vary as. well depending~ upon the DYS personnel 
involved, the time the analysis was'mad~, ~nd fqrwhat purpose~ 
In general, the variances are minor and some· resu~ t simp.ly from 
dif£erenc.es as to what f1.lnds should be inclJaded in which 9ate-' II! 

g~ry ana how much l].as in fact been spent ana wbere.Yet these ",,-\ 
va~ianceso can be red flags for thecrit.i.d' c:md DYSmustL,enS\tre 
~t it~," ovin ·'internal. calculations are unitorm anq,,~o]lsistent 
a all t1mes. " 

, The major variable .excluded in the TaskaForce 'c8:Icula- ;, 
tibn is the regiona~ office' caseworke~/$upervisorj.personnel x 

'networl< which is an integral part of the communi ty .... based v 'i 

system.. Including these '(,funds would 'increase the' percentages 
and t-ota,l DYS allocation)l~o(');~e, :g,on-se<?ure area .. IJ)They wer~ 
not l.ncluded" because ((a)' :l.t,,. would requ:t.re a corop:Lex" .an~frYs~s 
of the fundtJ.ons of all DYS ,per~onnel, (b) the cTask Fcn;p.,e 0,\\ 

analysis 'was soiJ;ly 'Qon£in~dtoV program iu;.nds I and, (c)thes~. 
personnel snoul.d .-/.be1 integrally involved at" least prbportion- <" 

IJ," ,_cY' ".;' " , " . " . .... J~ 
ately wJ.th DYS youths insecure aso well as_.nca-secure place-
mefl'ts to avoid a segreg.atedo'a.n<?b,distinctsecure: system. ' 
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'amount on the youths it now places in s~cure setting. In~ 

evi tably, in 'the absence of a subst'antially increased, tetal 

budget appropriation, an increase in the number of secure 

placements must ,either occur at the direct expense oof non-

secure program funds~or result in actions designed to re-
~ , "/-

duce average costs, actions which could quickly lead once 

again towar<:l large, institutional custodial settings for 
.~. c) 

youths. Either course of actio!). must be firmly rejected 

as an acceptable ~1ternative. 
1;) 

THE 1978 APPROPRIATION 

In September, 1976, DYS .spbmitted a formal budget 
ii 

request of $19.2 million for fiscal year 19708. The major 

emphasis of this request wa? on increased expenses for 

"securi ty., The Governor, in December.( recommended to the 
\':~) j 

Legislature a 'budget of $17.6 million, an increase of 11% 
(;? ~ 

and equal to ,fthe DYS budget for 1974. In June, 1977, the 

Legislature appropriated $18.4 million, an increase of 
, r,~' 

16%.* 

The increas,\=d appropriation of some $2.4 million was 
it 

alIocated as follows: 

- For the first 'time, by appropriatic:rn, a specific 
,',. 

aCcouh't~1aSe$tab1ished for secure purchase-of-Servic(:~und,s 
'" G 

~~--~--~------------
II 

'*The pYS budget request w~s! significantly lower than 
its e£ltimate 'of the funds needed to adequately.fu1fill <,ill 
o~citsstatutory obligations. That $i'6.0 million estimate 
included over $11.0 million for flexible PJlrchase-of·"serviclk 
funds ,:=tnd nea:r:ly. $1 million in preventive court-ref,erra1 
pro.grams. Once fche $19 .2mi1l\ion £igure was set, the sub-

. !~ . 

sequent deliberations inothe Executive focused on negotia-
tions r~lat.ing to inflation and salary allowances, phase-in 
'C,osts/etq-; In general, taese"reduc'tions affec-e.ed both . 
" .' ('. . . -, (\ ' " -;::, 

secure apd n,on..,..secu:te pro gram- areas, but inevitably tlle 
l'sof,t~rl' , <C?t1exible,non-secure program, e}Spanscion areas 
suffered the most as a result of? tme a,pp1ica 'b:ion of fiscal,? 
<Gonstraint policies.' ',\ . " 
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and $1.2 million, or 20%, of the increase was appropriated 

by the Legislature in this account. 

- O.;f the $753,000" incr~ase appropriated for the 

regular purchase-of-service;account, DYS has allocated about 

77% for secure programs through fixed-cost .contracts. 

- The remaining $450,000 of ,the, increase was 

generally appropriated among the other seven accountstc 
., 

'cover state employee pay r'aises and other inflation cost 

adjustments. However, one-third of this increase was speci-

fically appropriated for Roslindale. 
"j c· 

- Of the increase appropriated or all06ated for °0 

security, $485,000 was to absorb existing CCJ/LEAA funded 

gogram aspects which would other\vise terminate and , hence, 

do not repres ent additional funds availa:J:)le to DYS for" 

security. 

..;. Only about $184,000, or less than 8%1 of the 

increase was for non-secure program§..., Of that amoup.t about ---z...) 

$100,000 was to absorb an existing CCJ/LEAA--funded proj,ect • 

':'" The he{\~ secure account will permi tDYS to aq.d 

.one ·,secure program for girls (10 positions), to. phase-in 

three new secure treatment programs for boys (42 BositiQnI1 " . 
and to begin to develop formal after-care programs f,or 

, ........ , 

youthS leav~ng secure ,Freatmen~ placements. 

- Fr?m the'requlcar purchase-of-ser'{ice'account 

increase, DYS will add two .additional secure progrgqns fbr 
~., 

gi;d,s ,0,10 positions) . ii" 

r; 
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" 
- In term!3 of increased numbers available, DYS 

will increase its secure program capacity for boys to 91 and 

for girls to 20 (not includiirg Madonna Hall) . 

- Combined with the current and projected capacity 

of DMH secure programs. (about 72 of which 50 % will be avail .... 

able for DYS youth), DYS will have a sufficient capacity 

(147) to meet the recommendations of theCTask Force as to the 

numb~F of secure treatment placements needed.,,* 

In secure detention, DYS will add a new "bind-over" 

program, a joint .Hurricane Island/Roslindale proj.ect, for 

boys funded by the regular purchase-9f-service account and 
."":..i 

the Roslindale appropriation. The addition of this program-

type was the only increase in secure detention capacity 

recommended by the Task Force. 

The 1978 appropriation~ therefore, dramatically increases 

the amount and percentage of state DYS program funds allocated 
_(I 

to securitv.. l'1ore than 92% of 'the increase is for secure 

programs'. As a result, of ·the $14.1 million DYS 'program. bud ..... 

get for 1978, 35% will be related to security:(, compalDed 

to 29% in 1977. Of the total budget,. 27%, will be ?lliocated 
; ~ {: 

to. security, compared to 19~ ,in 1977. In actual dollars, 

",the' funds Q available for non-secure programs not only remained 

I 
I 
~I 

" I , 
"I ".,:;; 

01 

I 
'I 
,0 
I' 

o 

I 
/11 ",elf) 

I'~J 
() ,~ constant in spite of inflation and increased caseloa.ds but also 

'I' , ~; 
. dec;reased signi:eicantly as ';a percentage of the DYS t/program ahd 

(?btal budget;, 
:, 
1/ 
II 

l; 

o 
i *Th~l T.;isK. Force reco-mmended a tOtal 

of whicH DYS needed to provide 10.o-13d. 
infra, p. 58 -59"0 ., 
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The Task Force is acutely" concerned abput the nature 

and amount of thi's significant increase in fundsalloc;ated 
f) 

to security because it has occurred in the absence of a 

""­proportionate increase in non-secure program-funds. The 

hope or expectation that the availability of more secure
c 

placements will "free-up" existing non-secure funds to be 
1 ~~ 

applied in new or expanded services is. simply not an adequate 

rationale~ It is demons"trable that a reduction in the qual ..... 

ity and quantity of effective non-secure program services 

significantly increases the need for secure '·program~. 

Ihcreases in security_~ the e~pe?se ofrio~:"'s~dt.re<pro9:E.~ 
{') .. 

services, and the failure to maintain 'an appr,opriate balance 
-,...----~ - ---_. 
between the.twoJ are counterproductive in e'VeryresP§ct .. 

. ,I .. -":'":., !::~_; -. , \1 
ii . 

CONCLUSIONS ON THE ~UDGET NEEDS OF DYS"IN u 

. II 
CONNECTION IrnTH SECURITY 
~ 'I' ~ 

The Task Force bas re!beatedlY conditioned~ it's conclu'" 
. I 

sion;, and ;t:eCOIllll1endation~ ror an increased emphasis"'on secl. 

urity in bYS to three cr~t~~.cal factors: (a) DYS administra-
I
I 1\ 

;tive refo:r:m, (b) quality stcure" programs,. and care, and, \, 

(c.) a Pfro.por:t~;;>nateth •. emPhasts .on

l 

hon-secu;t:"e programs. (c[i I 

These acto,;rs are e eSSe]it~a. ingredi~nts .. of an,. effe'~tiv~ \.1'.1\ '~. 
';.' Q . II . j c" ,£) I 

system of .securi ty for pur~~oses of publip protection andfoc1i 

"····care and.treat.1Uent of you+Js. Bas.ed on :l, .. ts revie~i.'·.theT~.~~\i,':' 
] . . .0 II 

Force has concluded that ~Ie 1978 bUdget\: appropriation, whi.'l~,. i!. 

representi~g a SignifiCan~T~~ttePh forJ"ard, I! does" not meet the c 

secur;i.ty needs of DYS in- t~ s of· these crit.eria. "" 
\1 If ! 
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II 

II 

" II 
In' this section i the Task Force outlirii~s tlle· pri0ri ty 

1,' I 
. . . 

program a;l:~FaS which are not adequately met /bYr this appro-

priationlevel a.nd estimates the funds need.ed. In order to 
(, '11 ' 

implement the recommendations .of the Task Elorce I DYS·. should 
II ' 

h.ive a funding level of approximately $22. ~i ,million. 
. . u 1/ 

1. Regional.Pre-Placement Intake Cenl~ers. One of these 
--~~ ---:----- ~r~ 

• . • I, -
centers, modeled after the ex~st~ng CAP an~r CHP programs ( 

shoulS'- exist in each region. They are cr~tical to enable 

DYS to 

- efficiently and, effectively utilize the secure 

detention placements now'available; 

,... perform comprehens:i,.ve, early intake assessments 

of youths to ensure appropriate and uniform placements geared 
.' ~ 

to individualized needs; 
• I! 

- make effective decisions about appropriate/place-

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I _ 

I
"· 

. ; 

I ., 
:1 
I: 

menta in terms o£ type- and level of care from among the wide t: 
variety of placement alternatives which exist, or should 

exist, in community-based programs in ea.::~h region; and 

- more clos.ely coordinaote with, and be' more 
::;.:.=:;:;: 

accountable to, the jl;lvenile courts. 

One of these cerlters should be located in each 'fl-egion. 

The two p;J:ogram models cost $93,OQO and $110,000 pet year, 
, "I 

The 19-78 appropriation .. p-ermits the funding of two more pro-; 

grams~ Three more are needed. At an';'average cost of $100,000.1 
Ii 

the budget should be increased '$300,000' to addresS' this n~ed. 
() , Ii 

2. structured Group Residential Programs'. 
-~ ._. ------_._-

should hav~at least one, 12-bed program oft this 

Each reg~on 
i; 
I' 

type for II 
(,.;1 

care and treatment to ~erve as an alternative placement pj:-ior 

to: ~ecuritf'to provide ,:'-lig ht" .. secUre program modality 'I 

If ~" II _ \ . : \L. 
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as part of.) a gradated se,cure system, and/or to meet the 

need for an iptermediate after-care placement for youths 
~ 

leaving more secure programs. Ther~ is a critical service 

gap and demonstrable need :Bor-this type of stronCJ:" longer-, 

term .. care prog,ram for. youths in each of thes~tegori~. 
" 

c' Prototypes already exist both among prog~ams, now deemed 

"non-secure u by DYS and in the shorter-term sheltetJ....care 

programs. Several of these program,s have demonstrated 

their capacity to mee't the needs orthese kinds of youth .. 

In addition, the Task Force has concluded that as many as 

0i .. 38 % of the youth who needed some type of secure placement 

" were only in ~.need of "light" security, and the vast majority 
'" 

of these youth could effectively be placed in the,se S,ettings. 
I \. , 

In order to meet the objectives of '!=his ki~ of program, 

the existing programs and models should',i;)e "shored-up" in 
. I! ,. 

terms of staff ratios J' program content' alnd a capacity to 

provide some additional measure of restraint •. The present 

average cost for residential programs ranges from $11,000 

$15(000 per youth. Given a youth population of 12- 14" 
·0 

these programs should be budgeted at about $225,000 p~ 

year, or about $'16,00q,to $18,.500 per youth.* T':he 1978 
r] 

" 

appropriation does not allow for any of these p!:'og!:'am types. 

,~ .. 

*This figure was determined by reviewj,ng budgets ·of 
e:x:isting residential programs DXS deemed ~:t:feetive and the" 
budgets of fixed-cost con'tract shelter-care programs. Pro.;,. 
totypes were developed whiqh' ·incltfded thefqll'ow:i.ng com-" 
ponents : .admil.1istra tion r hous ehold (. cler ical, med'iqal:i 
clinical, edu.cation .and youth supervision and counselling ... 
The ossts assume adequate salaries for each posit;i.on.but . 
only l.:.:.to·..,..l staff/youth ratios. 

II.. • 1', 
.\i 

r~ 
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yet even with substantial upgrading, ,·they are cheaper than 
--~-'--------'----'7"'--------'----

eXisting secure progr arns, and would 1;)e;£ ar more _~~~ical " . 

than anx_~he~~~~~ pro~ES!l!._typ~, if '~he Iatte:( were 

The budget should be increased by about __ ..J ____ -"~ __ ._ 

$sqo,ooo to meet this need.* 
. 

3. 8ec~re Program~. The 1978 appropriat,ion will per-

mit; nyS to provide the number of secure detention and treat-
=:15 -

ment placements the Task Force recommended.** It will also 

permit the development of a more gradated secure prog:(am 

system. However, the appropriation does not proviq,e enough --":"_-. ------------------4,,-----
'funds for DYS to' develop prog:sam~~hich meet the si~e, pro­

gram content, staff,~~~~~~~.~itx~~dar~s the Task 

Force deems ei;sential.*** 

The avera~,~'\nnual per youth cos.t, of a secure detention 

or treatment placement i~ approximately $21,000. The consen­

sus of ':the 'Ta'sk ·Force (which included individuals with exper.,.. 

lence and expertise in care and treatment and security in a .. 

variety of fields), and DYS an~private program administrato"5, 
~ ~ ~ 

was that the secure program stana.<~{ds set by the Task Force 

could be met oi'lly in exceptional c~~_s at this ,averageco;t 
'I'~ 

level.. 10mplianc~ with the recommended staffr,.qualifica tions 

*8ince these programs would meet some of the needs for 
s.ecnre placements ahd after-care services.1" a proportionate 
amount of this increase should be deducted from the funding 
11ged estimates in those areas. If these programs were ·new, 
the net increase required would be 'somewhat greater (the 
gross total minus the resources freed-up in the next lower 
level of care) • 

. **Section I1,supra, p. 58~59. 
----.~ .. 

fr**Se~tion III, supra~ p. 30-40. 
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and the staff/youth ratios alone would require an increase. 

The average cost per youth shOUld be between $26,000 and 
--------...~- -------' 

$28,000.* This average is deemed adequate, not optirinim, 
- -~)=...."':. ".~.u~q~}! 

by the Task Force since it does not permit an ,average staf,tj 

youth ratio of 27to-l. Hm"ever, given a range of program 

levels and types, it serves as a reasonable midpoint average 

which will perm;i.t DYS to provide effective humane care and 

security. 

Therefore, the average cost of each secure placement 

should be increased by a minimum of $5 1 000 from,the'present 

average of $21 ,0riO. The necessary budget incr,ease to ensu;g n 

that DYS secure programs~ can pro~de quality care is $935,00.£.** 

4. After-Care Services. The lack of effective after-

care planning and £bllow~up services for youths who have 

successfully completed 'secure programs is one of the most .~ 
"j. • ---

• Co 

*This range was based on a review of existing programs 
and models developed tameet Task Force standards4 It in .... 
cludes 18 direct staff positions (a staff/youth ratio of 1, 
1/2 to I), including a Director, social worker, vocational 
and educational coordinators, and supervisory and line stgff/ 
counselors. It also includes the supportive administrative/ 
maintenance staff necessary to operai;~e a residennal program 
plus medical/psychiatric services on!a part.-time basis. This 
average cost excludes renpvation/sta~t~up costs (estimated at 
$50 (000) and provisions @for family/cqlmmunity/after-care 
workers or liaisons .1:: ' 

This average cost is sUbstanti;~~:t, Y", l¢¥er" ~fan theavEtrage 
co, st Of, .a., PM,1H secure progr. am ($31 r OQf4.'1 ~.~us'\'"a$9\~oqo eq.ucat:Lon-, 
al component) and 19wer than a varieu; ',,~f rn,o'Ciel~ from other 
jurisdictions which, utilize larger i:o!stitutiona;L-type faqi-,li-
ties with larger popula tions ~ " i~ 

. I 
**Thisfigure Sissume~ the nee§. fol 100 ilmoderate ll ,to "heavyil 

secure trea'\:ment positions eventn'5ugh l\the Task Force aid not " 
recommend tlllat number at these levels. (See, Section IV, supra' l 

p.S8-59) '~Li~~ht" secure p:ograms could meet sQJne. oftl;is.rieeCi 
and woulCi b~ lessexpensl:veper youth~ The Budget fl:ndl:ngs 
earlier in this section also indica1te that a qreater rel.ianc$ 
on priV'atel~r-run st3cure programs, mail reducE? . tb:esec6~S\ . • 

II (**continUed) 0 . . ;, 
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1978 aPPJ:opriation includes $147,000 for DYS to provide 

these services .. Since there are now no program services, it, 

was diffichlt for the ~ask Force to arrive independently at 

a reasonable estimate. o,f tfl:bs cost. Also, the amount needed 
() 

here, is directly related to the other recommended increases 

and administrative reform. DYS has estimated that $500,000 

would be the minimum required to provide these servic,es 

effectively. US:Lng their estimate, the budget should be 

increased by $~50100Q.. 

5. 'Non-~ecure Programs. The gaps that exist in the 

non-secure program and service network in the community-

based system have been consistently noted by a 'l:Tariety of 

state c;igencies and studies, and all members of the Task 
---:?~ 

Forcei . they were a dominant theme "of' f:lhe public meetings 

conducted by the Task Force following the issuance of the 

Preliminary Report. A,specific identification of the needs -_ . . -
in this area should be a major prio;-ity not only of DYS but 

of all concerned with youth services. In te~pns of care and 

trea tment and ,public protection, there is an iilntegral and 
,\'1 'I 

" inextricable link betweenvthe effectiveness" iii quality and 

1 .. 11' The ma ';n' t" ~na'n' ce quantity of secure and non-secur'e programs., _ ... t:: 
(' II 'l',;C:::JI' '" 

~ , '~ 

of an apPfopriate resourc~ bala6ce between tr~ese two areas 
r, 
,I 

is, therefore, critical. 

_--..,...". -,;,.,~....,.. Iii 
{**'footnoteon p. 82. continued) ,I 

The figure also includes a' similar averi~ge cost increase 
If for 75 of the existing secure detention and ~~2 "bind-over" 
. '·placements. This humber was dCetermined by elimina ting the 

~ecure positions used for short-term purede~~ainees and "a~'~um\ 
I, ~ng that 80%. Of. the remaining positions'~are 4iilled by YOlpths II 

who I!Iay rema~nJ.n ap;r;ogram for as muqh as 3'Gt days. (See' . 
" sect. :l-on IV ,I SUR~a, ' .. ~. 56~57,,) ,.Thi~ figu, ret th~~refore/ woul, d 

also be reduced, ~n dJ.re<;:t propor't;ion to the Jj[eduction in II 
lengths of stay and an~ncrease J.n the use o~r these plaCe-
ments for pure detainees .'0 . " II 
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Appt;)oximate1y 92% of the 1978 appropriation increase 

was for secure programs, resu~ting in a ratiooof secure to 

nOh-secure program expenditures in DYS of 35%-to~65%. An 

increase in secure programming should not occur at the ex-" 
'~""C=~'='=~~~==il' 

pense of non-secure programs nor snouldDthe growth level 

of the latter ,continue' to remain static, thereby "starving" 

them into extinction. In purely financial terms, non-secure 
" 

programs of every level and type are far more economical and $' 

are the appropriate placement alternative for the overwhelm­

ing majority of DYS youthionly a small percentage of the 

non-secure placements even approach 50 % of the cost of a' 

secure placement at the present time. U£ing this 3~.%-to-65% 

as the baseline, the budget in~reases recommended by the 

Task Force for security ~31hould oat least be proportionately'" <J 

. 
matche<;l by increases in non .... secure program services. The 

DYS bud'g"e.j;: shoulfl. ,therefore I be further !ncreased by a, 
-~ • ~. 0 

minimum of 2 :O"-"'!tlillion for non-"secure programs .. * 
P. _____ ~~.,~'" _----'_;---=~ , -

~ ," In SUIT\.LLlary t the budget lllvel of DYS shOplQ be approxi- 'i; 

mate~y $22.5 million,. an incre1se of $2.1 mil'lion f~r secure 

and $2.0 million for non-secure programs, to enable DY'S to 
f' ,j 

adequately meet the needs identified by the Task Force in 

connection with 'secqrity. 
o 

/This minimllItl [figure Was calcu1ateg by first reducing " 0 

-t;h~ $2.1 million budget incr,ease for security proposediby 
the Task Force by those component increases which'also 
enhance non-secure pl:'ogram services, i. e. pr~-pl.acement 0, 

intake centers ($300,000), one-half of the strucjt.ured resi-' 
dential programs ($250t~000) I and after-care services ($350,000), 
to $1. 20 million; then applying the 3S-to-65 raEi,o to that~ 0 

figur,e. ' ');', 

o ' 

'" 6' a l!!. 
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RECOMX1ENDAT IONS: 

:;, 

") 2'~ Consisten,t with thi's n~ed ,for flexibility ( 
Dyg must account specifically for its resourceoallocations. 
DYS"should ensure that at least one set of budget materials 
is prepared on an annual basis which provides a definit~ve 
andcqrnprehensive overview of its budget appropriation; ~x ..... 
penditu~,esand "needs. The material should address the topics 
analyzed by ~he Task Force in this section , .including but nqt 
limr.-,ited tci ... ·thefollowing pri.Ol;it:y areas: . 

a. The planning; policies, priorities and 
cost~benefit analysis applied by DYS to its budget 
deci~ionsj . 

. ' . b .. ~ The amount and percentages of funds applied I. ''' .. ' 

in each program area, including secure and non-secure 
p:t'ograms; 

1) 

c. The budget source and funding method's for 
all prograrntypes and levels , together with the total 
and average per youth costs of programs within each 
level and type of care~ 

d. The program fUfi~S and balances provided 
on a regiopalbasisi and 

e. The amount and applica,tion of all non..,.. 
state budget funds available to DYS. 

(3 

3. In the allocation of its 1978 Fiscal Year bud­
get appropriation and any budget increases in subsequent 
years,DYS should adhere' to t.he following guidelines, prior­
ities and conditions in order to'comply with the conclusions 
and recommendations of the Task Force: 

a. Existing and new secu~e programs should be 
funded a,t an' annuala,verage per youth cost of at least 
$26,000 and should comply with the secure program 0 stan­
dards recommended by the Task Force. 

b. The program budget. should. be ,allocated so 
that a maximuni.~nof 35% of the total funds .available. are 
expeIldeO"onse,cure programs and' a minimum of 65% on 
non-secure programs. 

I) 
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c. Each region should hav~ a'viable program 
b~lance in terms of 'a range .of levels and types of care, 
in accordance withsta,ndards established by the central' 
office. 

o 

" d. . Ex.cept to comply with (a,) above, no adCli,:" 
tiona 1 program. funds should be expended for the exist­
ing secure institutiona~ programs or any new programs 
of a similar institutional type. DYS" should also 
evaluate whether its secuj:"e program needs now a,nd in 
the future could be mQre effectively and eff.1.ciently ~, 
met if the funds expended on these facilities CQuld 
be allocated to smaller l1::t;'ograms geographically dis-
persedthroughout the state. .. 

'," 
e. Each df the priority program areas identi...:. 

fied by the TaskForce should be addressed and phased­
in simultaneously with J' and in proportion to r 'implemEm"-' 
tation of increases in the number ,of secure placements. . ;:., 

4~ DYS' should continue and expand (.;>its efforts to 
ensure that ,~ll of its programs - state and privatel~~&nini"" 
stered .... are held accountable through (a) detailed r~\1%~,ws 
prior to funding or re-funding I (b) periodic monito~gr; 
evaluation and contract compli9-nce reviews r . (c) the applica­
tion of uniform standards a.nd cost-effectiveness measures, 
and (c) the use of Usunset" and "zero ... based" budget pr.1.nci­
pIes .. 

5. To enable. DYS to meet adequately the priority 
areas which are Ipriticalto effective securi:ty,quality pro­
grams and adminiistrative reform, the appropriation level 
sho:uld be increased from $18.4 million,' to apprmcimately$22. 5 
million. such an inCrease represents the maxim~ amount DYS 
should need fb,r these purposes and ~t should be conditioned 
upon (a) substantial progress in implementihgthe recommenda­
tions· for administrative reform and 0(1:» compliance with the 
guidelines in Recommendat:i.on #3 and the controls in Recororrfend­
ation '*4 above. 
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." VI. THE RESPONSIBILITIES OF OTHERS ___ _~_._. ____ ~ __ --...o-I_ 

INTRODUCTION __ .. ,l... ____ ~~ 

" The central focus and concern of the Task ForOe and 

this Report is DYS and the actions it should take to address 

the issue of security in the context of the community-based 
o 

system'of care and treatment of juveniles. DYS has the 

primary responsibility and most of the major changes that 

are needed can be effected by it alone through .prompt and 

aggressive"aClministrative acti,on. Yet, obviously, the 

adn:iinistrative and financial capacity of DYS to address 

certain problem areas would he enhanced if appropriate 
". 0 • 

support and ass~si;;ance were ayailable from other agencies 

and officials. 

In the course cif its review, the Task Force repeatedly 

encountered problem areas which either cannot be remedied 

. by nyS aloneo:r. ,for which it may not have the primary re­

medial respo'nsib{lity. DYS is entitled to assistance from 

others in these areas as a supplement to its·own efforts. 

However, thiS' i:;'j:-aditional finding and exhortation does not 

relieve DYS of its responsibility, nor in any way divert 

the focus of this "Report. It is relevant only as the 

final piece in the formulation of a cornp:eehens.ive:" remedy. 

This section is addressed to agencies and officials 

whose reSP,ective responsibilities and jurisdiction relate 
,\ 

to DY8. "It sets forth, for .·each one, a series of recommended 
:i1-';.:~ 

actions which the Task Force conclUded were desirable and 

feasible. The tasks are broken down; their' imple.rnentation . 

o 
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can and must be monitored. They constitute a blueprint for 

coordinated and cooperative action op behalf of DYS. 
-~-

THE COMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE (CC0) 
(j "~:. 

- ~--'-. -~- c/. 

COMMENTS: Since .1970, CC0 has been a. critical resource 

for DYS in its efforts' to implement a de-institutionalized, 

community-based system of juvenile corrections. With federal 

LEAA funds, CCJ has always been on the forefront supporting a 
" 

variety of essential administrative and'program services to 

meet emergening ne~ds of the reformed sY~.stem. ,Many were 

innovative and experimental such as community-based programs 

in the early -years' o£ the reform. Others have been: comF"~n-

satory but were funded in the absence of adequate state 

appropriations. In particular, until mid-1977, CCJ funded 
" 

a major portion of the DYS secure progx::ams. 

In 1977, as a result of a reduction in LEAA funds and 

the adoption of strict continuation/termination policies '''\.1 

applicable to all grantees r CCJ is no longer able to fund, 

projects which have de.rnonstrated their uti1ity and effeotive­

ness or new projects which are primarily compensatory but 

are'not fundJ=d by the state. In the Preliminary l\eport,the 

Task For'ee recorirrnended that those DYS/CCJ .projects which are 

" of proven effectiveness sho~ld be funded "by the state and 

CCJ should concentrate the resources available to DYS on the 
'XI 

development of prototypes and models in key areas of the , 
cOI1;1Ill1,lnity-based system. 

COhsic.~tent with t:qe po~icies and objectives of eCJ 
c '1 

and the .re£ormeffort;; DYS has initiated, CCJ .should continue 
"" "." 
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to give priority to the needs of D,¥S in allocating the funds 

available for juvenile justice programs in 1978. The Task 

Force recommendations could serve as the primary guidelines 

for CCJ ,;planning and funding decisions. In additionJ CCJ 

should require all grantees of juvenile justice funds to 

show a reasonable a.nd measurable connection be'tween their 

projects and problem areas in the DYS community-based system. 

Keying grants to some showing of this kind would facilitate 

coordination among CCJ projects, result in greater systemic 

impact r and afford a baseline for evaluating projects in a 

range from "prevention ll through "rehabilitation": . 

RECOMMENDATIONS: ' 

1. CCJ should continue its support of the DYS 
community-based system by funding projects in areas where 
e~periml2!ntation, protqtypes, and/or demonstration efforts 
are needed. C<;:!J should nob continue tb fund proj ects which 
address areas where the ne,ed is clear and the implementation 
method has been fully demonstrated. The funding for these 
projects is a state or local responsibility. 

2. cCCJ should consider, the following kinds of 
projec;ts, all of Which are the subject of recommendations 
of the Task Force, appropriate for funding through DYSor 
others agencies: (a) management reforms in key areas (e.g. 
program development and evaluation, budget and data con­
trols, and standards implementation); (b) administration 
of a graded system of security,; (0) quality "light" secure 
programs; (d) innovai:ive' , non-secure programs; (e) pre-place-' 
memt and af,ter-oare program models; (f) programs for girls; 
and .(g) a model region .. 

() 

3. Funding decisions for DYS each year should be 
mc;tde - by a prOcess geared to a definite time schedule begin,.... 

,"'n~ng no later than June 1: in order to permit a full review 
of, the priorities of CCJand DYS and CCJ guidelines; early 
planning and the preparation of detail:ed'ppoposa:'ls; and an 
early identification by DYS of its state budget needs for 
each fiscal year. ' 

4. The federal Juvenile Justice Delinquency Pre­
vention Ac/f (JJDPA) funds provide an additional source for 
the development 6f cbtnmunity-based programs. CCJ and DYS; 
w,ith the assistance of the state JJDPA Advisory Committee, 
should develop a joint plan for the use of, these funds for 
qualityo demonsb;ation prograrrts f.orDYSyotith." 
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THE OFFICE FOR CHILDRE~ (OPC) 

COMMENTS: The Office for Children (OFC) was created 

""as a special state agency to perform l in the nature of an 

ombudsman, several unique functions regarding public and 

private agencies I providing services to childre:h. The regu­

latorYr quality control, advocacy, information and referral 

functions of OFC include~' program licensing; local program 

needs assessments, priorities and evaluation; analysis of 

. the childrens' services budgets of sta:t.e agencies,; indivi .... 

dual advocacy for placements; and coordination of regional 

inter-agency teams. 

In the Preliminary Report, the Task Force recommended 
'. o 

that OPC assist DYS to develop standards and methods for 
o 

monitoring and evaluation; ensure that all stat,e /Agency , 

programs and services' for providing childre,n arja'lso moni- I 
I r . 
'I '. ~' 

tored; and seek to identify available services for Dyg youth \ ' 

minimil'e duplication of services ampngagencies, and focus ' \" 

responsibili tyon specific agencies :tor filling service ~,"" 

gaps. In response, OFC has (a) "'prioritized the approval/ \\ 

licensing of DYS purchase-of-service and direct. care'I?::FogFamsi 
, 

(b) included DYS in OFC Regional Directors' meetings to addresii 

problems of overlapping and duplicative services; (c) devel""-

oped plans to assist" DYSin creating ail internal"advoq,acy 

systemiand (d)· coordinated the evaluation of, DYSprograms 
o 

with OFC local counci~ 

.j/./ 
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II 
I 

iJ 
'I 

'f' 11 II. . th spec~~ca y ass~st DYS ~ne 

a. Report to DYS by December 1, 1977, 
on the extent to which DYS secure.programs comply 
with existing OFC licensing and placement :$tand­
ards, rules and regulations; 

b. Designate specific personnel to work 
with DYS and its regional offices to assist in the 
implementation of program standards and monitoring 
and evaluation processes; 

fj 

c. Ensure that th~! OFC actively partic!i­
pates on the DYS Advisory q6mrnittee; 

d. Refuse to issue any license. of an~( 
kind to any new DYS program unless and until i;t: 
complies with OFe regulations. ., 

2. Given its mandate and role, OFC should inde­
pendently monitor the implementation of the Task Force 
,recommenda tions by DYS and other state. agencies. 

3. Each year, OFe should review the state budget 
appropriations forchildrens ' services, identify the major 
need/deficiency areas, and report to the Governot, the 
Legislature and the public with recommendations for future 
action. 

'e 

DEPARTMENT OF MENTAL HEALTH (DHH) 

COMMENTS; . The Department. of Mental Health has general 

responsibility for the provision of specialized, professional. 

mental health care and treat.lUent services. A specific 

'percentage of DMH programs and services are devoted to 

chi].dren and young adults. Its mental health and retarda-

tion servi,cesfor children range from professional psychia.;. 

tric care, ,community .and court mental health clinics), day­

care and out-reaCh programs, to group residences and ·in..,.. 

patient facilities. These services are available on a 

regional basis throughout the state. 

v. 
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''0 

The Task Force found that there aI~e many DYS youtn in 
~ .. , 

need of DMH-type services. ;:The need may be short or long-

term and may require full 01\: part-time :attention. These' 
,I " " 

youth are oft~n those diagnqsed as bein;g "dangerous to 

themselves". 
i 

DYS does not ~'Fve the resl?urces or e;xpertise 

to address these needs nor should it seek to become a "Irtini-

DMH" . 
\i 

bMH should be respons'Iible for pr<?viding these services 
\i 

O)l=·,a coordinated, 
(( )! 

cooperativ& basis. The allocation of a. 

~iriimal amount of DMH resourd:es and services to DYS on a i ' . 
priority basis for purposesollI diagnosis/assessment., short-

I ' 

term residential emergency ca:re, and long-term residential 
ii 

placement ~.qould be of major al6sistance. Their availability 
\i 

on a r~gular basis would mini~~ize the potential for inappro-
, II 

priate plaCements and avoid an\ excessive commitment of DYS 
1\ 

resources for services it is dlpt geared to provide. 
'"I 

In general., DMH and DYS s;rould have coord ina ted, work-
1'1 

ing relationships at every l~v~~l, focusing particularly on 
" '1\ 

secure program development, acq1ess to community/regional 

l ' , "f' l' 1\ d' t' tm' t ' d c (;1-n~cs I prov~s~on 0 .spec~a ~Z\r rea en serv~ces an 

coordination" artd interface With\"'Q!lrts. S1,1ch a relation­

ship should be feasible ,and rnutJ~llY beneficial because 

of their cornmon policies which stress placement in the least 

restrictive alternative, a primary emphasis on community­

based Care, and the limited use of a,graded/ multi~modal-

ity secure program system. 

In tB.e past year., DMH has ,taken steps to respond to 
",-, 

the needsGof DYS youth and to coordinate its e:f;fortswith 

DYS. These include: 
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- im,E)lementa "tien of a sta tevlide Reg ienal Ade­
lescent Pregra.m (RAP) tior ell severely disturbed 1 highly 
assaultive adolescents I;, with ene 12-bed unit in each ef 
the 7 DNH "regiOns. Feur of these "secure" pregrams are 
new eperatienal and three mere are scheduled fer early 
1978 epening dt;ites. These pregrams are being deve1eped 

,on a cooperative regional inter-agency basis. DMH will 
al1ecate at least 50% of these pesitiens fer DYS youth.* 

- a c()mmitment to' assume an active second­
ary re1e in DYS secure programs in the previsien ef 
diagnestic and evaluation services, training, and 
seme direct clinical services. 

.., the development of residential cemmunity­
based group' homes for adolescents leaving secure pro­
grams, beginning in 1978. 

- plans exist fer a variety of non-secure 
treatment pr0grams ranging from pre-screening to' 
emergency shelter-care which will include counselling, 
t:raining and family services. These programs will be 
available to DYS youth in need ef mental health ser­
vices, the vast majority ef whom do not require secure 
placements. " 

... greater use of court clinical personnel for 
diagnostic evaluations" and increased use of community 
mental health care facilities for in and out patient 
services. 

" 
Olle additional area where DMH could assist DYS is in .the 

~, 

definition and regulation of, "treatment" to avoid the potential 
';;:c',-

for ahuse which may occur under that rubric. This potential 

preblem exists in those limii~ed number of DYS cases where 

placements in specializ~d therapeutic contexts and medali­

tie:;; ~ay be apprepriate' to ad¢iress specialized needs.** 

" I 

*This DNH Secure pregram capacity will meet the re­
commendatiens of the Task Force on the number of ~uch place­
ments needed ,fer DYS yeuth in need of security. See, Section 
IV, supra, p,S8. '" 

**:·In the vast majori,ty of DYS cases and programs r this 
problem does not exist. DYS and the TaskForce censider 
e~fective and adequate "treatment" for most yeuth to' cen-, 
s~st ,cf humane cCj.re and maintenanc9(, a range ef pregram 
serv~ces planned and gearedtb individualized needs and 
geals(and administered by qU~li:eied staff. The main 
preblem is ensuring that these are previded. 
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RE~..;..,C..;..OMM......;..E_N_D..-A..;;.T_IO_~. : 

1. Based on the Task Force recommendations on 
the Secure Placement Needs of DYS, at least 23% of the 
DYS youth in need of secure placements' should be in DMH 
secure programs. In terms of numbers, therefore, DMH 
should provide secure program placements for 29 .... to-38 
DYS youth at any onS time. 

2. Among these DYS youth, placement priority 
in existing DMH secure programs should go to those who are 
now in (a) DYS secure programs, (b) highly specialized 
and/or expensive DYS non-secure placements, and (c) alterna­
ti'\Te placements because of the lack of appropriate programs, 
provided that such re-placements S,an be made without detri­
ment to the youthi s treatment progr,ess and does not unduly 
interfere with the RAP intake criteria .;ind process. A pr,o-
gress/status report on the placement; of DYS youth in need 0 

of DMH secure care should be filed jointly by the two 
agencies with the secretary of Human Services by January If 
1978. ~ 

3. Implementation plans should exist by that 
date for coordination between DYS and DMH programs and 
personnel at every level iiin terms of (a) the ra,nge of ser­
vices to be available to "DYS programs and youth from DMH 
community mental health and court clinics, and (b) the 
type and nature of the diagnostic/assessment, shont-term 
residentiar emergency care and long-term treatment services 
and resources that will be available. 

o 

4. DMH, through the DYS Assistant Commissioner 
for Clinical Services, should assist and participate with 
DYS in (a) the develQpment j[nd evaluation of /ltreatment" 
plans, modes and standards; (b) the training Qf personnel, 
and (c) evaluating the placement decisions and review 
efforts of the secure placement team. 

, . 0 

THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE (DPW) - ~ 

COMMENTS: The'Department of Public Welfare administers 

a comprehensive family and child welfare program invol'ting 

approximately 30 1 000 children. The DPW Offic·e of Social 

Services (OSS) ( in addition to providing direct support 

servic,es r day care and. counselling for families .. in cri'sis ( 

and monitoring the DEW purchase-of-service program, has 

specific statutory re~ponsibility for care and services to 

abused, neglected or abandoned children. Approxim,ately 

o 
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8 f 000 children are in the cctre df ass, including foster 

care, adoption service$, protection and care, and Children 

in Need of Services (CHINS). 

The' primary recommendation to DP~\T in the Preliminary 

Report was that the responsibility and jurisdiction for the 

placement and care of CHINS on detention status be trans­

ferred from OYS to DPW/OSS. In the summer of 1976, at the 

urging of the Commissioner of DYS, the Secretary of Human 

Services took administrative action to begin the transi­

tion, with the agreement of DPW, and transferred $600,000 

from the DYS 1978 budget requ~st to DPW. ~evertheless, the 

planning ~nd transition process was agonizingly slow and 

marked by bureaucratic obstacles, delays and warnings of 

dire cQ!;lsequences\':'co the children involved. However, in 

early 1977 r the new leadership at ass committed itself to 

the transition whichr in coordination with DYS, occurred 

on July I, 19774 

The transfer of responsibility will not solve the 

administrative and placement problems and issues posed by 

CHINS cases. These cases are often, by their nature, 

tricky and complicated and there is a continuing problem of 

adeqqate funding. However J the transfer is consistent with 

the statutory purpose of de-criminalizing the status offenses 

underlying a CHINS petition and vlill assist DYS administra­

tively by limiting its placement responsibilities to youths 

charged with delinquency offenses. 

The CHINS issue is just one example of ,a range of 

common concerns which exist between these two agencies 
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which should be approached in a uniform way whenever possible. 

other examples include: assessment and placement practices; 

monitoring/evaluation procedures and standards for private, 

community-based programs; the appropriate use of foster-

home placements; approaches and policies in addressing 

families; developing effective relationships/liaisons with 

courts; and evaluating the possible stigma of a placement 

mix involving youths with different legal statuses. 

The duplication l conflicts and gaps that may exist 

because DYS and DPW often act separately in the same arena 

can be remedied effectively and expeditio1.,lsly 'Vlithout a . (\1 

major structural re-organization. The primary need is for 

a strong and firm insi1;itence on inter, ... agency coordination 

in appropriate areas and the exercise of administrative 

authority by the respective Commissioners and the secretary 

of Human Services* Such action wo:':'J.d positively impact most 

of the proplems that exist/ while preserving the discrete 

and unique mandate and role of each agency in relation to .. the 

children/youth committed to its care. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 
I • _ 

1. DYS and DPW should continue to coordinate their 
efforts in implementing the transfer of CHINS detention to 
DPW. Both agencies should periodically evaluate and report 
on the progress and problems of the transition, including 
whether the transfer of CHINS results in an increased number 
of delinquency proceedings in this area. 

2. The DYS and DPW placement policies and proce­
dures/ program standards and the methods used to hold pri­
vate programs accountable, should be uniform and coordinated, 
consistent with the independent mandate of each agency, in 
order to minimize duplication, conflicts and gaps in each of 
these areas. 

3. The Social Services Policy Pianning Committee 
established by the Secretary of Human Services affords a 
useful vehicle for ad(iressing these and other matters which 
require coordinated, system-wide, inter-agency approaches. 
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However, to be effective, it must have the capacity to act 
expeditiously on a wide range of issues. 

THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION (OED} 

CO~~NTS: The Task Force has repeatedly stressed the 

need for DYS to upgrade the quality and expand the quantity 

and variety of the educational and vocational services and 

programs available for youth at every program level. The 

state Department of Education has the regulatory authority 

to ~nsur,e that state and local agencies providing educa-

tional services comply with the applicable laws. It also 

provides technical resources, assistance and expertise and, 

in some cases, funds to these agencies. 

The delivery of educational and vocational services by 

DY.p programs is not a simple matter. It requires a capacity 

to make competent professional judgments about the range 

and type of services that should be available and the staff 

and funding resources which are needed for effective imple-

mentation. Further! DYS programs must be able to utilize 

local educational agency (LEA) programs and resources in 

appropriate cases and effect the necessary linkages. The 

diversity of the DYS programs and youth population com-

pounds these problems. 

In the Preliminary Report, the Task Force identified a 

variety of areas where action by OED could be of most imme-

diate assistance. These included implementing Chapter 766 

programs, monitoring and evaluating educational programs, 

technical assistance in program development and standards, 

the provision of a variety of resources to programs, and 

staff training. To date, DED has taken the following action: 
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- to ensure the stability of a fixed educational 
budget, DED will establish special education programs in 
seven DYS secure programs for one year with federal funds, 
in the course of fiscal year 1978. 

<- in monitoring the special education prog:rams 
of LEAs, OED will attempt to monitor specifically the ser­
vices provided by LEAs to appropriate DYS youths compared 
with the actual number of referrals made by DYS to the 
respective LEA. OED will attempt to ensure that ,there is 
a DYS liaison in each of its regional offices to assist 
DYS in obtaining LEA cooperation. 

- DEP will assist DYS in having LEAs assume their 
appropriate responsibilities for the funding and implementa­
tion of educational programs under Chapter 766 for eligible 
DYS youth in fosteri group home or residential seCure or 
non-secure programs .. 

- DED, through Proj ect CORE, has assisted DYS .in 
the design and implementation of a pilot project for edu­
cational services for PYS secure programs. An operational 
prototype is in place at Roslindale which may prove to pe 
a model for all DYS residential programs. 

- To ensure more comprehensive and better quality 
programs, the Division of Occupational Education will fund 
certain vocational educational programs for DYSyo-qth. 

While DYS clea~ly has the primary responsibility for pro-

viding educational services, OED has the necessary expertise .. 

The complexity of the problem, combined with the critical need 

for improved educational services, r~guires the involvement 

and assistance of DEP. 

RECOMMENDATIONS_: ~. 
, - ...... 11 ": 

~ II . 
1. DED\"should assist DYS by (a) providing in-ser-

vice orientation and training on Chapter 766, the CORE process, 
and the criteria and methods for establishing linkages with 
LEAsi (b) identifying the funding and other services/resources 
available from the LEAs or OED; and (c) ensuring that liaisons 
exist to provide assistance in problem C~~lution. CI 

2. DED should advise DYS of ' 'all programs certified 
for LEA 766. placements. OED should ensure that certified . 
programs comply Vlith DED regulations and are periodically 
motii tored . 

3. The OED funding'f6r fiipecial educational services 
in DYS secure programs should be ~vailable to all program 
types, not just the state-run programs in institutional faci­
lities. 



o 

.. yu9/~ 
.", ... / ..... ;-.'" 

.. . 
. Ij.\) . . 

~~;~J?' 

q 
i!; 

~ .. , 

o 

-99-

4. DED should continue to provide technical assist­
ance, and funding where') appropriate, to DYS for :"s;~", 

() . 2.3 monitoring and evaluating the educa-
tional/occup\ational components of -existing DYS 
prog~·ams1 

\';~ >.}. ' 

b. developing standards, performance 
!':measures and cost guidelines tor viable progr,aIn 
Iii" ". t 1 componen s,,;,) 
j -v-

I, 
c. assessing the kinds of programs' 

and serv}.c~sthat reasonably can and, should 
be provided by each level and type of DYS pro­
gram; and 

d •. ~W~elopinc;;r a~d ~m1(lementing proto­
type educat~ona,~ and occupat~o:nal components. 

5. DED should p~6vide technical assistance for 
"0 a j oint project to develop and'. illltplem~ wi thin OI;e y;ar. a 

"unified plan for educat.ional anq, vocational serv~ces for 
DYS yduth.~,) , 

~ ~ 
.1 

THE JUVENILE COURTS ANi~ PROBATION 
() 

COMMENTS: " The juvenile courts, probation and DXS have 
,f 

'-.:::::0.::" 

a special and inter-dependent relationslf1p with roles $nd 

, 'b'l't' . th t' I' h am" / f respons~ ~ ~~es at are cen ra ~n tea ~n~1crat1.on 0 

the juvenile justice system. It is critical that these 

actors work out methods for productively coordinating 

'relat~:shiPS and addressing the problems, issues and 

cerrts that exist, many of which ~re common to each. o ~ 

their 

con-

The Task Force recommendations focus in large part on 

substantive and. procedural changes in DYS which will, if 
\ " 

implemente¢i, remedy many of the problems identified by the 

cour't.s and, probation, and result in grea,ter accountability, 
. ~ . 

1:gettercibmmunication and cIoser coordination. '-A si~ilar 

kind oi; comprehensive review of the 1:~Jt~~tration of the 
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juv€,nl~ie court and probation system 'Would also be desirCfb'r-~ 
), I '{: 

putff is clearly beyond the bounds 'or capacity of this 

Task Force. * However I t11e Task Force has noted some of the 

general problems and issuesPYS encounters in interfacing 

~vith the. court system and over which DYS has no control. 

1. In the Commonwealth's two-tiered, de-centralized,. 
~ , 

,-. u 

court 'system I (there are four sp,~cially-created Juvenile 

Courts (Boston, Worcester, Springfield and Bristol COU1;}ty) I 

some 70 juvenile session~ in the district cour,ts, an Appell .... 
'':;' 

(,\ 

ate Division of the Bost6n Juvenile Court, and juvenile 

sessions in' each of fourtee'n County Sup~~ri'or Courts. Each 
t,'l 

of these courts has a juvenile probat.ion' office. ThE1J3e 

geographically dispersed Gourts and probation offices are 

the initial intake point fOJ7" DYS,\ and they determine the 

number and type of youths to be jommitted to DYS for deteh-

tion or treatment purposes.** 

-2. As a practical matter, :m an operq.tional basis, the 

supervisory pmver~ of the Chief or t . th c . t..,; ~ r~ces,e . annn cee on 

*The exce.llentreport of the\ Governor's SelectCotmni ttee 
on JUdicial Needs in 1976 (The cdx Committee) i:dentifiesa 
number dfthe general problems O~i the. Massa'chusetts c,Q'Urt 
system and proposes astructural:Feorganization ofthE,~ Judi­
ciary. However J it does pot retril~w. the. juvenile Gourt. and" 
probatio:q system in detail nor suggest changes ,that can be 
effected administratively. .,,: 

a 

**In the PreliminaJrY Reportl the Tasl§: ,Force urged juvenile 
courts to recognize the reality that there are limits to the 
capacity of PYS to address the problems and needs of eve;r-y youth 
eligible for DYS detention o.rtreatment who is in need of assist­
ance, eventhough .no Q,ther resource is available. Just as D'¥S 
mustra tionalize i;tssecure program intake process.:f SQ'. the 
courts al)dproba.t~on must attempt to ensure.that,thei;C commit-
ment practices .. are as uniform as PQssible ,both. at the time of 
a. first comn'litmentand~at tne point where adult cr.;minal pro­
,ceedings are required . Fal;'too o£t~en f.)~ .. ¥§~El=.h~1:q,.t~,~PQnsible ' 
b:r courts for the, ;Eailur~"9;Efi.;9,~~·:?'£1~4-d:ie~t~.:;:tt(gfs1,19~g~~~t;¥~:9.,~E;s,~;, ,,,,c",,,",,,,'. 

t~on, to act:. or to act~:!}p:~:ppr~at~1:y,,=·,,:""O '"'''6 ""';' ~= ~". 
'~~-:r< .,-- ~'--., : . 
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Probation, and the cornrnis'Ei'ioner of probation, appea·r to be 

c more theqretical than real. Inevitably I each court differs, 

often dramatically, in terms of demands and expectations of 

DYS, and in commitment and detention practices. 
o 

This IIsy~temll 

lacks uniform, coordi.nated, commonly'understood and accepted 

policies, guidelines and standards. It is a fact, even if 

entirely appropriate, that each court, judge and probation 

departm~nt has different approaches to most, if not all, 

phases of delinquency apd commitment proceedings. Any con-
II 

cernSt complaints, or problems DYS may have, no matter how 

~·,g{~neral or widespread, can be addressed or resolved, in 'most 
, ... * • 

cases, only by each individual court and probation office 
\' 

rather than on a system-~ide basis. 

3. While there is a general s'upport for the p,resent 

statutory framework and approach to juvenile corrections, 
~, 

() 

there are ::>trong, dissenting voices., The absence of "judi-

cial consensus" is. often fostered and (enhanced by a surpris-
I' 

ing lack of understanding by judges and probation officers 

of the DYS system( how it is administered I the range and 

type d£ programs available ofl a statewide basis, and the 

" limited amount of DYS', fiscal resources. 

A. Many ,of these problems could be remedied by an 

effective probation system. Yet, this system seems to 

suffer from alm6st exactly the~ame kinds of administrative 

det'@c:iencies the Task Force has identified in DYS. 1/ The im-

pact on the effectiveness'of the juvenile justice system, 
, 0 t,i ",' k 

'whi;Le less visible and dramatiC, is of a greater magnitude 

since the nurnbet of youths for which probation is responsible 

is almost four times that "of DYS.While there are several 
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i'model" juvenile probati~n offices and officers, the absence 

of a statewide system subject to centralized controls pre-

cludesa general implementation of the competency and quq.;lity 

standards set by these departments, 

5. The '''qua Ii ty and c.ompetenceQ of the prosecution and 

defense i~ juvenile cases varies markedly. The need for 
., 

able, knowledgeable counsel on. both sides with special ex-

pertise in the juvenile area is' particuiarly ifuportaI).t. A 
. 

lack of competent representation of the. Commonwealth and the 

yout.haffectsnot only public protection and due process, 
;: 

but' also the,roles courts, probat'ion and' Dy'S perfopn, many 

of which are the responsibility of counsel. 

RECOMl-1ENDAT IONS: 

1. DYS should ensure that juvenile courts and 
probation officers are regularly and routinely advised 
as to placement decisions both in detention and treatment, 
and that probation officers and the information and knowledge 
they have about individual youths are incluCied in the assess .... 
ment/placement process. The probation departnt~hb9 and courts 
must actively participate in review Elrocesses of this type. 

2. The Chief Justice of the. D:istrict· Gourots and 
the Commissioner of Probation shou,ld meet with the Commi-I., •. ,,' . , 
ss~oner of DYS. to develop methods for ensuring· a review of 
common problems and issues and the particular problems of 
each on a .;egular and expedited basis. It should be the 
responsibili t.y of the Chief Justice and Commis.sioner. of "~ 
Probation to ensure that appropriate representatives of 
the Juvenile Courts are·involved in this process·as·well. 

3. The Chief 'Justice and the Commissioner of 
PrO'bation should endeavor to ensure that procedures and 
practices:of juvenile courts andprbbatiQn offices are 

II ,as uni,forIn: and consistent as possible. . 
h:i,)-, 

4. . 1'he Oi str ict A'ttorneys of the CommOnweal th 
should provide full-time prosecutorJs 'for all juvenile 
courts and sessions ~ Several model projects have peen, 
funded by CCJ with LEAA funds ..These models should be 
generally applied r' and funded :Oy the state. & 

·'1\, 



-103-

. \' 5. While part of an overall problem of providing 
quality defense services to the poor in the Commonwealth, 
the resources needed to ensure competent representation, by 
defense counsel in all juvenile proceedings must be provided 
by the state. The methods and models have alr~ady been 

'developed l:?y the Massachusetts Defenders Committee, Greater 
Boston Legal Services and others. 

, - fl. 

6. Efforts must be made to limit court delays, 
particularly in cases involving youths held in secure place­
ments pending trial, disposition or bind-over proceedings. 

THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATURE 
_____ -,.,--;-<i---------"-' _--"'------

", 

COMMENTS: The.re a:J:e two areas the Task Force has 

addressed which are the exclusive responsibility of the 

Governor and the Legislature: The DYS budget appropriation 

and'proposed'legislative amendments "affecting the statutory 
., 

jurisdiction of DYS. The co.rnments and recommendations of 

, the Task Force on the budgetary needs of DYS are detailed in 

Section V of this Report.* 

In terms of legislation, there are now pending in the 

legislature two, generic types of proposals which would, if, 

ena~ted, significantly alter the statutory jurl.sdiction, 

structure and framework of DYS:** 

rr'he Jud'icial Sentencing proposals would eliminate the 

exclusive placement jurisdiction of DYS over youths committed 

by cou~ts for detention or care and treatment. They would 

permit or mandate juvenile courts in appropriate cases to 

,~order DYS to place youths in specific facilities or programs 
'-,' 

for prescribed periods of time. These proposals address con-

f:l *SuEra'j p. 61. 

**Thesutnmaries of the two proposals which follow are 
,intended to be broadly descriptive only, not judgmental or 
de:Einitive. The summaries are provided primarily as a frame 
of reference for the subsequent, comments. ' 

q .,' 
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, 
cerns about the accountability of DYS to the courts and tihe 

,j j.~ 

adequacy of the DYS placement process, particularly in terms 

of security and public protection. 

The Reorganization proposals would include DYS in a 

merger with s0n)-e or all of the parts of other state agencies 

providing s!ervices to children and/or families _ They would 
" 

eliminate DYS as an independent state agency dealing solely 

with youths involved, in delinquency proceedings in the juvenile 

justice system. These proposals seek to. :eemedy the duplica­

tion, gaps and jurisdictional conflicts which exist in the 

state service delivery system and to achieve a system which 

is more coordinated( efficient l comprehensive and accountable. 

In evaluating both types of legislation~ the following 

considerations are relevant; 

;,1., They would radically alter the concept al2-~ role o,f 

DYS. The present statutory scheme is the product of a major 

reform effort. It represents a pioneering approach to juvenile 

corrections, not simply an alternativ,e form of service delivery 

or sentencing.;. The concept is a viablebn~ Which affords a 

unique and realistic opportunity to balance and accommoda.te 

competing concerns and interests. In addition, in spite of 

administrative weaknesses, the DYS system appears· to com}?are 

favorably with youth correctional systems in every other state. 

For example, ~n terms of public protection, the statistics on 
~~r' 

juvenile crime, violence and recidivism indicate. no significant 

diffe:r:-ences in Massachusetts; in fiscalte;rms, the DYS" system 

is mO.re efficient and economical~' and in terms of fundameJ:;l.ta,l 

rights, i't is mar.e equitable, fair and humane. 
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2. .Legislation alone is not a panacea for the problems' 

~nd issues that must be addressed now. It n~ither ensures, ' 

I 
I 
I 

hor is it a substitute for, increased resources and expeditious 
. . , 

administrative referm. In fact, legislation may postponeactionsl 

Ii 
that can and must be taken, regardless of the nature of the DYS .. i 

system, and it cotha. compound the problems thi:tt exist. 
11

" 

The 
.. 

ptiority and effort required for administrative reform will 

b~ subsumed by th~ demands and details involved in implementing 

eiJ.ther a 'merger ot 'agencies or judicial sentencing orders . 
. ' ,~ 

F~ther/·the agen,bies which may be involved in a merger dwarf 

DYS in size and have similar, if not greater, administrative 

problems; ~nd DYS clearly lacks the capacity to respond effect-

ively to specific placement orders emanating from more than 70 

autonomous courts utili2;ing different sentencing ~riteria and 

standards. 

3. The concerns and objectives o£ the re-organization and 

judicial sentencing legi.slation can be addressed and achieved 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

without statutory changes. There is no question that there ,are c I· 

problems in the present system and that the legislative Pfoposals 

raise legitimate issues and concerns. yet all of them have been 
,~ 

identified by the Task Force; each one has been addressed direct-

1y in the recommendations in this Report i and these recommenda-·· 

~) tions can be substantially implemented by prompt administrative 
.:) 

action bY"QYS and others. ,iDYS is fully cognizant of the con-

cerns"and has beg)1n to respond to the Task Force recommendatio.'ns. 

Its performance can be readily monitored and evaluated. In 

this context, the legislative proposals seem premature. 

I 
I~ 
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RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. The budget appropriation for DYS should be 
increased to $22.5 million for the reasons and purposes 
detailed in the. Budgetary Needs of DYS I Section V of thi.s 
Report. 

2. Legislation modifying the exclusive place­
ment jurisdiction/a'uthority of DYS, or merging DYS with 
other'agencies, should not be enacted unless substantial 
progress, by prdmpt administrative action in implementing 
the recommendations of this Report, is not made within one 
year. 

3. The Secretary of Human Services and the Commis­
sioner of DYS should subm.i t a report to the Governor and 
Legislature on or.pefore January I, 1978, detC!.iling the 
actions and progress of DYS and pthers. 

o 

r t "= 
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VII. IMPLEMENTATION 

The primary objec,tive of the Task Force has been to 

offer the collective wisdom and best judgment of its members 

to the Commissioner in an advisory capacity_ With the sub­

mission of this Repor~, the Task Force concludes its work. 

As has been noted repeatedly, this Report constitutes a feas­

,ible action agenda for DYS and others. Therefore, this final 

section is addressed solely to the responsibility for imple--

mentation. It is short but it is probably the most important 

section of all. 

There are three critical implementation roles and levels 

of respcnsib~lity: 0 

FirS:!:" the primary responsibility for implementation of 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
,I 
I 
I 
I 

all the recommendations in this Report rests squarely on DYS I 
and specifically on the Commissioner. DYS has the critical 

interest and stqke in the results. The Commissioner should 
,r 

prepare and implement a one-year plan to address every 

recorrtmendation, including those addressed to other agencies 

and officials. 

Second, the performance of DYS and ~}:le Commissioner in 

fulfilling their primary responsibilities will be influenced 

by regular review and oversight by cre~ible officials with 

direct line responsibility. The Secretary of Human Services 

alone has the interest, competence and authority to fulfill 

this responsibility. The Secretary is also in,a position 

to i~~ist,' ur, ,d effect the kind of inter-agency admini­

strative ass~nce :r5=quired' to make "coordination" an 

'action 'Word);' instead of a bureaucratic i explanation for an 

inability to act. 
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Third, there is a legitimate need for an independent, 

advisory perspective in the implementation process. The 

statutory DYS Advisory Committee should fill-this role. 
o 

It has not done so .in the past; and it will be an unnecessary 

appendage in the 'future unless it is radici3.~ly re-organized. 

It must have the capacity to serve DYS as an ally and advisQr, 

an independent but credible and informed monitor, and a 

constructive critic with clout. The key to i,ts effectiveness 

will be (a)- the quality of the public members appoiIfted by 

the Governor and the individuals designated to represent the 

agencies ,. (b) the commitme'nt of' time and energ% each member 

makes to the task at hand, and (c) the competence of the" 

staff the COmrriissioner assigns to the Committee. 

The performance of this triad.t jointly and <severally.f 

will be the single most impo~tant factor in determining 
',: 

whether the hopes of the Task Force wil1, be realized or whether 

this Report will be relegated to a library shelf as one more 

"study" relic. The- future of DYS will be affected either 

way. 
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APPENDIX 

The Task Force Process 

The preliminary and Final Reports are the products of 
a process which was designed to provide practical advice and 
credible assistance to the Commissioner of DYS on the issue 
of security. The process required the active participation 
of everyntember.Itl(';drew upon the collective experience and 
expertise of a group of individuals representing a cross~ 
sect,ion of perspectives on DYS and the issue of security. 
The result is a comprehensive set of recommendations which 
build within and upon the existing community-based approach 
and framework, a system which can be implemented, supported, 
monitored and held accountable. 

This Appendix summarizes the elements of the process as 
background for this Report. It may serve as a useful guide 
for others undG:r'taking similar efforts . However , neither 
the Report nor this Appendix can adequately describe the 
spirit and dynamic which permeated the Task Force process, 
the educational and sensitizing value of the experience, 
and the mutual respect and credibility that emerged from 
the interaction of the members. 

Issues ahd Objectives 

In furtherance of its general mandate, the Task Force 
identified a set of specific objectives and issues, b"ased 
on interviews with the individual members and discussions 
in plenary sessions in April, 19'76. They included the 
following: 

*Definition of the terms related to security and 
a determination of the types of youths who are appro­
priate for secure placements; 

*The number and type of aecure detention and 
treatment programs DYS needs; 

*The appropriate criteria y procedures and stan­
dards for determining entry into, and exit froIn, a 
secure setting of any kind; 

*The appropriate size, location and physical 
attributes of any secure program; 

*The program care and treatment content and 
staffing ~.upport which should be required in any 
secure program; 

r) 
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*A sUbstantive and procedural statement of the 
rights of youths placed in secure settings and of 
the obligations of DYS toward themj 

*The fiscal implications and impact of any se­
cure program system or policies. 

*The appropriate rolE~s and responsibilities of 
other agencies and officials. 

The Task Force was determined to arrive at its conclu­
·sions and offer its advice - whatever that might be and in 
whatever form - as quickly as possible. It set a target 
date of July I, 1976. . 

The Preliminary Phase 

The Task Force held its first plepary session on 
April 15, 1976. It held its final plenary session on 
the findings and recommendations of its subcommittees on 
July 8. On' that date l it approved the preparation o~ the 
Preliminary Report by the Chairman. Between April 15 and 
July 8, the Task Force met in plenary session three times 
and each of the subcommittees met at least once a week 
for six weeks. * \c&=~ 

The first three plenary sessions were devoted lo 
general topics which included: 

- an overview of the structure and procedures 
, of DYS with specific referEFnce to its present. secure 
system and programs and DYS' analysis of problem 
areas; 

- a presentation by eaph Task Force member of 
his/her perspective on the key issues facing DYS and 
the Task Force; an¢!, 

- a review ofD'&'S' information on the'profiles 
of youth presently in secure programs, together with 
an assessment of :the presen!~ policies relating to 
them. !, 

n 
The rema~n~ng plenary sessio:r;.s ihvolved discussion and re-
view of subcommittee reports. 

The Task Force divided itsel£ intp three primary sub­
committees: Secure Detention, Secure Treatment, and Data' 

II ". 
"'J )1 .\'''-

*These sessions averaged oat l least three hours. eaGh andvr-
the average attendance was bet:ween 80-90%. Summar~es of Ibach. 
meeting were distributed to all members of the Task Force;~ I' 

{ 
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and Definitienal Overview.* Each Subcemmittee included 
a reporter and DYS staff-participants with specific respoh­
sibili ty iil the subject area. The subcommittees on Secure 
Detentien and Secure Treatment had a twe-part agenda: 

First,. educate themselves abeut, and analyze, the 
present-procedures, policies, pregrams and structure 
ef DYS in each ef the areas. Each spbcbmmittee held 
meetings en the sites of at least tWtl of the DYS pre­
grams; heard presentatiens frem program and DYS staff; 
reviewed material generated by DYS at the r.equest ef 
the subcemmittee; and di13cussed their ebservatiens. 

Second, based on their review and evaluation ef 
the current situatien, they were to provide the Task 
Force with opera tienal re.commenda tions for actien £l. 
DYS. 

The SUbstantial overlap and commonality of the findings and 
.. recornIt].endatiqns in eacl}. area was indicative ef the censensus 
that emerged based on this review and·deliberation.** 

The primary objective ef the subcommittee en Data and 
Definitienal Overview was to provide a framework fer the 
empirical review and recommendations of the other subcom­
mittes by 

- defining the key terms and analyzing the data 
available on youth presently viewed"as needing secure 
settings by DYS and by others, including the courts; 

- developing criteria and profiles which could 
be used to. determine the number ef secure placements 
needed; and 

*There was also. a subcemmittee on Yeung Wemen whose mem­
bers. also. served on ene of the other subcemmittees. They met 
twice. Their conclusiens were (a) that the separate existence 
of a subcommittee on this subject sanctioned the continued 
separate, second-class treatment of the needs of girls in DYS; 

. (b) the is'sues and preblems were intimately tied to the gen­
eral ones being examined by other Task Ferce subcemmittees 
and should be addressed as part .of this systemic reform; and 
(c) the general needs ef young women in DYS should be the 
subject ef a review independent of this Task For~~"e. 

**The subcommittee reports'were products of the Task Ferce 
members based en the summaries of their meetings and discus-

I,' sions. The Task Force had no. paid er full-time staff. The 
staffing/reperting functien was perfermed by members of the 

's1;affsef the Commissiener and the Atterney General, both ef 
whom-accerded prierity to the Task Ferce effort and encouraged 
individuals with other primary responsibilities to devote as 
much time as possible to. this ~verk. 0 The absence of a fermal 
staff required, full participatien by members. It werked, how­
ever, enly because the members were committed eneugh to invelve 
themselves this way. . 

I 
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- analyzing the budgetary impact of a viable secure. 
program syst~m~ 

This subcommittee was most direct'ly affected by (a) the ab­
sence of any'reasonable or useful form of commonly accepted 
definitional principles, standards or policies and (b) the 
paucity of reliable and adequate data, information and/or 
profiles on youth in or out of DYS who may need s'ecure set­
tings. They. recommended the definitional principles and 
framework. However, in the time available, and given the 
need for administrative reform articulated by the other sub­
committees, any reasonable numbers projections or budget-
ary analyses were impossible. --

The Task Force determined that a report should be pre­
pared and issued based on t.his three-month effort. The 
35-page Preliminary Report reviewed and analyzed in detail 
the status and problems 6f the DYS administration of its 
secure program system and made more than 70 specific recom­
mendations for change. * By collec,tive agreement, the 'Task 
Force conti'nued in' existence to address matters which ·,.,rere 
not fully resolved or covered given time constraints, in­
sufficient information, or the need to await DYS' response 
to recommendations. ' 

The Final Phase 

, The Task Force reconvened in September, 1976 , and set 
the following agenda for the second phase of its work: 

- Monitor the response of DYS to the Preliminary 
Report;) 

- Conduct a series of public hearings on that 
Report; 

- Determine, based on its own study, the number 
of secure placements PYS needed, using the prelim;Lnary 
Report as th;) framework;' 

,~ ":'-. 

- Analyze the budgetary impact <>f the Task Force, 
o reacmrnenda tions ; .) '<\:~;"" 

~:'" 
.. - Review \vhat other agencies and officials could 

reasonably do to assist DYS. 

*The Report was drafted'by the ,Chairman., It took about 
three weeks on a full-time basip , ~'f~,t11 the full-time assist­
ance of Susan Stone, then a volunt8:e.r attorney in the Depart­
ment of the Attorney General. 

.... ~>~, 
~" ~, 
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The T9,sk Force hoped to conclude its't,woxk within si~ months .. 
During this phase, the" Task Rorce and the subcommittees 
each met only once a month~ The plenary sessions were devoted 
to (a) the implementation perfor)Jlance ,of DYS, (b) the response 
of other agencies to the preliminary recommendations made to 
them, (c) interim subcommittee reports, and (d) revie~.,s of 
drafts of each section of the final report.* 

'\ The Secure Detentio'n and Tr~atment subcornrni ttees had a 
, :t:.!tree''''part agenda in this phase: " 

'\ ' ~ 
"'\" - review thellhplementation efforts of DYS in 
,", ea9h area and provide advice on specific problem areas; 

\\ . . 
" - :l5urther refine the priority areas which should 

be addressed; and 

... develop recommendations on the budget needs of 
"Dyg in each a:r::ea based on program prototypes developed 
to meet Task Force standa,rds. 

" . 

The ,subcommittee reviews were the basis for the approach taken 
by the Task )t'orce ,in each ar:.ea. 

® The Data and Definitional subcommittee, with a revised 
membership J und,ertook the development and implementation of 
the study on the secure placement needs of DYS. They met at 
least, once a week. In addition, small, three-person special' 
subcommittees were formed to develop specific recommendations 
for a'ction by each of the agencies and officials identified 
in the Preliminary Report. Each such subcommittee included 
a T~'Sk Force mernbe,r;.,. who represented the agency· addressed. 

'\'._} , 

The public meeting results 1irere the only aspect of the 
final phase not directly c~vered in the Final Report. They 
did, however, influence the outcome of the Task Force review 
on the, issue of security. Public meetings were held in 
three areas of the state during the Fall of 1976. Represen­
tatives of all segments of the 'juvenile j1,lstice system and 
childrens' services network at the regional al:).d local, levels 
were invited to discuss th€f, 'Prelirhinary Report and t6 pro-
'vide the,ir views on the issues being a.ddressed by the Task 
Force. 

*Final,izing the substantive cOI1:clusions and recommenda­
tions,of tne Task Force took 'a significant amount: Of time 
from March through early June, 1977. The budg,etsection was 
4ifficult because ofothe problems, in obtaini:q.g firm figures 
and e.nalyzing present expenditures. The sect.ion on tl1e re­
sponsibi~itiesof others consumed an inordinate amount of time 
because ftwasobviously far ceasierfor the Task Forc'e to . 
agree on'cri,tiq,ues of, DYS than to agree on comments and recOm­
l\lendationstha't were impliedly critical of agencies ?ind offi-, 
cfjalsrepres,ented on tbe T~sk Force~ or; which would J;'equire 

(dont~nued) """ 
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These, meetin~s conformed trlt (a) the Ti'\sk Force con_

c 

sensus on the issue of security ~s uniformly shared at 'I:he 
regional and loccf'l level, (b) the Task1:Force had considered, 
r,eviewed and addressed almost every issue andproblemidenti-

,fied, and (c) its membership 'fairly,represen~edctheperspec­
tives and interests of the system. In' addition, the Task " 
Force cencluded that this public meeting format-should be 
used on a regular basis by'tne Commissioner 6f Dyg, and the 
h~~ds of ether ,;agencies q,S a metho9- of cemmunication. 

,Cenclusion 
() 

The process u·sed may not havri;,been perfect but. it does 
have several positive aspects whidh appear to. be unique. 
The-Report is clear to. those to whom it is directed and it 
is the product of the members themselves. They have invested 
heavily in it and, since they are all a part of the system in 
which DYS must functien, they are ina positien toeval:uate 
the response to it. It does ·rep:i:es~nta co:q.selns,us - one . 
forged out of a progess of debate, discussion} disagreement 
and a coronton concern. No one member ·agrees wlith the~epert 
in all respects. Honest Ciisagreements remain/l. HoweVer, the 

'members respected each other and the process c\enough to. agree 
en the major sUbstantive aspects. Finally, at bottem, the 
success ef any prece'ss depehds en ttl.e quality-and dedic'atien 
of the participants. This Task Force had no peers. The~t 
were', and continue to. be I an invaluable ;t;esource to. DYS. 

., J) 

IJ 

(*continued from pag6A .... SJ Go 

actien bythent, ipstead of just DYS. 1, Hewever, the' 'longest 
delay was the responsibility of 'the Chairman .. The drarting 
or a final product which adeqUately presented the comprehen~ 
sive work of the Task ;;Forc.e ,on. apart-timebasl,s . ,amidst 
o.ther pressingtinte. demanOiisand ~itllouta full .... time assistant;" 
simply teak mU,ch longer tltan. anyone req.sonahl"Z, anticipated" 
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