1ssues viewing or accessing

If you have

this file, please contact us at NCJRS.gov.
$

, INC.,,

and
1O JUVENILE COURT

S

”

TY BASED PREVENTION
OKLAHOMA COUNTY JUVENILE BUREAU

IONOFA

i
i
i

ANIVE APPROACHE

IMUN

CES PE%ECT

AND YOUTH SERVICES FOR OKLAHOMA COUNTY

AN EVALUAT
¢ C A/

ADMINISTERED

“INNON
SERN

1
i
i

1975

OKLAHOMA

OKLAHOMA CITY

3

=
e
oy
gl

e e e R e g

)

et Y
e et

-8961

(405) 848

73118 7

ASSOCIATION OF CENTRAL OKLAHOMA GOVERNMENTS / 4801 CLASSEN BLVD. / SUITE 200 / OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLAHOMA



|
|
!
i’

OFFICERS AND MEMBERS OF THE

ASSOCIATION OF CENTRAL OKLAHOMA GOVERNMENTS

OFFICERS
Chairman.cceescsssoscseassssssassss.Marion C. Reed
Vice Chairman.cssscccsscsssessssssO0dell Morgan
Secretary/TreasSUlerl.iceccecsssssssssCGeorge McWhirter

MEMBERS
Bethany Honorable Eldon Lyon
Calumet No Appointee
Choctaw Honorable Tom Billings
Crescent Honorable J. B. Hunt
Del City Honorable Leo Tinsley
Edmond Honorable James Harrod
E1 Reno Honorable Wesley Cox
Forest Park Honorable W. Rogers Abbott
Guthrie Honorable Madeline Glock
Harrah Honorable Elsie Summers
Jones No Appointee
Langston Honorable A. B. Prewitt
Lexington Honorable Winford Chaney
Luther No Appointee

Midwest City
Moore

Mustang

Nichols Hills
Nicoma Park
Noble

Norman

Okarche
Oklahoma City
Orlando
Piedmont
Spencer

Union City
Valley Brook
Village

Warr Acres
Yukon

Canadian County
Cleveland County
Logan County

Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable

Honorable

Honorable
Honorable

Marion C. Reed
Odell Morgan
George McWhirter
Sidney P. Upsher
0. J. Toland
James Farris
William S. Morgan
Edwin Zum Mallen
Patience Latting
J. W. Pfieffer
Darrell Stinchcomb
H. W. Moses

Larry Maples
Edward Osborn

Roy Carmack

Jim Lucas

George Eifler
Paul Elmenhorst
Emil Fox

Alfred Reece

7



SUMMARY OF AN EVALUATION OF
COMMUNITY BASED PREVENTION PROGRAMS (74-~d-2)
AND
INNOVATIVE APPROACHES TO JUVENILE
COURT SERVICES (74-i-3) PROJECT

Administered by
Oklahoma County Juvenile Bureau
and
. Youth Services for Oklahoma County

Prepared by
The Association of Central Oklahoma Governments
Through Project C.R.I.M.E.
4801 Classen Boulevard, Suite 200
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73118
Telephone (405) 848-8961

January 23, 1975
This report is one of seven evaluation reports

prepared by ACOG through Project C.R.I.M.E.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Project Name: Community Based Prevention Program and
Innovative Approaches to Juvenile
Court Services

Name of Grantee: Oklahoma County Juvenile Bureau and

Youth Services for Oklahoma County, Inc.-

Local Government Level: County

Director: Thomas D. Stanfill, Director
Oklahoma County Juvenile Bureau
321 Park Avenue, Room 214
Oklahoma City, OK 73102

Client Group of Criminal Justice System: Juvenile
Project Amount: $96,50L

Project Description: The project provided for the
establishment of two neighborhood
offices to more effectively deal with
delinguency and pre-~delinguency in
closer proximity to the community.

Each office housed probation counselors
from the Juvenile Bureau of the Oklahoma
County Court and counselors from Youth
Services for Oklahoma County, Inc.




DEFINITIONS

Objective - Something toward which effort is directed; an
aim or end of action.

Immediate Objectives -~ The project objectives which are the
preconditions for the accomplishment of the
intermediate objectives.

Intermediate Objectives = The project objectives which are
the means by which the ultimate objectives are
to be achieved.

Ultimate Objectives - The project objectives which are
stated as the effect, outcome or impact of a
project on its target population.

Pre-delinguent behavior - A pattern of behavior which can
be identified and which has proven to be an
indicator of a potential for further involvement
in, or precipitating acts judged to be delinquent.

Diversion - Preventing a child from penetrating the official
juvenile justice system any further than
necessary and referring those children to appro-
priate noncoersive community agencies or services.

Adjudicated ~ A determination by the court of guilt or
innocence and which fixes the category of
delinguent or in need of supervision.

In Need of Supervision - A child who is habitually truant
from school or is beyond the control of parents
or guardian, or who habitually depoarts himself
so as to endanger the health or morals of
himself or others.

Delinguent - (1) A child who has violated a federal or state
law or municipal ordinance excepting traffic
statutes or ordinances, or any lawful order of
a court; (2) A child who habitually violates
traffic laws or ordinances.

Probation - Court ordered supervision of a youth adjudicated
as delinquent or in need of supervision.
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SUMMARY REPORT

Findings

This report has attempted to evaluate a juvenile delin-
quency project funded by the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administyration (LEAA) through the Oklahoma Crime Commission
(0cC). The project was administered by the Oklzhoma County
Juvenile Bureau and Youth Services for Oklahoma County, Inc.
and involved the establishment of neighborhood youth services
centers in the northwest and northeast quadrants of Oklahoma

County, ©klahoma. In summary, it can be said that the project

has achiewved or is making progress toward the majoritv of the

identified objectives.

The immediate objectives dealt with project planning and
implementation efforts. The evaluation has established that

planning did take place prior to application forxr LEAA/OCC

funds and that the project was implemented as scheduled. In

fact, the two quadrant offices were established during the

first thrxee months of the project year, so that the project

was able to proceed toward obtainment of the intermediate and

ultimate objectives at the start of the second quarter.

The intermediate objectives consisted of the staff train-
ing and service delivery aspects of the project. It was

through the attainment of these objectives that the project
1




anticipated reducing delinquency among the juveniles
receiving services.

Through the evaluation, it was determined that most of
the project's intermediate objectives had been achieved. Th=

probation counselors' caseload was reduced in the two northern

guadrants, allowing the counselors increased time for super-
vision of probationers. Additional time was achieved by
locating the guadrant offices in areas with the highest con-
centration of juveniles, thus reducing travel time for the
counselors at the quadrant offices. Furthernore, various
agencies which provided long-term counseling or treatment of
problems were identified for referring juveniles with prob=-
lems that required extensive counseling. Cocrdination with
such agencies was achieved, and approximately 40 agencies were
used on a regular basis.

On~going training of staff and volunteers serving the
project was achieved through weekly meetings with professional
consultants. The staff perceived these meetings as vexry benaé
ficial, as they provided the personnel an opportunity to work
with the consultants on various problems and increase their
own ability to provide services to probationers and pre-

delinquents. In all, approximately 150 hours of training were

available for the staff and vclunteers. The incorporation of

volunteers into the project design provided one other source
of increasing the time available to counselors for intensive

work with probationers and pre-delinquents.
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The only intermediate objective that was ncot fully
realized by the project was the planned increased work with
the probationers' families. This objective was partially

~

achieved, resulting from a lack of coordination between tho
two agencies. However, the coordinsation problems have been
reduced; and during the last guarter of the project’s first

year, incroased counseling with the fawilics hag been

’jlitiaLcd
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The assessment at the intermedlate objective level was
not able to incorporate some of the indicators planned, sinco
the necessary data was not included in the Juvenile Bureau's
record-~keeping system. During an exit intexview with Tom

Stanfill (Project Director) and Mike Harris (Supervisor of

Probation Services), the need for increasad date was discusscls.

Both men stated that the evaluation had identified data shoxtw
comings toward which they have initiated efforts to correct.
The effort to maintain the necessary data is reflective of
the desire of the project's personnel to achieve the most

effective means of service delivery.

The final level of assessment were the ultimate objeoc
tives, which are the effects on delinguenny that the project
was designed to achieve. These desired effects were to
decrease the rate of future delinguent acts among clientele
and to increase diversion of juveniles from the juvenile

justice system. The evaluation found that the project had

made progress toward obtaining its ultimate objectives.
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Support of the project's progress was provided by the follow-
ing findings:

(a) reduction in the number of juveniles adjudicated
Delinguent and the number adjudicated In Need of
Supervision, which is reflective of the court's
and Probation Department's effort to divert
juveniles from the justice system,

(h) a very low rate of adjudication among the pre-
delinquents recelving services from the Youth
Services counselors at the two quadrants,

(¢} a reduction in the percentage of the Probation
Department's caseload from the northern half of
Oklahoma County, the area which the project was
designed to serve,

(d) a reduction in the number of Jjuveniles from
the northern area commitited to state institutions.

The recidivism rate for probationers was also derived.
Usging the frequency of arraidnment among the probationers in
fhe northern quadrants, the recidivism rate was found to be
78%. However, this rate included juveniles that were broucht
hefore the court for arraignment more than once, and tharc.-
fore, represented a rough overestimation of the actual rate.

A second calculated rate used adjudication after place~
ment on probation to define recidivism. By this definition,
the rate was 25%. Again, this rate was not totally accurate,
as some of the probationers were scheduled for adiudication
hearings and the outcome of the hearings could not be included
in the calculations. The derived rate, then, underestimotes
the actual rate. As a result of the limitations on the two

derived rates, the recidivism percentages repoxrted are con-

gidered as reflecting the boundaries within which the actunal

rate falls.
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The final indicator of the proﬁect's success in obtairn-
ing the ultimate objectives, was a telephone survey to assess
the community's awareness of the services offered to pre-
delinquents. The survey revealed little awareness, which
could reduce the effectiveness of the project delivery. How-~
ever, in an exit interview with Doug Gibson (Director of

Youth Services), it was found that plans were being developad

for activities which would increase the community awarengss.

Two possiblities under examination were television "spots"
publicizing the services offered at the quadrant offices and

designing a brochure for dissemination within the community.

Conclusions

Overall, the pexformance during the project's first year
had successfully achieved the first two levels of objectives:
and the project was found to be progressing toward the ulti-
mate objectives. The problems found by the evaluation are
being addressed by the project managerxs, and plans have been
developed to reduce the shortcomings during the project's

second year.
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Program Overview

The project just discussed was, in actuality, a combina
tion of two programs which were written in the OCC's Compra-

hensive Law Enforcement Action Plan, 1974 under the program

titles "Community Based Prevention Programs" (74-d-2) and
"Innovative Approaches to Juvenile Court Services" (74-i-3).
At the time of this report, it was being administered by two
separate agencies: Oklahoma County Juvenile Bureau, undexr
the leadership of Thomas D. Stanfill and Youth Services for
Oklahoma County, Inc., headed by Douglas M. Gibson.

The project was concelved by the directors of the two
agencies as the result cf the identification of, in Mr. Gib-
son's words, ". . . dual needs--needs identified by the court
and needs identified by Youth Services. The court wanted to
decentralize their office and get the people out into the
field . . . [and] wanted them to get out into the neighbox-
hoods and develop a closer identity with the neighborhoods,
schools, police department, etc. We also wénted to do that--
be more accessible to the families we are working with." The
resultant project involved the establishment of branch or
neighborhood offices located in the areas of Oklahoma City
experiencing the highest incidence of delinguency.

A survey utilizing 1973 data was conducted, and it was
found that 31% of the referrals to the Oklahoma County Juve-
nile Cdurt came from the northwest quadrant of Oklahoma City
and 30% came from the northeast quadrant. Thus, it was

decided to locate a neighborhood office in each of these two



quadrants. Attached to each of these offices were probation
counselors from the Oklahoma County Juvenile Bureau and youth
services counselors from Youth Services for Oklahoma County,
Inc. This, of course, allowed the two agencies to take their
serviceskto the areas identified as having the greatest need.
The probation counselors would be able tolprovide more
intensive supervision over a relatively small caseload and
conduct more intensive family counseling with the parents
and other siblings in the home. Also, the youth services
counselors would be able to work more intensively with pre-

delinguent referrals because of their proximity to their

clients. It was anticipated that this multi-service . (two

district agencies offering diversified services from the same
facility) approach would result in a decrease of delinguent
acts. t was the purpose of this evaluation report to providae
an indication of the success achieved in attaining this goal
and to prdvide feedback concerning their program to the

project directors.

Program Supportive Literature Review*®

In an effort to determine the degree to which the means
toward achieving the goals of the project were supported by
existing knowledge, a literature review Was performed, the
results of which indicated the project's activities should
enable it to progress. For example, the neighborhood centers
concept was recognized in 1967 by the President's Commission

on Lavw Enforcement and Criminal Justice when it recomnended:




"Communities should e.;'tablish neighborhcod youth-serving
agencies . . . located 1f possible in comprehensive neighbor-
hood ceommunity centers and receiving juveniles (delinquent or
non~delinquent) referred by the police, the juvenile court,
parents, school and other sources.

These agencies would act as central coordinators of all
community services for young people and would also provide
services lacking in the community ox neighborhood, especially
ones designed for less seriously delinquent juveniles." (p.8£3)

Malcolm W. Klein (1974: 297) lent support to diverting
juveniles from the system when he found that first offenders
had a higher rate of recidivism when handled by police depart-
ments employing low diversion practices than in the depart-
ments having higher diversion policies. (Others supporting
the concept of diversion are: Roberts, 1974; Scarpittil and
Stenhenson, 1968; Laulicht, 1962; Mannevring, 1958; Rector,
1958 and Rubin, 1958,) But, Klein (1972: 302) has also warned
that " . . . simple recidivism as a criterion measure was
inadequate in juvenile delinquency research . . . for measur-
ing the effectiveness or ineffectiveness of a program."

The need to work more closely with the family of a juve-
nile is also well supported in the literature. For instance,
Mahoney {1974: 600~601) has said that the degree of parental
and family attachment has been considered an important crite-
rion to the probation officer while preparing the intake and

predispositional reports.

Evaluation Process

The objectives necessary to evaluate the progress of the

project toward its goal were derived by: (1) the evaluation
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staff of the Association of Central Oklahoma Governments (ACOS)
reviewing the grant application and extracting objectives from
it, (2) input from the Steering Committee for ACOG's Model
Evaluation Project and (3) through discussion with the
directors of the two agencies administering ths juvenile
delinquency project which was the subject of this evaluation.
Through this process the following objectives and theix
corresponding data needs were identified and classified:

I. Immediate Objectives

A, To develop grant planning and preparation
capacities

B. To design record-keeping forms for purpose
of data collection

C. 7o retain personnel specified

D. To obtain eguipment

E. To retain consultants specified

F. To arrange training workshops for counselors

G. To locate and establish two facilities

H. To recruit volunteers

II. Intermediate Objectives

A. To provide intensive supervision of juvenile
probationers -

B. To provide intensive counseling with the
probationers'! parents and siblings

C. To provide counseling services to pre-
delinquent referrals

D. To refer to local resources juveniles in need
of long~term counseling or treatment

E. To provide initial volunteer orientation/
training :

F. To provide on-going volunteer training dvring
project involvement

. G. To do cumplete analysis of first half of
project :

H. To hold weekly group meetings with professional
consultant present

I. To identify all local resources for potential
referral, and record services available and
gqualifying criteria

J. To reduce probationers! and pre-delinguents?
transportation problems for obtaining services




III. Ultimate Objectives
A. To decrease the rate of future delinquent
acts
B. To increase diversion of juveniles out of
the juvenile justice system
With the cooperation and assistance of the project's
staff, the necessary information was gathered. This involved
interviewing the project directors, designing a guestionnaire
to bhe completed by the counselors in each of the quadreant

offices and extracting information from the various files.




-




Larry E. Goodman, AIP

Fred Plater
John T. Hall

Jocille Kamphaus
Marqueeta Hansen
Linda Roberts

Jeffery W. Spelman

Floyd Poole
Alan Gordon
Mike Waller
Pam Fisher
Jane Ferrell
Garner Stoll
Ellen Akers
Sandee Wood
Pat Jurey

*Darrel Tiller
*Henry Clark

Ron Karns

*Lewis Irving
Robert Tulloh
Richard Churchill
*Krista Schafers

Greg Isaman
Ron Capshaw
Terry Reneau
Marcia Bingham

*Principal Authors

Grant No.

CREDITS

ACOG STAFF

Executive Director
Accountant
Intergovernmental Programs

Coordinator
Administrative Secretary
Bookkeeper/Secretary
Secretary

Director of Planning and
Criminal Justice
Research Assistant II
Transportation Planner

Associate Planner
Research Assistant I
Associate Planner
Planning Intern
Secretary

Secretary

Secretary

NILE/CJ Project Directoxr
Research Assistant/Statistician
Research Assistant I

Consultant

NILE/CJ Intern

NILE/CJ Intern

Secretary

Acting Project Engineer
Special Programs Officer
Research Assistant I
Secretary

75-NI-99-0104

This report was financed in part
through a criminal justice grant from
the National Institute of Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justice.




ASSOCIATION OF CENTRAL OKLAHOMA GOVERNMENTS
4801 CLASSEN BLVD. /7 SUITE 200
OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLAHOMA 73118 / (405) 848-8961




-









